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The Predicate Cleft Construction in Russian

1 Introduction

Inthispaper | will provide aminimalist (Chomsky 1993 1995 1999
2000 analysisof the Predicae Cleft Construction (PCC) in Russan.*
The construction is familiar from a number of languages (2 Haitian
fromLumsden and Lefebvre 1990765, 3 Hausaibid: 762 andisfairly
common in spoken Russan (1).

(1) v Cita' (to) Ivan eé Citag, no nicego
read,;, (TO) Ivan it .. reas but nothing
ne ponimad.
not understands
‘lvan doesred it, but he doesn’t understand athing.’

Qv Se adte e te acte  fle yo.
it-is  buy he PAST buy flowers PL
‘That isBUY that he bought flowers.” (he didn't sted them)

(3) v Cin abincii da  saurii, Aka cee SUN yi.
ead-VN food with speel indef. say 3“.Perf do
‘Eating food in a hurry, one said they did.’

Inseaion 2 | present a brief sketch of the semantics of the con-
struction and the basic data. In sedion 3 | argue that the datais best

“I would like to thank Natali a Rakhlin for long discussons of the data reported here. The
judgements are hers! Particular thanks go to Steven Franks and Michad Y adroff, who
reviewed this paper for FASL and helped improveit alot, andto Sarah Felber, who made
surethe Englishwasflowing. | would alsoliketothank e eljkoBoskovi¢, Howard Lasnik,
Jairo Nunes, Arthur Stepanov and the audience of FASL 9 for comments and suggestions
on various stages of the present work. All remaining errors and shortcomings are my own

1In fact there is quite abit of spedker variation. In this paper | keep to a consistent set of
data collected from a single spedker: Natalia Rakhlin. Discusson of variation among
spedkers would go beyond the scope of this paper.



analyzed in terms of remnant VP fronting. Sedion 4 provides an im-
plementation of thisanalysisintermsof the copy theory of movement.
Inthis sedion the main theoretica conclusions are established: (i) the
PCC provides support for the copy theory of movement, (ii) pro-
nunciation of multiple copies of asingle element from the numeration
is possble, and (iii) under a strictly lexicdist view of morphology, a
natural acount for the PCC is not possble. Sedion 5 takes up some
problematic data. | arguethat objed shift/Casechedingisobligatorily
overt for definite DPsin Russan. Sedion 6 is a brief summary of the
main results.

2 The Data

A typical example of the PCC was arealy provided in example (1).
Descriptively, the example is a string containing a non-finite form of
alexicd verbV, the optional discourse particleto, followed by aregu-
lar main clause with an occurrenceof the sameverb V in afiniteform.
Certain examples that do not conform to this description will be
discussed below. Not all sentenceinitial infinitivalswill automaticaly
count as examples of the PCC. Fronted complements of verbs that
take infinitival complements or sentence initial non-finite adjuncts
qualify only if they carry the semantics of the PCC.

I will cdl theinitial part of the clause preceding to the Head of the
cleft; the particle -to will be cdled TO; the part following TO (or the
Headif TO isabsent) will be cdled the Body (cf. 13). Thetensed form
of the verb in the Body will be cdled the Finite Verb, and the
unclefted form of the sentencewill be cdled the Base Line Sentence
Thusin (1) dtat' is the Head, Ivan eé citaet the Body, citaet the
Finite Verb. Example (4) isthe Base Line Sentence corresponding to

(D).

(4) v Iven e¢ (itad
Ivan itfem.acc reaj?:rd.sg
‘lvanisrealing it.’

Predicate clefting in Russan hes clear cut effeds on the



information structure of asentence(seePaill ard and Plungjan 1993for
discusson). My own view is that the Head provides a S(entence)-
topic in the sense of Biring (1995. The Head is, roughly speing,
acontrastive topic. In line with Bring’ s theory, a predicae cleft has
a set of questions as its topic semantic value. Its ordinary semantic
value is one answer to one of the questions in the topic semantic
value. Predicate clefts have two intonational nuclei: one on the non-
finite form of the verb in the Head and one on the Finite Verb. These
intonational nuclel indicae the focus and the topic domains. The
following is a plausible semantic interpretation of (1):

(5) Topic semantic value:
{Did Ivan red it?, Did Ivan understand it?, Did lvan throw it
awvay?, ..}
Ordinary semantic value
Ivan red it.

Acocording to Blring, sentences with S-topics conventionally
implicate that the answer given in the ordinary semantic value is not
exhaustive, i.e. that certain of the questionsinthetopic semantic value
are sill under discusson. This can clealy be seen from the
continuationof (1): *...but hedid not understandit’. Thiscontinuation
constitutes an answer to the second question listed in (5).

Furthermore, sentenceswith S-topics cannot be uttered out of the
blue. Unlessat least one answer to one of the questions in the topic
semantic value was alrealy under discusson, such a sentence cannot
be felicitoudly uttered. Sincel am asauming the topic semantic value
of the PCCto be aset of yes/no-questionsthat differ inthe verb only,
it follows that no other element may be new in the context.? These
semantics can ke used as a diagnostic for predicate defthood. Space
limitations kegp me from developing these sketchy remarks further.

Thefirst question to ask with resped to predicate clefting is how

2 This last fact will become quite important in section 5 of the present paper when
indefinitenessand dcefinitenessare discussed.



general the clefting processis. Is it limited to spedfic semantic or
structural verb classes? Theanswer is‘no’. An example of atransitive
verb was arealy givenin (1). An example with an unergative verb is
givenin(6), withan unacaisativeverbin (7), with aditransitivein (8),
aPRembedding verb in (9), and a CP embedding onein (10). These
examples also exemplify various smantic dasses.?

(6) (Grammatika Russkogo Jazyka 1960vol 2.1 p409
Cto » &o on? trefjat’ ne srefjag,a r u « " &
dere it.
what « that he? shoot,;, not shoots, but rifle hold
‘What’s wrong with hm? Holds arifle but doesn't fire?’

(7) v/ Rasti -to Marina rastét, no cCasto boled.
grow,; TO Marina grow,,,, but often beill
‘Marina does grow, but sheisill alot.’

(8) v Dat' (-to) ja eé emu da, no..
give, (TO) | her him gave, but...
‘| did gveit to him, but...

3rd.gy

3rd.5g

(9) v/ Dumat' o  enitb e(-to) on dumad
think,, about marriage (TO) he think
-no nikogda on ne e enitga
but never he not marry-self
‘He does think about marriage, but he will never marry.’

3rd.sg

3 Example (10) showsthat stative/i-level predicates are possble with the PCCin Russan.
Larson and Lefebvre (1991) report that thisisimposdgble in Haiti an.



(10) v/ Dumat' ¢to Xomskij genij on dumad no (itat'
think,, that Chomsky genius he thinks but real
ego knigi ne (itad. /no znat' ne znad
his books not reads /but know,, not knows

‘He does think that Chomsky is a genius, but he doesn’t
read his books./ but he doesn’'t know for sure.’

Having established the full generality of the clefting process we
areinapositionto ask questions about the morphology involved. The
relevant generadizationisasfollows: if aBase Line Sentence contains
an infleded form of a lexicd verb, then the infinitive of that verb
ocaurs in the Head. The infleded form occurs in the Body. All the
Russan examplesgiven so far fall under thisgeneralization.* Consider
however exampleslike (11) and (12), where the Base Line Sentences
(11a) and (12b) contain analytic tense forms. In these caes no
doubling takes place & siown by the ungrammeticdity of (11b) and
(12b) and the grammaticdlity of (11c) and (12c).

(118 « On budet Citat'.
he will read,
(11b) * Cita® (-to) on budet  &itat'.
red,, TO he wil read,
(11c) v Cita®  (-to) on  budkt.
read, TO he will
‘He will read.’

(128) v Dom byl postroen.

house was  build; . pass

4The copulaisthe only clea counterexample | know. It will be discussed in foatnote 15.



(12b) * Postroen (-to) dom byl postroen.®

buildy past poss TO  house was  build,y; e pass
(12c) « Postroen  dom byl.
BUildy; et pass NOUSE was

‘The house was built.’

Put in different terms, if a Base Line Sentence has only one
exponent of both lexicd content of the verb and tense information,
then doubling takes place If a Base Line Sentence represents these
two pieces of information on independent items, no doubling occurs.

3 The Structure and Derivation of the PCC

Asaiming that what | have cdled the PCC is indeed a @herent
phenomenon in Russan, we can now ask how to analyze it. The
guestions to ask are: What is the structure? How are the sentences
derived?

In what follows | will argue for a structure aong the lines
indicaed in (13). A (remnant) VP ismoved to a position higher than
TP and below CP. The exad nature of the phrase is irrelevant here.
The position may or may not be the spedfier of the landing site
projeced by -to.°

(13 [ep--Ixp[vp o Vi - [-to... [rp - Vi -l
- Head - TO | --- Body -

On this view the Body forms a constituent at |leest the sizeof TP.
The Head is also a phrasal constituent. The daim made in (13) that

> Michad Yadroff (p.c.) accepts this sentence. Jairo Nunes (p.c.) notes that comparable
examples are also acceptable in Brazili an Portuguese. Maybe for the spegkers who all ow
doubling of the passive participle, the participle actsasanominal. Inthis casethe structure
isthat of a base generated external topic. Seebelow for some discusgon of base generated
topicsin Rusgan.

61 am not aware of any examples where an adjunct can intervene between the Head and
TO, so that the Head presumably is the specifier of the phrase projected by -to (or in the
absence of -to some null counterpart).



the infinitival verb is structurally below C° can be substantiated quite
eally.

(14a)  Pétr skazd Cto procitat’ (-to) on eé  proCitad...
Petr said that read TO he ity €&y,

(14b) * Pétr skazd procitat’ (-to) ¢to on eé procitad...
Petr said read,;, TO that he it ... ready,
‘Peter said that he would read the book through.’

Example (14) showsthat the Head canfoll ow the complementizer
cto, but it cannot preceadeit. Thisimpliesthat ctoisstructurally above
the Head.

The structure in (13) also claims that the Head is locaed above
TP. To show this we observe that the Head usually preceles the
subjea of the sentence. It isthen higher than the landing site of the
subjed.” If subjeds are in the specifier of TP, then the faa that the
Head precades the subjed shows that the Head is higher than the
subjed.The position of the subjed in Rusgan is contested, however,
SO astronger argument is needed.

Ever sinceJadkendoff (1973 it hasbeen quitewidely believed that
different classes of adverbs are attadied in different structural
positionsand that sentential adverbsare attadhed inaparticularly high
position, above TP (see Stjepanovi¢ 1999. If this is true, then
example (15) shows that the Head is above TP. The Head preceles
thesubjed, which precadesthe adverb, whichis, by assumption higher
than T°. Sentences where a sentential adverb preceades the Head are
ungrammaticd (cf. 17b).

"1 will not concern myself here with the exact positi on of the subject in atheory assuming
a split Infl theory (cf. Pollock 1989 Chomsky 1991 among many others). The Head is
above TP.



(15  Cita' (-to) on naverno <itad, no...
Real,, TO he probably reals, but...
‘He probably does read, but...

The two arguments just given indicate that the Head of the
predicae cleft is in a structural position between C* and T'. This
conclusion isindependent of the exad structure of the Head and TO.

I will argue next that the Head plus TO are in fad not plausibly
analyzed as a congtituent. There are two options for analyzing the
Head plus TO as a onstituent: (i) the non-finite verb plus TO might
form a complex head, or (i) the Head plus TO might form a phrasal
constituent. Although (i) might betheright analysisfor someidioleds
of Rusgan which disalow all examples of the type that follows, the
idioled under consideration provides quite strong evidence that the
Head is not a cmmplex heal.

(16a) v Dumat' o e enitb e(-to) on dumad
think,, about marriage TO he thinks
-no nikogda on ne < enitga
but never he not marry-self

(16b) * Dumat' (-topn dumad o * enitb e- no...
think,, TO he thinks about marriage but...
‘He does think about marriage, but he will never marry.’

The Head of the cleft inthe grammeticd example (16a) is not just
asyntadic head, but aphrase, i.e. the verb plusits complement. If the
infinitival verb indeed formed a complex head with TO, we would
exped (16b) to be grammeticd and (16a) to be ungrammeticd, the
exad opposite of the observed pattern. The data are thusinconsistent
with analyzing the Head plus TO as a mmplex heal.

These data however are not sufficient to show that the Head plus
TO do not form a mnstituent at all. They might till form a phrasal
constituent. | am not aware of any dired evidence beaing on the
point. However, an indired argument will be presented after the
movement analysis of the PCC has been defended.



We have drealy seen some evidence in (16) that the Head is
roughly the sizeof aVP. Further evidenceiseasy to adduce In(17a)
for example, a VP adverb is part of the Head. As shownin (17b), a
sentential adverb cannot appea in the same position.

(179) v Bystro pecatat' (-to) on peCatad, nodeag mnogo oSbok.
fast type, TO he types but makes many errors
‘He types fast, but he makes alot of mistakes.’

(170) * VCera  peCatat’ (-to) on peCatal, no sdela mnogo
yesterday type,, TO he typed but made many
oSibok.
mistakes
‘He did type yesterday, but he made alot of mistakes

| therefore assume that the Head isindeed a VP.2

Having defended the structure given in (13), let me turn now to
thetask of analyzing the derivation of the PCC. Thereare at least two
concevable derivations, oneinwhichthe Head isbase generatedinits
position and one in which it ismoved there. Both of these have been
suggested in the literature on other languages.® If we assume base
generation of the Head in its position, various questions arise. Why
does the observed identity (modulo finitenesg between the Finite
Verb in the Body and the non-finite verb in the Head obtain? Why
can't thelexicd verb be doubled inanalytic tenseforms(cf. 12)?How
isthethetagrid of theinfinitival verbin the Head satisfied in examples
like (1) where only one objed and one subjed occur? The same
guestion arises with resped to (16). In fad, we can complement the
paradigm in (16) with (16c) below and (1) with (1b) and ask what
rules out these sentences.

8 1 am not concerned here with establishing the exact size of the Head (VP, VP, or
something slightly bigger) and will use the term VP as a cover term.

®Kogpman (1984 isthe class c referencefor the movement approach. Larson and Lefebvre
(1991) argue for base generation for the PCC in Haitian; however, they invoke an
additi onal mechanism of LF VVP-movement and replacement of the Head.



(16c) * Dumat' o * enitbe (-to) on dumad
think,, about marriage (TO) he thinks
0 * enitbe -no nikogda on ne < enitga
about marriage but never he not marry-self

(1b) * Cita' eé¢  (-to) lvan eé  Citad, no...
read,; itramace 1O VAN itegnac F€@s  but...

In other words, the data indicate that asfar as theta relations go,
the non-finite verb can stand in for the finite verb and vice versa.
Furthermore, the two verbs are identicd (modulo inflection). Both of
these properties are typical properties of movement. This suggests
that the PCC ought to be analyzed as a movement phenomenon.
Otherwise, agood ded of redundancy would have to be introduced
into the theory, sincethere would haveto be two waysto derive these
properties. movement and whatever is responsible for the PCC. We
thus have a theoreticd argument from simplicity for a movement
analysis of the PCC.

Still, one might be tempted to try to assmilate the PCC to other
Russan constructions involving base generation. Base generated
topics come to mind as a candidate, espedally since the PCC is a
structurewith an S-topic. However, the PCC behavesquitedifferently
from base generated topics. For some discusson of this, seeFranks
and House 1982 or King 1995 (esp. 103106). Example (18)
illustrates one of the differences. Unlike the PCC (example 14), base
generated topics are amatrix phenomenon in Russan.

(183 v Kniga on eé procital.
bOOknom.sg.fem he itFem.Acc reaj
‘The book - herea it.’

(18b) Pétr skazd (*kniga) ¢to (*kniga) on eé procital.
Petr said book  that book  he it rea
‘Peter said that he had read the book through.’

3sg.msc.past

A seaond difference, apparent in example (18a), isthat the topic



usually doubles an argument in the sentence but there is no
requirement that the they both be the same lexicd element (‘eé vs.
‘kniga’) or be otherwise identicd (see Franks and House 1982.
Furthermore, no material can be scrambled in front of a base
generated topic (19a), wheras scrambling in front of the head of a
predicate deft is marginally possble (19b).*°
(199 * On, lvana, ego vidit.

he, Ivan, him sees
(19%) ? On (itat'" (-to) Ccitatet, no...

he read, TO reals, but...
‘He doesredd, but...

Finaly, on a movement approad to the PCC we exped locdity
effedsto appea, asin fad they do (20). To cepture these effedson
a base generation approach would require further stipulations which
would, once again, have to be redundant with conditions on
movement or chains.*!

(200 * Kupit' (-to) ty skazd ¢to ja éo kupl...
buy,, TO yousad tha | that bought

Predicate clefting out of embedded infinitives is sometimes
possble. Thereis a parall elism with wh-movement in Russan, which
isalso possble out of infinitivals und subjunctives, but not out of full
finite dauses. Noticethat in order to derive the examplesin (20) we

10 This kind of scrambling is comparable to scrambling in front of awh-phrasein ared,
non-echo question asshownin (i). Thesimil arity provides afurther argument for asauming
that the Head is in a position between TP and CP if BoSkovi¢ (199%) and Stepanov
(1998h are on theright track in asuming that wh-phrases move to a positi on between TP
and CP in Rusdan.

i) (example provided by A. Stepanov p.c.)
v lvan kogo Znae
Ivan who,.. knows

‘Who does lvan know?

111 take no stance here on whether chains exist and what properties they have.



would have to move the embedded VP out of the embedding VP.
We have seen that any attempt to analyze the PCC as a base
generation phenomenon will end up introducing quite a bit of
redundancy into the system, and that the PCC exhibits certain
characteristics of movement. Let us take the evidence for movement
at face value. If we make the commonly held assumption that
movement is to a c-commanding position,*> we have the missing
argument for the structure proposed above and repeated here.

(13)  [ep - [xp [yp oo Vigg eodow 10 oo [ip Vi 1]

The problem above was that we were missing an argument against
treating the Head plus TO as a constituent. If we assumed now that
the Head plus TO did form a constituent, the moved VP would not c-
command itscopy in the base position, and the structure should be out
for the samereasonsother cases of movement to anon-c-commanding
position are out.

To summarize the results of this section, we have seen that the
Head of apredicate cleft isaphrasal constituent of roughly the size of
VP. This (remnant) VP moves to a position between IP and CP.

4 The PCC and the Copy Theory of M ovement

Pre-minimalist generative approaches assumed that when an element
is moved it leaves behind a special type of null element, a trace, or
nothing at al. Under minimalist assumptions, traces cannot exist as
primitive elements. The copy theory of movement is virtually forced
by the inclusiveness condition (cf. Chomsky 1995). The properties of
traces haveto be deduced (cf. Nunes 1996, 1999). Their most salient
property is that they are phoneticaly null. On the face of it, the fact
that in the general case a moved element is pronounced in one and
only one position speaks against the copy theory of movement (21).

12 Chomsky (1995) essentially sti pul ates that movement i sto a c-commanding position. For
some discussion and important qualifications, as well as attempts to derive the relevant
facts, see Epstein et al. (1998), Nunes (1996, 1999) among others.



(21a) Johnwas arrested (* John)
(21b) What did you ea (*what)

Arguments have been developed (Franks 1998 Boskovi¢ 199%,
b) that syntadtic movement can at times be obscured because alower
copy of a moved element is pronounced. Nunes (1999 discusses
cases where two copies of a moved element are  pronounced.
Richards (1997 and Abels (2000 discussexampleswhereit looksas
though LF movement can be anticipated in overt syntax. Thesecanbe
analyzed as pronunciation of an exceptionally high copy. All of these
types of examples are expeded to exist under the copy theory of
movement, but are incompatible with tracetheory.

| would like to suggest that the PCC is an example of the second
type, where multiple copies of a single element, namely the verb, are
phoneticdly redized. Consider again examples (1) and (12c).

(1) v Cita' (-to) Ivan eé& Citad, no nicego
red,, TO Ilvan it .. reas but nothing
ne ponimasd.
not  understands
‘lvan doesrea it, but he doesn’'t understand a thing.’

(12c) v Postroen (-to) dom byl...
buildy pas poss TO  house  was
‘The house was built, ...

The generali zation concerning these examples wasthat the lexicd
verbis doubled just in case there is no independent exponent of tense
and agreement information hosted in Infl. This suggests that the
second copy of the lexicd verb is redized in order to keep the
morphology on Infl from getting stranded. Rusgan doesn’t have do-
support. The genera strategy in Russan is to pronouncethe lexicd
verb in cases where English shows do-support. An example of thisis



VP-dlipsis.*®

(229) v lvan Citad etu knigu kas doe voskresene,
a Pér
Ivan reals this book every Sunday, but Peter
ne Citag [, et—kngtk—a——e&—o—=
—voskresen€)
not reads this book every Sunday
‘Ivan reads this book every Sunday, but Peter doesn’t
(read it every Sunday)
(22b) v lvan budet Citat' etu knigu kas doe voskr
esene, a
Ivan will real this book every Sunday, but
Pétr ne budet [, —€itat—ett—knigtka—toe—
voskresen€]
Petr not will read this book every Sunday
‘Ivan will read this book every Sunday, but Peter won't
(read it every Sunday)

The examples in (22) show that VP €llipsis in Russan patterns
with VP-dllipsis in English modulo do-support vs. pronunciation of
the lexicd verb. | have analyzed the PCC as a VP fronting process
We thus exped the same abstrad patterning between English and
Rusgan to take placewith VP fronting in English. This predictionis
borne out. Compare (1) with (23a) and (12c) with (23b).

(23a) v Johnsaid hewould read the book and read the book he did.
(23b) v John promised that the house would be built, and built it
was.

The reason why there is a seaond copy of theverbin (1) is clea
now: to support the inflecional affix in Infl. The pronunciation of the

13 The source of these examples is Stepanov (19983). He agues in detail that these
examplesinvolve VP dlli psis.



first occurrence of the verb in the moved VP is forced because
semanticdly, it carries the focus, which needs an audible exponent.

A full discusson of an algorithm for pronunciation of moved
elements and of the conditions under which multiple copies can be
pronounced is beyond the scope of this paper. A number of
suggestions exist in the literature (Franks 1998 Boskovi¢ 1999
Nunes 1999 Abels 2000.

Notice that | have talked about two “copies’ of the verb.
However, the two instances of the verb are not drictly identicd;
morphologicdly oneisan infinitive and the other afinite form. Calling
these two forms copies of the same lexicd element requires a theory
of morphology in which lexicd items are not inserted into the syntax
fully inflected, i.e. atheory assuming adual inflecional affixes, and
wherelexicd insertiontakesplacelate, after thesyntax. Consequently,
the analysis presented here requires me form of Distributed
Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993. The infinitive gopeas asthe
redization of the default form of the verb.**

Indired evidence that this reasoning is corred comes from the
following paradigmwherethereisan aspedua mismatch betweenthe
infinitival in the Head and the Finite Verb (24a, b).

(249) * Citat' (-to) on eé procitad...
real, TO he Itrem acc perf-reals

(24b) ** Procitat' (-to) on eé Citad...
reajperf.mf TO he Itrem acc reals

On the assumption that the aspedual prefix pro- heads its own
verbal projedioninthesyntax (seee.g. Fowler 1994 and mergeswith
theverbinthe morphology, (244) isasimpleviolation of apied-piping

14 Asit stands we actuall y expect the bare verbal stemto appea inthe PCC. However, this
isnot an option, since the bare stem redi zes the imperative in Russan and can otherwise
ocaur only in alimited number of marked constructions. It seemsthat thebare stemismore
marked than the infinitive. | would liketo thank Steven Franks (p.c.) for reminding me of
these facts.



requirement. (24b), on the other hand, is not derivable & all. The
principle of Distributed Morphology to insert an element which is
maximally speafic, compatiblewiththeinformation present, and never
more spedfic than the information present in the syntadic treewould
have to be violated. Thisisrefleaed in the judgments.’®

In this sedion we have seen that the movement analysis of the
PCC provides indired arguments for the cpy theory of movement
and for Distributed Morphology.

5 ThePCC, Verb Movement and Object Shift
In this sedion | will addresssome examples that seem to undermine
the analysisdeveloped so far. Theideathat the PCCisderived viaVP
movement was justified on the basis of examples like (9) and (17a).
The Head of the deft indeed looks like aV P in those examples.
However, the examples with nominal complements of the verb
(including (1) repeaed as(25a)) are systematicdly not of this general
form. DP complements are never part of the Head -- at least for the
spedker consulted.

(253) ¢ Citat' (-to) lvan eé  itad, no...
read,, TO Ivan ity . reas but...

(250) * Cita' eé¢  (-to) Ivan (ed (itad (ed, no
read, itignace 1O VAN it .. r€asS ity DUL...
‘lvan doesred it, but he doesn’t understand athing.’

Example (25b) ill ustrates two points. DP arguments behave like
other arguments in that they cannot be doubled; DP arguments are
never part of the Head of the predicae cleft. The objed in this
example is pronominalized, but the same kind of pattern holds with

15 Catherine Chvany (p.c.) points out the foll owing examples:
@) v est/*byt! -to on est'...
ISy BEipy TO he is...
This example can beaccommodated if byt' is not the infiniti ve of est' (seeChvany 1996for
discusgon of the relevance of this conclusion).



full DPs. This pattern is understandable only if the fronted VP is a
remnant in (25a). What prompts the DPs to evaauate VP?

Oneimportant observationwithresped to DP complementsisthat
they cannot be indefinite, as sown in (26).16

(26) * Citat' (-to) on  kakuju-nibud  knigu Ccitad,...
read.. TO he which-NIBUD' book redals,...

inf

‘Heisrealing some book or other, ....

This faa should not surprise us, since the ban on indefinite
arguments follows from the semantics, as pointed out above. To
explainwhy themoved VP isawaysaremnant, | anledto conjedure
that objed shift/Case cheding is obligatorily overt in Russan. The
verb can, but need not move past this objed shift position.!” Whether
indefinite objeds move to the same position overtly to get Case must
be left open here.

Finaly, there is another class of examples where the internal
argument of averbisnot fronted along with the verb itself, but where
we cannot invoke objed shift or movement to a Case position as an
explanation.

(27) ? Dumat' (-to) on dumad o pesni, kotoruju pel  Ivan...
think TO he thinks about song which  sang Ivan...
‘He does think about the song that 1van sang, but...’

16 Laurent Dekydtspotter (p.c.) informs me that a simil ar ban on indefinitesis foundwith
the PCCin other languages, too. Judgments vary on the status of (26).

ltisuncontroversial that thereisacertain amount of verb movementin Russan. Just how
far the verb moves is unclea. We have drealy seen some evidence that the verb does
indealleaveitshase positionin Stepanov' sV P-elli psisexamplesin (22). Further evidence
that the verb sometimes moves as high as 2P comes from the fact that a yes/no question
can be answered in Rusgan by repeaing just the verb and eli ding everything el se. Martins
(1999 argues that this indicates that the verb isin 2P and IP is deleted. Finally, John
Bailyn (p.c.) points out that the order VS with unergative sentences is most plausibly
derived by asauming that the verb moves past the base position of the subject in these
sentences. This would entail that the verb moves past the base position of the subject
(contra Bailyn 1995.



(28) ? Dumat' (-to) on dumae ¢to Xomskij genij no...
think,;, TO he thinks that Chomsky genius hit.
‘He does think that Chomsky is a genius, but...’

Comparing (27) and (28), which, acording to Michad Y adroff (p.c.),
are perfed if a pause precales the complement, with the
corresponding examples (16a), (16b) and (10) reveds that it is
heavinessthat allows the complements to appea in final position.
Inthissedion we have seenthat the movement analysisargued for
inthispaper leadsusto concludethat objed shift/overt Case cheding
(at least with definite DPs) is obligatory in Russan and that the verb
can optionally move past the objed shift position or stay below it.

6 Conclusion
Inthispaper the basic data concerning the predicate cleft construction
in Russan were introduced. The following structure was defended:

(13 [ep e [xp [yp o Vipg oo d o 10 oo [ip o Vi - 1]

The construction was acmunted for as aninstanceof remnant VP
movement. This analysis is justified becaise a whole range of chain
properties hold of the PCC: locdity constraints, identity of theta
relations, identity of content, etc. It wasfurther concluded that objed
shift/Case movement isobligatorily overt for Rusgan definite DPsand
that the verb optionally movespast thisobjea shift/Caseposition. The
fad that in predicate cleftswith synthetic verbforms, two occurrences
of the verb appea provides a strong argument for the copy theory of
movement. The fad that the two copies of the verb differ
morphologicdly was taken as an argument for late lexicd insertion
and for a model of morphology along the lines of Distributed
Morphology.
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