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1. Introduction

In contragt to English (1c), Russan dlows movement out of a DP (1ab). This
kind of movement is cdled split scrambling. Both Topics (1b) and Fodi (18) can split
scramble, Topics moving to sentence-initid pogtion, and Fod to sentence-find
position:

() a [Bd'&Hatpd ukuslamen'a qorilla,.
big bit me gorilla
A big gorillazshit me.

b. Bd'Siy my viddi [t; gorillupg]  veera
¢ *Big we saw gorilla yedterday
We saw abigrqic gorilla

| arguethat (18) and (1b) are grammatica because the DP isabarrier in English
but not in Russan. The centrd question of this paper iswhat determines the satus of
phrases as bariers crosslinguigicdly. | dam that barriers are violable, universal
condraintsin an Optimdity Theoretic grammar (Prince and Smolensky 1993). Barrier
congraints form a fixed hierarchy, such that movement out of aDP or a PP is cross-
linguidtically more marked than movement out of aVVP. The andyss predicts that no
language allows movement out of DP or PP but bans the same type of movement out
of VP. If a condraint that requires movement dominates DP BARRIER, it a0
dominates PP and VP BARRIER. Russan dlows movement to cross dl three barriers,
while English tolerates crossing VPs and PPs but not DPs, and Mdagasy bans
movement even out of VPs,
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Slit scrambling arises from the conflict of two opposing forces condraints that
demand movement on the one hand, and congraints that oppose it on the other. In
Russan, DP BARRIER is dominated by the requirements to place Topics and Fodi in
their pogtions (ALIGN-R Focus, Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovic 1998), ALIGN-L
Torc, and CONTRASTIVE Focus SPeC). Thus, movement out of DPs is not only
possible but necessary for Topics and Fod. In English, DP BARRIER dominates the
Focus/Topic condraints, o Topicsand Fod cannot move out of aDP.

The condraints that oppose movement and those thet require it can be
intergpersed, eg. MOVE WH >> DP BARRIER >> ALIGN-L TOPIC >> PP BARRIER
>>VP BARRIER. It is thus predicted thet barriers for some kinds of movement are not
necessarily the same as barriers for other kinds of moverment in the same language
Thus Mandarin Chinese dlows free Topicdization out of DP, but no Wh-movement.
This and other cases of varidde barrier daus within the same language are
draightforwardly explained in the framework | propose

Thiswork addressesthe motivation of pied-piping, which | damto bearepair of
BARRIER condraint violdions What gets pied-piped will vary from language to
language, depending on which BARRIER condraints are highly ranked. This view of
pied-piping sheds new light on pied-piping with inverson in Tzotzil (Aissen 1996,
Trechsd 2000).

2. Split scrambling and congtraint interaction

| dam tha the availability of split scrambling in a language depends on the
reldive satus of two opposing requirements: the requiremeant to move wh-dements
topics, fod, or verbs on the one hand, and the requirement to obey barriers on the
other. Two types of condraints encode those requirements in the andysis. movement
condrantsand barier condraints.

The chief difference between Russian and English liesin the different rankings of
these two types of condraints. In Russian, the movement condraints take precedence
over bariers yidding rdative freedom of movement. In English, bariers take
precedence over movement congtraints, yidding a sysem where the movement is
rather condrained.

Before introducing the barrier condraints, | will briefly show why the difference
between English and Russian cannot be captured with the congtraintsthat have dready
been proposed inthe OT syntax literature: STAY and MINLINK (Legendre et d. 1998).

2.1. STAY and sdf-conjoined BARRIERS ar e not enough

STAY is the condraint frequently used in OT syntax to prohibit movement
(Bakovic 1998, Grimshaw 1997, Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovid 1998). However,
(2) demondrates that the difference between Russan and English is not due to the
number of traces but rather to the kinds of XPs crossed. The only grammatica
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examplesin (2) are the onesin which the topicaized dement is not coindexed with a
position indde a DP. The number of tracesin dl of the examplesisthe same. It seems
that, unlike Russan, English generdly does not permit movement out of a non-L-
marked DP (Chomsky 1986).

(2) Number of tracesvs. kind
Bari's  Numberof XPs  STay

crosed crosed violaions
a [pBookd ! [yplikety] VP 1 *
b. [ppThet] | have[yplooked [ppat ty]] VP, PP 2 *
C.  [pp Troyl, hehas[ypread [about ty]] VP, PP 2 *
d. *[Thosd;we[ypate[ppt; potatoes VP, DP 2 *
e *[Potaoed; we[ypedt [ppldahoty]] VP,DP 2 *
f. *[Mathad; we[vpate[ppt; potetoed]] VP,DP 2 *
0. *[Potaoed; we[ypae[pp Mathd sty]] VP,DP 2 *

Barrier congraints have a precedent in OT syntax: the MINLINK hierarchy
... >>BAR>>BAR>>BAR (Legendre et d. 1998), which sates that crossing two
bariers is universdly worse than crossng one, crossing three is worse than crossing
two, etc. Condraints that count the number of crossed barriers likewise cannot
digtinguish between grammatical and ungrammatica extraction in English: both the
grammetica (b) and (c) and the ungrammaticd (d-g) have only two barriers crossd.

To didinguish between English and Russan, we need condraints againgt
movement that are domain-senstive: they should Sate that extraction is acceptable out
of some XPs but not out of others In addition to STAY | propose a st of violable
condraintsthat define VP, PP and DP asbarriers’.

3. Barrier condraints

The condraints that determine whether a type of movement can extract from a
type of phrase are discussed in this section. Only three types of barriers are discussed 2

1. Thisframework can be compared to Chomsky's (1986) Barriers, where al XPs
are barriers a priori, but the VP can be adjoined to, which nullifies its barrierhood,
and IP is stipulated not to be a barrier. The system | propose gives all XPs barrier
status without additional stipulations—if they don’t appear to be barriers in a
language, it is due to the language-specific ranking of the relevant constraints.
2. BozZena Cetnarowska (p.c) points out that Adjective and Adverb Phrases are
violable barriersin Polish and Russian but not English. Consider:

Bardzo bylam wczorgj zmeczona. (Polish)

very was Yyesterday tired ‘| was very tired yesterday.’
The Russian equivalent of this sentence is also grammatical, while the English gloss
isn't. The cross-linguistic status of APs as barriers and their position in the barrier
hierarchy is an issuel leave for future research.
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(3) Condraintsagaing movemen:

DPBARRIEER: A non-L-marked DPisabarier.
PPBARREER: PPisabarier.
VPBARRIER: VPisabarier.

The BARRIER condraints should be undersood as prohibitions on coreference
between an dement outs de a phrase and atrace indde the phrasg, for example, the PP
BARREERCanbespdledout as XP; ...[m. .. t;...]. Compare Pesetsky's (1998) IS AND
CONSTRAINTS. *O ...[igarg--B--.], Where B isthe trace of a and unpronounced.

The condraints requiring movement thet are relevant to the analys's of English
and Russan areligedin (4).

(4) Condraintsthat reguire movemernt:

ALIGN-R (PRESENTATIONAL Focus, CLAUSE) Align the right edge of the
Presentationd Focus with the right edge of the Clause. (Adapted from Grimshaw
and Samek-Lodovici 1998).

ALIGN-L (ToPc, CLause) Align the left edge of the Topic with the Ieft edge of
theClause

CFocus Srec: Contragtive Focus gppears in the spedifier pogition. (cf. OP-SPec,
Bakovic 1998, Grimshaw 1997)

4. An OT analyssof Russan DP splitting

| follow the gandard assumption in the literature on Russian word order that split
scrambling is motivated by discourselpragmétic factors (Bailyn 1995, King 1995,
Kondrashova 1996, Krylovaand Khavronina 1984, Sekerina 1997, Y okoyama 1986).
Thus, topics are moved into topic positions, and the two kinds of focusinto their focus
positions’, whether or not these topics and fod congtitute whole DPs. Adjectives
nouns, possessors, and quartifiers can dl be extracted out of DPs if they are the
desgnated topics or fod in the context. In sum, topics contragtive fod and
presentationd focd al move despitethe DP barrier.

In the examples thet follow, the discourse gatus of moved dementsiis indicated
in the gloss. For example, (5) could be an answer to the quedtion “What kind of

3. | follow Kiss (1998) in distinguishing between contrastive (identificational)
focus and presentational (information) focus. In the literature on Russian word
order, these two types of focus are often dubbed ‘emotive,’ or ‘ speaker-oriented’ vs.
‘non-emotive,’ ‘listener-oriented,’ etc. (Hajicovaet a 1998). The relevant properties
are position (spec, CP for CFocus and clause-final for PFocus) and quantificational
force (CFocus, yes, PFocus, no).
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gorillas did you see @ the zoo, where ‘big’ conditutes new information and is a
presentationd focus, and ‘ gorilld isthe central concern of the discussion, or atopic.

B Goillu  myviddi v zooparke bal'&ju.
gorillargge Wesaw inzoo bigheroc

Wesaw abig gorillaat the zoo.

Sections 4.1-4.3 discuss the three discourse functions dong with the rdevant
rankings.

4.1. Presentational focus

Whether or not both parts of the DP move depends on their discourse gatus. In
(5), both subparts of the DP have specid gatus, but in (6) only the noun is designated
as presentationa focus by Schwarzchild-style Fmarking (Schwarzchild 1999, ssedso
Sdkirk 1984, 1995) and therefore only the noun ismoved.

(6) My viddi [bol'Sujut]] v zooparke  gorillu;.
we saw big in  zoo gorillahero
Wesaw abig gorilla a the zoo.

The presentationd focus postion is the dausefind podtion at the right edge of
the dause (King 1995, Kondrashova 1996). Even adjuncts may not appear there if
ancther eement isthe presentationd focus (7). | assume that presentationd fod right-
adiointo IP (or CP), and that their movement is obligatory.

(7) Q: Of thebiganimas, what did you see a the zo0?
#Bol'&ju myviddi  gorillu % zooparke.
Digroc  Wesaw gorillargys 1N Z00
#Asfor big (animals), wesaw agorilla at the zoo.

Presentationd  focus movement moativates the ranking in (8): ALIGN-R
(PRESFOCUS) >> DP BARRIER. The losing candidate (8a) does nat split up the DP, or
atempt to dign the presentationd focus. It failsthe highly ranked ALIGN-R (PFocUS).
Candidate (b) is an atempt to avoid a barier violation and to reduce the dignment
vidlaion by pied-piping the entire DP that contains the presentationd focus. This
candidate fails because dignment is not perfectly satisfied, since the edge of the
presentationa focus condtituent does not coincide with the edge of the IP. Thewinner
is(c), which leavesthe DP remnant in situ and right-aligns‘ big'.
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(8) Presentationd focus moves despitethe DP barrier

e (X,y,2) x=we, y=higr gorilla, z=in zoo ALIGN-R PFoc DPBARR
a [ipve saw [pebigyer gorilld] in 200 *1** (gorilla in, zoo)
[iHipwesaw t; in z00] [pp[apbig]prer goril1] ] *! (gorilla)
C—  [idipvesaw [ppty gorilld in 200] [aplig]pres il *

Thus, not only must presentational focus move to the right edge, it must move
aone Thispoint will be addressed againin the section on pied-piping, 4.4.

4.2. Topic

Like presentationd focus, topics must gppear a the edge of the dause. Severd
topics may sack at the left edge of the dause (9). Because topics precede even wh-
words, | assumethat they Ieft-adjoin to the highest dause, beit CPor IP.

(9 Bdogo vcera kto vidd medved' a?
whitergse yesterdayroic Who saw bear
Who saw awhite bear yesterday?

Thus, the requirement to put topics at the |eft edge dso overrides DP BARRIER.
The ranking is shown beow. Candidate (8), which moves nothing, loses on the high-
ranked ALIGN-L ToPic. Candidate (c) isthewinner—it dignstheleft edge of thetopic
with the left edge of IP by left-adjoining it to IP. Candidete (b) is the runner-up—it
does not split up the DP, but pied-pipes it to the topic podtion. It would win in a
language with the opposite ranking of DP BARRIER >> ALIGN-L (TOPIC).

(10) ALIGN-L (ToPcC) >> DPBARRIER

e (Xy,2) x=we, y=hig gorillargy, z=in zoo ALIGN-L DP
ToRc BARR
a [ipvesaw [pebig [gorillalry) inzod] s
b. [iHoebig [gorillal] rep]s [iIPVEesaW t; in zoo] *!
c— [idoorillal; e [lpWesan [pphigty] inzod] *
d_ [dgorilla]yre [lpWesaw [pptot] inzoojbig g |

Although split scrambling is routine in Russian, it only hgppens in appropriate
contexts. Gratuitous movement exhibits is disdlowed (10d, 11). In (11), ‘big’ is not
designated as presentationd focus. Candidate (10d) violates DP barrier twice, once for
eechtrace’

4. Of course, (10d) is not the only possible structure. The entire remnant DP can
be moved to the right edge after ‘ gorilla’ has been extracted, asin [Hgorilla];tq [ We
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(11) #Gorillu my viddi v zooparke bol’&uju
gailla wesaw inzoo big
#\Wesaw abig gorillaat the zoo.

Topic and presentationd focus often move smultaneoudy, as in (5). This is
because both of the dignment condraints dominate DP BARRIER, and STAY.

(12) ALIGN-R PFocus, ALIGN-L ToPIC>> DP BARRIER, STAY

e (X,Y,2) X=we, y=hige gorillarc, z=in zoo ALIGN- ! ALIGN-R| DP BARR! STAY

L Topic: PFocus :

a__ [ipvesaw [ppbigyer gorillargsd inzoo] o ol Al :
b, [lgorillargd, wesaw [oety ] inz00][bighyerluel] | i
¢ [ipgorillay ronic[ipWWe s ppts bigres] in 200] . ot
d.— [iHgorillargsd, wesawt; in z00] [pp bigyes tilud : A e

4.3. Contragivefocus

Contragtive focus gppears in a fixed postion, the specifier of CP (IP in King
1995). It is in complementary didribution with wh-words and has smilar
quantificationa force (Rooth 1995).

(13) Context: Y esterday, | thought you adopted asmall gorilla
Bol'Suju my wveera  usynovili gorillu.
bigerec we yederday adopted  gorilla
Y esterday we adopted abig gorilla

The condraint that motivates contradtive focus movement is CFOCUS SPec, or
‘ contragtive focus must gppeer in specifier postion’. Contragtive focus moves to the
specifier position despitethe DPBARRIER.

(14) CFocus SPEc>>DP BARRIER

adopt (x,y,2) Xx=we, y=bige, gorilla z=yesterday CFocus | DPBARR
SEC
a-  [cobigycr[ipveadopted [t gorilld yesterday]] *
b.  [pveadopted [prbiger gorilld] yesterday] *!

Topics precede contragtive focus (15). The positioning of topics and contradtive
foci does not conflict, Since topics are aming to be at the left edge of the dause, and

sav in zoo][pr big ty] 7. This candidate would nat compareto (c) favorably, though, becauseit
would violate STAY in addition to DP BARRIER.
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contredtive fod are moving to a gpecific pogtion. The ranking of CFocus Srec and
ALIGN-L Toric cannot be established.

(15) Context: Spesking of gorillas, | hear they adopted asmall one yesterday.
Goarillu  veera bol'&ju  oni usynovili.
Qorillarege yesterdayroic bigoroe  they adopted
Asfor thegarilla, yesterday they adopted abig one.

Throughout this discusson, the main focus has been on DPs. However, dll of the
cdams aoply to movement out of PPs and VPs (s¢ d0 fn. 2). There ae
complications to PP plitting that are largely peripherd to the issues in this peper.
Russan and Polish PPs may split, provided the preposition comes before the object
and can diticize onto its complement adjective or noun (Nowak 2000, Sekerina 1997):

(16) V berezovgy oni gul’'di rosche. *Berezovoj oni gul’di v rosche
inbirch they walked forest *Berezova rosche oni gul’di v.

They walked in abirch forest.

With these complications noted, | assume that adl movement reguirements
dominated| the BARRIER condraintsand STAY:

(17) ALIGN-R PFocus, ALIGN-L Toric, CFocusSPeC>> DPBARRIER, VP
BARRIER, PP BARRIER, STAY

4.4. Thepied-piping problem

Because the andys s relies on edge dignmert, it makes a problematic prediction:
if the dement to be moved is dready a the target edge of its DP, it will dways be
better to pied-pipe the entire phrage than to violate DP BARRIER. For example, if the
presentationd focus is the noun, it will dways be better to right-align the entire DP
than to extract the noun, because pied-piping satisfies both DP Barrier and Alignment:
[ad Nemaka oliFl > [ t1 pR--Nrmaka |- In effect, the split candidate is
harmonically bounded by the pied-piping candidate.

The prediction is spdled out in (18): the expected winner for Russan is the plit
scrambled winner, but the actua winner isthe pied-piped candidate
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(18) Wrong prediction:

Fe(Xy,2) x=we y=hig gorillag, z=inzoo ALIGN-R PFocus DPBARR
a- [dpwesawt;inzoo] [priggorillayer] id
b.—  [Hipwesaw[ppbigty] inzoo] gorillayer gl *!

e (X,y,2) x=we, y=bigr gorilla, z=in zoo ALIGN-R PFocus DPBARR
C. Lirlipwesaw t; in oo] [ppbigyrer 9orilla]y i *!
d-  [dipwesaw [pp tygorilld inzoo] [bidlyer iF] *

What is peculiar about (18) is thet the pied-piping winner (8) coexids with the
split winner (d), and the only difference between them is whether the F-marked
dement is canonicaly on the right edge of its phrase While it turns out thet systems
with such asymmetrica pied-piping may exist (eg. Tzotzil, sec. 4.4.1), Russanis not
uch a sysem—foc and topics move out of DPs regardiess of their pogtion in the
phrase

| assume that another congraint prefers the solit candidate (18a—a condraint
that demandsthat only thingswith festures move. | propose thet the condraint is*PIED
PIRNG.? This condraint isa verson of Chomsky' s economy principle (20) (Chomsky
1995: 262).

(19) *PiED PIPING: Do not pied-pipe.
(20) Feture F carriesdong just enough materid for convergence.

In Colloquid English, *PIED PIPING dominates PP BARRIER but not DP
BARRIER, 0 objects of prepodtions are routindy extracted, but whole DPs are pied-
piped for wh-movement and topicdization. In Colloquid Russian, *PIED-PIPING
dominatesal of the DPBARRIER congtraints, and nothing is pied-piped.

(21) Russan: *PiIED PPING>> DP BARRIER

e (X,y,2) x=we, y=higgorillas, ZZinzoo | *P- PRNG| DPBARR
a__ [pvesawt; inzoo[pdoig [gorillal e ] *!

b.— [ipwesaw [ppbigty] inzoo [gorilla]pres il *

The factorid typology of *PIED-PIPING predicts the exigence of asymmetricd
pied-piping. Tzotzil might be one example of the type (Aissen 1996, Trechsd 2000).

5. This is a departure from the analysis in the earlier version of the paper
(Gouskova 2001). | would like to thank Fabian Heck for alerting me to the Tzotzil
facts, which led me to reconsider the pied-piping analysis.
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(22) Factorid typology of pied-piping

*P-P|DPBARR| MoVE |Languagetype
a *P-P,DP>>MovE * No moverment
b. *P-P, Move>>DP * Slit scrambling
c. DP>>Move>>*P-P * Whole DP moves
d. Move>>DP>>*P-p * Asymm. pied-piping (Tzotzl)

44.1. Tzotzl pied-piping

Tzotzil is a VOS language, in which genitives normdly follow the head noun
(23). When the possessor isquestioned, it is moved to spec, CP, optiondly pied-piping
the entire DP to the left (24 and 25). The order of possessor-noun isthen reversed: the
canonica noun-possessor order is ungrammatical if the possessor is interrogative or
focused (26) (Aisen 1996).

(23) I-cham x-ch'amd li Xun-e (24) [Buch'ux-chd amd]; i-chamt;?

CPdied A3-child theXunENC who A3-child CP-died

Xun'schild died. Whosechild died?

(25) Buch'u, i-cham [x chlamd t]?  (26) *[X-chamdl buchi uj; i-cham t,?

This pettern is expected in alanguage of the type (22d). In Tzotzil, the reordering
of the pied-piped DP is forced by an dignment congtraint ALIGN-L WH, CLAUSE,
which requiresthewh-word to be a the left edge of the CP, [ ppwhose child > [ pp
child whose. DP BARRIER and *PIED-PIPING are optiondly satisfied (24/25), & the
expense of violating the norma DP sructure congraints?.

5. Thetypology of barrier constraints

In this section, BARRIER condtraints are discussed in more detall. OT condraints
are fredy rerankable, and every ranking permutation should yidd a possble
grammar. It is necessary to check whether the barrier congraints proposed here
withstand this test. If they do, we expect to find that different languages restrict
movement out of different barriers and that different types of movement don't haveto
respect the same barriers. With some adjusments; both of these predictionshold.

Languages do vary in what condituents they count as barriers English dlows
VPs and PPs to qalit, but not DPs (unless L-marked). Maagasy does not even dlow
the object to leave its VP—it must become a passve subject first (Keenan 1976,

6. This proposal could be developed using Grimshaw's (2000) constraints that
determine the order of specifiers and heads in phrases.
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Pearson 19983, b)”. Yaqui alows discontinuous DPs, but postpositions must doubly
atach to both parts of adiscontinuous DP, which suggeststhet DPsare not barriersbut
PPsare (Dedrick and Casad 1999). A smd| typology of movement possibilities across
languages is given beow. Noticegbly, VPs are less likdy to be barriers compared to
PPsand DPs

(27) Bariersacrosslanguages

movement out of VP | movementoutof PP | movement out of DP
Mdagasy no no no
French no no
English no
Y agi® no
Rusian

The actud typology is not matched by the factorid typology of BARRIER
congraints assuming Barriers are fredy re-rankable: severd of the possible rankings
of barrierswith just one hypothetica congraint reguiring movement do not correspond
to attested languages (to my knowledge).

(28) Factorid typology of “MOVE’, VP BARR, PPBARR, DPBARR

Rankings VP PP DP Attested
“MOVE” >>VPBRR, PPBRR, DPBRR Russan
VPBRR>>“MOVE” >>PPBRR, DPBRR no ?
PPBRR>>“MOVE” >>VPBRR, DPBRR no Yaqui
DPBRR>>“MOVE” >>PPBRR, VPBRR no English
PPBRR, VPBRR>>"“MOVE” >>DPBRR no no ?
PPBRR, DPBRR>>“MOVE” >>VPBRR no no French
VPBRR, DPBRR>>“MOVE" >>PPBRR no no ?
VPBRR, PPBRR, DPBRR>>"MOVE" no no no Maagasy

The atteted typesin the factoria typology al respect VP BARRIER if they regpect
gther PP or DP BARRIER. This seems to suggest thet the Barrier condraints form a

fixed ranking, such that movement out of PP and DP is more marked than movement

7. Keenan (1976) discusses the Subject-Object asymmetry in raising,
passivization, clefting, wh-movement. Objects may not leave the VP unless they
become passive subjects first. In topicalization, objects but not subjects obligatorily
leave resumptive pronounsin the VP.

8. Other languages that might fall into this type are Spanish and Italian, which
both allow limited DP splitting (José Camacho and Vieri Samek-Lodovici, p.c.).
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out of VP°. Movement out of VP may be rdatively unmarked for avariety of reasons:
V isathetarole asigner and case-assgner, and VP issmply larger than PP and DP
(recal MINLINK, Legendre et d. 1998: crossing severd barriersis dways worse than
crossing just one, and PP and DP are often embedded in VP). The predictions
asodiated with the hierarchy are gated be ow.

(29) DPBARRIER, PPBARRIER>>V PBARRIER™

Prediction I: If akind of movement can escape DPsor PPs; it should a0 escgpe
VPs Eg, if topics move out of DPs or PPs they dso move out of VPs
Conversdy, if topics do not move out of VPs they won't move out of DPs or
PPs.

Prediction |1: Because different condraints can be interspersed with the barrier
hierarchy, the barriers for some kinds of movement are not necessarily the same
asbarriersfor other kinds of movement.

Madagasy supports prediction |: there isno wh-movement or topicalization out of
VP, and the entire VP is pied-piped to the left edge, resulting in VOS surface order
(Pearson 19984, b). Theranking in (30) derivesthis pattern. ("VERB FIRST” isa cover
term for whatever forces verb movement. See Pearson’ swork for a hypothesison the
nature of the requirement).

(30) DPBRR, PPBRR>>VPBRR>>"VERB FIRST” >>* PIED-PIPING >> WH-SPEC,
ALIGN-TOPIC, ALIGN-Focus

<verb, X, y>x=aubject, y=object | VPBRR | “VERBFIRST" | *P-PIPNG

a [ipsubj [vpVerb obj velid *!

b.—  [xypverbobj ] sbjtyydid -

C. [xp verby [ipsuby [vets 00jvelidxel *!

English is a mixed-type language (prediction I), which dlows topicdization and
wh-movement, but not out of DPs, unless L-marked. Theranking for Englishis given
below.

(31) DPBRR>> WH-SPEC, ALIGN-L TOPIC >>PPBRR>>VPBRR

Mandarin Chinese supports prediction 11, asit has free topicaization out of DPs,
but no Wh-movement.

9. This partidly ranked hierarchy is reminiscent of the coronal unmarkedness
hierarchy in phonology: *1abial, *velar > *coronal.

10. Again, this is a departure from the earlier version of the paper, where the
hierarchy was claimed to be DP BARRIER>> PP BARRIER>> VP BARRIER.



232 WCCFL 20

(32) ALIGN-L TorPC>> DPBRR, PPBRR>>VPBRR>>WH-SPEC

To sum up, adding the barrier hierarchy to the set of universd congtraints appears
to make some interesting predictions about movement that gppear to be supported by

thetypology.

6. Conclusion

My andys satributes the difference between English and Russian with repect to
DP splitting to the different ranking of DP BARRIER, which isproposed to beaviolable
condraint in a hierarchy of barriers  In English, DP BARRIER dominates the
Focus'Topic Alignment condraints, wheress in Russan, the Alignment condraints
forceitsviolaions

The barrier condraints are a necessary addition to the st of universal condraints
in OT syntax. Adding them makes the right predictions if they arein a partidly fixed
hierarchy. The barrier typology supportsthe hierarchy.
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