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ably, studies of cognitive control include heritage speakers in their samples, and while the mind and
the brain do not discriminate whether the input they are receiving is a heritage language per se, we
do know that the heritage bilingual experience can tell us a lot about quantity/quality of input, language use, and sociolinguistic context. These variables and others certainly contribute to the complexity of bilingual experiences, which, in turn, can lead to differences in linguistic and cognitive
behavior. Therefore, teasing apart different bilingual experiences in (neuro)cognitive studies and
replications is important in order to gain a more comprehensive view of how the acquisition of heritage languages also alters cognitive functions.
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Reviewed by Timothy Gupton, University of Georgia

Ch. 1 of Iván Ortega-Santos’s book begins with a justification of syntactic inquiry into information structure in general and focalization processes in Spanish in particular. The fact that focalization phenomena incorporate multiple linguistic domains vis-à-vis alterations to word order,
prosody, semantics, and pragmatics makes it a compelling challenge for any theoretical account
of human language. O-S establishes the goals of the book: to motivate an analysis of subjects that
appear at the rightmost edge of the sentence in Spanish. He suggests that right-edge subjects
come to appear in this position as the result of three independent processes: (i) movement of a focused phrase to the leftmost clause edge (i.e. the left periphery) followed by topicalization movement of the remnant Tense Projection (TP), (ii) rightward movement, and (iii) absence of
movement (i.e. in-situ position) for subjects of select unaccusative predicates. O-S notes that although the data set examined in the book consists primarily of intuition-based grammaticality
judgments from Northern Iberian Spanish and Chilean Spanish, he also discusses experimentally
gathered data and corpus data. This is largely reflective of the theoretical orientation of this work,
which is formal syntactic analysis situated within Chomsky’s (1995 et seq.) minimalist program and the associated advances of multiple spell-out and phase theory (see e.g. Chomsky
1998, Uriagereka 1999). Although the author briefly sketches out the theoretical assumptions associated with the analysis undertaken in this work in a clear and concise manner, the intended auPrinted with the permission of Timothy Gupton. © 2018.
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dience of this book is professional linguists and researchers. Not surprisingly, it is assumed that
the reader already has a working knowledge of many of the theoretical tools employed in current
generative syntactic theorizing. Ch. 1 concludes with a summary description of the three chapters
that follow.
Ch. 2 is in large part a literature review establishing the theoretical assumptions of the syntactic analysis proposed in subsequent chapters. O-S first examines neutral focus associated with
sentence-level stress (1; sentence stress underlined) and then examines narrow focus (2; small
capitals indicate marked prosodic stress).1
(1) [Context: What happened?]
Pedro compró un libro.
(neutral focus)
Pedro bought a book
‘Pedro bought a book.’
(2) [Context: Who bought a book yesterday?]
Ayer
compró un libro Pedro.
(narrow focus)
yesterday bought a book Pedro
‘Yesterday, Pedro bought a book.’
He dedicates the subsequent section to an examination of focus-fronting processes, including
important notes on two related, but discursively different, phenomena: verum focus and mirative focus. He provides a convenient summary of the features that have been proposed to encode these types of focus. In the following subsection, he examines focus fronting, as in 3 (from
p. 25, ex. 19).

(3) [Context: Little Jorge is looking at a toy car and motorcycle.]
Dad:
Cuál quieres?
which want.2sg
‘Which one do you want?’
Little Jorge: El coche quiero.
(fronted focus)
the car
want.1sg
‘The car is what I want.’
O-S defends a syntactic treatment of focus fronting (based primarily on Rizzi’s (1997) observation that focus is quantificational), addressing the well-known objection that postulating [+Focus]
as a lexical feature violates Chomsky’s (1995:Ch. 4) inclusiveness condition (see e.g. Zubizarreta 1998, Szendrői 2004). He concludes that the positing of syntactic movement to a FocP
position is justified in light of the Chomsky/Uriagereka conjecture that complex surface semantics have corresponding movement operations. Next, he examines well-known subject-verb ‘inversion effects’ resulting from wh-movement and focus fronting, making particular use of
Gallego’s (2007) phase-sliding proposal for Romance. Given the special properties that it attributes to T (namely phasal status), O-S notes that this possibility raises doubts about the universality of Chomsky’s (1982) extended projection principle (EPP). In the next two sections, he
examines the EPP in Spanish, considering challenges it poses for the availability of Spec, TP
(Contreras 1991), as well as the suggestion that null-subject languages have an inactive or perhaps parameterized EPP (e.g. Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1998, Chomsky 2013). O-S concludes, in the vein of Lasnik (1989, 2003), that the EPP is active in Spanish based on null
expletive data. In the remainder of the chapter, he examines the interaction of contrastively focused constituents with parasitic gap constructions, floating quantifiers, and island constructions,
noting important asymmetries between in-situ and fronted focus. The interim conclusion at the
close of this chapter is that fronted-focus XPs move to Spec, FocP, and that rightmost focus is the
result of leftward movement to FocP, followed by topicalization of TP.

1 Examples are slightly modified from O-S (p. 18, exs. 1 and 9). Neutral focus is also referred to in the literature as ‘out-of-the-blue’ contexts, all-focus, or thetic sentences. Narrow focus is also referred to in the literature as (new) information focus, presentational focus, or rheme.
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Ch. 3 centers on the analysis of rightmost corrective focus, building on previous work (OrtegaSantos 2013). He focuses on VOS order with a corrective subject, for the main reason that it provides a departure from neutral, canonical word order and clearer evidence of syntactic movement.
O-S considers three major theoretical accounts from the literature used to derive this order: (i) the
presupposed object XP moves past the subject, (ii) the subject moves to the right of the object,
and (iii) both subject and object XPs move in complex operations. In the ensuing four sections of
the chapter, he examines data from nonrestructuring control clauses, two types of exceptional
case marking (ECM) constructions (perception and small-clause ECM), causatives, and raising
constructions. All of this data militate in favor of the analysis that contrastively focused XPs
move to FocP, followed by movement of the remnant TP to TopP, to the left of FocP, that is, in
favor of the third account. In section six, O-S considers alternative accounts of the data examined
in the preceding sections; each of these fails to account for the data set examined. In the remaining section, O-S considers three remaining structures that generate subject-final clauses: unaccusative predicates, wh-questions in which the subject appears at the rightmost edge, and
rightmost subjects that appear under the scope of negation. He concludes that subjects in the former two constructions remain in situ, while in the last the subject moves to a clause-internal focus
position, following the proposal of Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2008).
Ch. 4 examines the possibility of rightward movement in Spanish focus constructions that interact with ellipsis. O-S considers data from a number of ellipsis constructions involving multiple
remnants, but proposes that rightward movement applies only in three of them: wh-stripping,
gapping, and multiple sluicing. Additionally, he proposes that rightward movement does not
apply in nonellipsis structures or in ellipsis constructions with a single remnant. In section one, he
shows that ellipsis is involved in the three multiple-remnant structures via binding possibilities
(elided subjects may bind a reflexive anaphor) and via PP-selection requirements of elided antecedents. In section two, O-S reviews the properties of rightward movement—namely its clausebounded nature and the fact that it bans P-stranding. In section three, he demonstrates the clausal
locality and P-stranding properties of wh-stripping, gapping, and multiple sluicing. In the fourth
section, O-S develops an analysis of why rightward movement only occurs in these constructions
via an optimality-theoretic (OT) account involving the interaction of four constraints: (i)
EPP-Focus (FocP requires a specifier), (ii) ExpressFocus (focused constituents require an overt
reflex), (iii) Stay (avoid traces), and (iv) LCA (Kayne’s (1994, 2013) linear correspondence
axiom), which is crucial in that it posits that all syntactic movement is leftward. In the final section, O-S discusses the relevance of ellipsis and its associated spell-out or PF-deletion within
phase theory and finishes by briefly considering alternative accounts such as those of Richards
(2001) and Fox and Pesetsky (2005), noting Lasnik’s (2014) critiques, as well as the fact that
these competing accounts fall short in explaining the full range of data examined in the chapter.
Ch. 5 summarizes the achievements of the book and provides an agenda for future research involving multiple remnants and rightward movement.
This book is an important contribution to the subfield of (Ibero-)Romance syntax in particular
and syntactic theory in general. Readers will appreciate the derivational steps and syntactic trees
that the author provides to guide them through the syntactic operations proposed. The analysis is
innovative in proposing an OT account of rightward movement, a phenomenon that has proven to
be stubbornly problematic for a generative, phased-based approach. I feel that the author motivates the approach well, and from there, lets the data drive the analysis. While the initial decision
to seek an OT-based explanation for rightward movement may find some detractors and strike
some as rather ad hoc in nature, I would like to make two remarks: (a) the OT account only resorts to rightward movement in a restricted number of multiple-ellipsis scenarios as the result of
a conspiracy of constraints; (b) no alternative account can explain the full range of data adequately. In sum, apart from some very minor editing oversights, this book is well motivated, engaging, and very readable. In the end, this book’s approachability is limited only by the required
background in recent generative theory; the account’s appeal to optimality theory may contribute
to its finding a wider audience and, in turn, lead to more collaborative investigations on syntactic
interfaces in the future.
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The loss of genitive case marking in quantifying expressions throughout the history of German
is widely known. While the quantified constituent bears genitive case in older stages of German
Printed with the permission of Ulrike Demske. © 2018.

