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1 Holmberg's Generalisation: V°-Topicalisation vsRemnant VP-Topicalisation

1.1  Holmberg's (1997, 1999) V°-Topicalisation appraxrh

In the Scandinavian languages, a pronominal olopagt move from its base position behind the main
verb to a position to the left of a sentential ablia.! This movement operation is called Object Shift
(OS).

(1) Da a. *Jeg _kyssede ikke hende
I kissed not her

b. Jeg _kyssede hende ikke

OS presupposes movement of the main verb; as simof&p, it cannot cross a veib situ

(2) Daa. Jeg har ikke  kysset hende
I have not  kissed her
b. *Jeg har hendekke kysset

However, the main verb does not have to undergd heavement (V°-to-I°-to-C° movement) as in
(1). OS is also possible in clauses with a nortdimhain verb if the verb occurs in clause-initial
position, (3). In fact, OS has to take place is tase, (4).

(3) Swa. Kyssthar jag _hennente  (bara hallit henne i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her bydatre
(Holmberg 1999: 7)
Da b. Kyssehar jeg _hendekke  (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her indhére
(Vikner 2005: 407)
lc c. Kysst hef ég _hanaekki _ (barahaldid i hondina & henni).
kissed have | her  not only held in hareldh her

(Vikner 2005: 431)

! In Icelandic, not only pronouns but also full DRay undergo OS, (i). In the Mainland Scandinaviagliages (MSc), in
contrast, OS is restricted to weak pronouns; ¢fv§l (ii).

0] Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei__ padolk?
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur _ pessa boékaldrei ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(ii) Da a. Hvorfor _leeste Peter aldrig _den her bdg
why read Peter never this here book
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter _den her bogldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
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(4) Swa. *Kysst har jag inte  __ __henne

kissed have | not her (Erteschik-Shir 2001: 59)
Da b. *Kysset har jeg ikke __hende
kissed have | not her

The observation that the object only moves if ttemverb has moved forms the basis of Holmberg's
generalisation (Holmberg 1986: 165, 1997: 208).

(5) Holmberg's Generalisation (HG) (Holmberg 1997: 208)
Object Shift is blocked by any phonologically vigitcategory preceding/c-commanding the
object position within VP.

[Here "within VP" has to mean that only elementsoerly inside" VP (i.e.
not adverbials or other elements adjoined to VP btack OS. E.E.]

The definition in (5) is vague with respect to wiet precedence and/or c-command of a
phonologically visible category blocks movement. the 1999 version of the paper, Holmberg
formulates HG in terms of asymmetric c-command. leéasons to become clear in section 2.1 below,
the first option will be pursued here, taking HG®the consequence of a violable condition onrorde
preservation (cf. Déprez 1994, Muller 2001, Sell®2, Williams 2003, and Fox & Pesetsky 2005).

Holmberg (1997, 1999) supposes that HG is a déoivak condition, not a representational one.
OS of an infinitival clause subject is possiblda®y as there is no intervening non-adverbial niater
(6)a. A violation of HG as in (6)c cannot be repdiby subsequent operations as in (6)d that phece t
blocking element to the left of the shifted objentpther words, HG may not be violated at any poin
in the course of derivation.

(6) Swa. Jag sag _ _henneinte fp_ [ ____ arbeta]].
I saw her not work
b. Jag har inte ve[sett [p henne arbeta]].
I have not seen her  work
c. *Jag har _henne inte [psett [p __ arbeta]].
d. *[vpSett[p__ arbeta]] harjag henne inte

(Holmberg 1997: 206)
Holmberg concludes that the grammatical sentent€8)i cannot involve OS prior to remnant VP-

topicalisation since that would violate HG, cf..(Rather, they must be derived by V°-topicalisation
with subsequent OS, cf. (8).
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(7) Remnant VP-topicalisation

Swa. Ep har § jag Lpinte  |vp kysst hennd]]]
b. [cp har p jag _henne [ypinte [yp kysst M

AV4 AV4 AV4
/\ /\ /\

violation of HG!!!

C. [cp[vp Kysst |har p jag henne [vp inte 11
A

(8) V°-topicalisation

Swa. Ep har P jag Lpinte  |p kysst hennd]]]
b. [cp[ve Kyss har  |p jag [veinte  [wp henng]
A |
C. [cp[vo Kyssi har |[p jag _henne [wpinte |p 11
A |

Note that the V°-topicalisation analysis involveswaement of an X° to an XP-position.
Moreover, if VO-topicalisation were possible, tentences in (9)b/(10)b would be expected to be
acceptable, contrary to fact.

(9) Daa. Jeg har ikke___smidt den ud.
I have not thrown it out
b. *Smidt har jegden ikke ud.
(10) Daa. Jeg har ikke__stillet det pa bordet.
I have not  put it on table-the
b. *Stillet har jegdet ikke ____ pabordet.

Against Holmberg (1997, 1999), remnant VP-topiedie will be assumed to be possible, though it
is subject to certain restrictions.
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1.2  Fox & Pesetsky's (2005) Remnant VP-Topicalisath approach

As Fox & Pesetsky (2005) mention, remnant VP-tdation is possible in Swedish under certain
conditions: In double object constructions, top&ation of a non-finite main verb may take along th
IO, stranding the DO in shifted position, (11)a. &ntrast, stranding of an IO pronoun alone is not
possible, (11)b.

(11) Swa. ?fp Gett henne_ ] har jag _den inte.
given her have | it not
b. *[ve Gett dgn har jag hennente. (Fox & Pesetsky 2005: 25)

Fox & Pesetsky (2005) suggest that the mapping deveyntax and phonology, i.e. Spell-out, takes
place at various points in the course of derivatinoluding at VP and at CP), whereby the matenial
the Spell-out domain D is linearized; see also Célgn(2000, 2001). The crucial property of Spell-
out is that it may only add information about timerization of a newly constructed Spell-out damai
D' to the information cumulatively produced by poms applications of Spell-out. Established
information cannot be deleted in the course ofvdgion, accounting for order preservation effects.

To Fox & Pesetsky (2005), the fact that OS obseH@sis a consequence of their "linearisation
theory". At the Spell-out domain VP, the orderingtement "V<QO" is established, (12)b. At CP,
Spell-out adds information about the linearisaidrthe new material, (12)c; this information agrees
with the previously established information: Theité main verb moves to C° in the main clause and
the pronominal object undergoes OS, maintaining tie&tive order V<O.

(12) Daa. Jeg _kyssedehende ikke
I kissed her  not

b. VP: [pV O
Ordering V<O

c. CP: EpSV[ptsOAdv [vpty to]]]

Ordering S<V V<O
V<O
O<Adv
Adv<VP S 0O

OS across a verin situ as in (2)b, repeated as (13)a, gives rise to aditory ordering statements.
The ordering statements produced at Spell-out of(CHc, are in opposition to the statement "V<O"
established at Spell-out of VP, (13)b.
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(13) Daa. *Jeg har _ hendéke Kkysset .
I have her not  kissed

b. VP: [pV O]
Ordering V<O

c. CP: EpSAux[pts OAdV [vp tau [ve V to]]l]

Ordering S<Aux V<O
Aux<O
O<Adv
Adv<V

Hence, Fox & Pesetsky (2005) derive HG from ordgmontradictions. OS cannot take place if it
results in ordering statements at CP that contrathose established at Spell-out of VP.
Correspondingly, the asymmetry between strandingnofO and stranding of a DO by remnant VP-
topicalisation illustrated in (11) above is expéchy order preservation. Stranding of an 1O, buit no
stranding of a DO gives rise to contradictory onmtigistatements at the various Spell-out domains: At
VP, "IO<DQ" is established, which is maintainedba Spell-out of CP in (11)a but not in (11)b.

Note that Fox & Pesetsky (2005) predict that mowenogperations that do not obey HG have to
proceed successive cyclically: The underlined dtuesits in (14) have to move through the edge of
VP prior to linearisation of the VP domain to preverdering contradictions at the Spell-out of CP.
These movement operations comprise various instamée A-movement and A-bar-movement
operations, such as Scandinavian Negative Shi& (Jeristensen 2005 and references thewéd),
movement, topicalisation, and subject raising.

(14) Daa. Maske har  han___ingen bggdgest
probably has he no books read
b. Hvad har du laest ?
what have you read
c. Bggerne har jeg leest
books-the  have | read
d. Maske blev _bggerne laest
perhaps were books-the read
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(15) Daa. _Bggerne har jeg leest
books-the  have | read

b. Spell-out VP: \JpO[ve V to]]
Ordering O<Vv

c. Spell-out CP:  dp O AUX [ip S taux [ve V to]]]

Ordering O<Aux o<V
AUxX<S
S<V

Hence, the crucial difference between the varioesement operations in (14) and OS is that the
former may - and indeed must — go through the edgéP, but as Fox & Pesetsky (2003) state, in
their analysis OS cannot involve movement to tigeeanf VP, i.e. OS is the exception to their rule.

2 An OT approach to Object Shift and Remnant VP-tofcalisation

2.1  Asymmetry I: Stranding of a DO vs. Stranding ofan IO

2.1.1 OSand order preservation

Following Fox & Pesetsky (2005), HG will be assumid result from a condition on order
preservation. The constraint in (16) is based orlévisi (2001:279, ex. (1)) constraint on parallel
movement.

(16) ORDERPRESERVATION(ORDPRES):
If o precede$ at level L,, thena precede§ at level Lq.; (Wherea is non-adverbial).

OS is motivated by the constrainHISTPRON which outranks the constraintr& that prohibits
movement:

(a7) SHIFT PRONOUN (SHIFTPRON):
A [-focus] proform precedes and c-commands the sowWé (of the same clause) that
contains all other VPs and all VP-adjoined advdsbia

(18) SAY:
Trace is not allowed. (Grimshaw 1:9974)

Z Recall that OS may also apply to full DPs in loela but not in MSc; cf. footnote 1. In Vikner & Bels (2006), we
assume that full DP Shift is motivated by a moraegel version of SIFTPRON, called $iIFT, which requires movement of
all [-focus] constituents. Differences in the ralatranking between t8T and SAy account for the cross-linguistic
contrasts as to the availability of full DP shift.
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SHIFTPRON is satisfied if the pronoun is adjoined to the ¥, as illustrated in (19) below. The
ranking QRDPRES >> SHIFTPRON predicts that OS is only possible if it maintaihe tase order of
elements. The main verb does not necessarily ltauadergo V°-to-1°-to-C° movement for OS to be
possible. What is crucial is that the main verb e®to a position to the left of the target positdn
OS, such that the relative order between verb dnelcbis preserved. This can also be achieved by
placing a non-finite verb in topic position as 8).(

(19) Da /CP\
c
N PN
| ce° IP
i har / \
| DP I
i SN
i |° VP
i e N
| DP VP
i hende \
! 4 Advp VP
i aldrig / \
i Spec V'\
| ve ol VP
i tAux i /\ i
i Spec V\
| Ve DP |
i kysset tr
Tableau 1: OS & Holmberg's generalisation
Da: ORDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.
& Jla S Aux AdvVPron-O * (2)a
1b S Aux Pron-OAdv V to *1 * (2)b
2a S VAdvty Pron-O *1 Da
& 2b SVPron-OAdv ty to * ()b
3a V Aux S Adv t, Pron-O *1 (4)b
& 3b V Aux S_Pron-CAdv ty to * (3)b

(Only Sray-violations induced by OS are listed.)
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The present approach assumes that occurrenceanf-finite main verb in topic position involves OS
of the pronominal object prior to remnant VP-tofigation; compare (7) above. In Holmberg's (1997,
1999) approach such remnant VP-topicalisationledrout by the assumption that HG is derivational,
I.e. that it cannot be violated at any point in degivation. The OT constraintRDPRES by contrast, is
representational: Constraint violations are congbuiased on the final structure of the candidates.
Hence, although the individual steps of OS migbtate GRDPRES this is of ho consequence as long
as the verb is subsequently placed in front ofsthiéied object such that their precedence relason
re-established.

The asymmetry between stranding of an 10 and singraf a DO in (11), repeated in (20), can be
captured by the rankingRDPRES>> SHIFTPRON.

(200 Swa. 3 Gett henne ] har jagden inte.
given her have | it not
b. *[ve Gett dgn har jag_henneinte. (Fox & Pesetsky 2005: 25)

Note that also both objects of a double object tan8on may be taken along, (21)a, or both of them
may be stranded by remnant VP-topicalisation, (21)b

(21) Daa. \|p Givet hendeder] har jeg ikke.
given her it have | not
b. ?kp Givet | har jeg henddgen ikke.

Because of these alternatives, it is necessaryssoinge that it is specified in the input which

constituents are to be placed in topic positiomd@id in the tableaux below). Stranding of an eletmen
that should appear in topic position then violafegic whereas taking along too much material does
not violate this constraint, see Tableau 2 and 8abB.

(22) Topic. Elements with a [+topic] feature occur in Spec,CP
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Tableau 2: Remnant VP-topicalisation that strands bth 10 and DO

Da/Sw Topic: V TorPIC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON

a [V Pron-IOPron-DQ Aux S Adv tp *|* (21)a
b [vpV Pron-IOtpo] Aux S Pron-DOAV typ o * (20)a
¢ [wpV tio Pron-DQ Aux S Pron-I0AdvV typ *| * * (20)b

@« d [vV totbo] Aux S Pron-IOPron-DOAdV typ ** (21)b

Tableau 3: VP-topicalisation that takes along bothO and DO

Da/Sw Topic: V & Pron-I0 & Pron-DO oric| R0 [T v | ] ex.

PRES | PRON

« a [wV Pron-IO Pron-DOJ Aux S Adv t,p ** (21)a
b [veV Pron-10 tpo] Aux SPron-DO Adv typ *| * * (20)a
¢ [vwpV tio Pron-DOJ] Aux SPron-I0 Adv typ *| * * * (20)b
d [vwV tio tbo] Aux SPron-10 Pron-DO Adv typ | *I* *k (21)b

As Tableau 2 and Tableau 3 showF$PrRON favours stranding of a pronoun which is, howevety o
possible if the pronoun is not marked [+topic]. Thgymmetry between stranding of a DO and
stranding of an 10 is expected by the rankingpBrRES >> SHIFTPRON. OS of a DO maintains the
ordering relations in remnant VP-topicalisatioratissying QRDPRES (see Tableau 4). Note that it is
crucial for the remnant VP-topicalisation constioies that @DPRES refers to precedence rather than
c-command relations: While the precedence relatiares maintained in (20)a, the c-command
relations are not - neither the verb nor the IGewmands the shifted DO. In contrast, remnant VP-
topicalisation does not re-establish the base amelations if the IO is stranded. Consequently, the
violation of QrRDPRESrules out stranding of the 10 in OS position, conepiableau 5 below. Instead,
the IO has to be taken along by VP-topicalisat@iving rise to neutralization: Despite the differen
input specifications with regard to topichood, tbeme candidate (namely, candidate a) arises as
output in Tableau 3 and Tableau 5. (But strandihghe 1O is possible if it does not result in a
violation of ORDPRES namely if both objects are stranded as in (21)b.)
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Tableau 4: Remnant VP-topicalisation that strands @

Da/Sw Topic: V & Pron-10 TorPIC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
a [V Pron-I0 Pron-DQ Aux S Adv tp **| (21)a
= b [wVPron-l0 tpg] Aux S Pron-DOAdV tvp * * (20)a
¢ [wV tio Pron-DQ Aux SPron-I0 Adv typ *| * * * (20)b
d [vV to too] Aux SPron-10 Pron-DOAdV typ | *! *x (21)b
Tableau 5: No remnant VP-topicalisation that strand 10
Da/Sw Topic: V & Pron-DO ToriC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
@ a [pV Pron-IOPron-DOJ] Aux S Adv tp ** (21)a
b [vpV Pron-IOtpo] Aux SPron-DO Adv typ *1 * * (20)a
c [vpV tio Pron-DO] Aux S Pron-IOAdV typ *| * * (20)b
d [veV tio too] Aux S Pron-IOPron-DO Adv typ | *! ** (21)b

More generally, the ranking FEDPRES >> SHIFTPRON predicts that stranding of an object is only
acceptable if the object is right-peripheral withii?. As shown in (23)-(25), topicalisation of the
entire VP but not remnant topicalisation is possihl constructions in which the object is followsg
other elements within VP, e.g. in constructionshvatinfinitival clause, (23), a particle verb, (2d) a
verb with an additional PP-complement, (25). (Rettelt the unacceptable sentence in (23)c repeated
from (6)d led Holmberg (1997, 1999) to assume tlatnant VP-topicalisation is not possible.)

(23) Swa. \|p Sett _henne arbeta] har jag inte.
seen her work have | not
b. *[ve Sett arbeta] har  jag henimee. (Holmberg 1997: 206)
(24) Daa. \p Smidt den ud] har jeg ikke.
thrown it out have | not
b. *[vv Smidt ___ ud] har  jeg _ den ikke.
(25) Daa. \p Stillet det pa bordet] har jeg ikke.
put it on table-the have | not
b. *[vp Stillet __ pabordet] har jeg _ det ikke.
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2.1.2 OS and depth of embedding

From the discussion in the previous sections, ghinbe expected that all that matters is that the
remnant object is at the edge of the VP right leetbis VP is topicalised. However, not all objeats
the right edge may be left behind during VP-topsadion: The object of an infinitival clause cannot
be stranded by remnant topicalisation of the mdause VP although it is the rightmost element
within that VP.

(26) Daa. \p Set [p ham|p fotografere _hendg har jeg ikke.
seen him photograph  her have | ot n

b. *lvv Set [ ham[p fotografere ]] har jeg _ hendkke.

Thus, besides the linear restriction, there wowdns to also be a structural restriction, ruling out
stranding of an object which is too deeply embedded

Also the object of a Swedish particle verb canretdft behind during remnant VP-topicalisation
even though the particle precedes the object indi&eand therefore stranding of the object would
not violate GRDPRES

(27) Swa. \|p Kastat bort _den] har jag inte.
thrown  out it have | not
b. *[vp Kastat bort | har jag deninte. (Gunlég Josefsson, p.c.)

However, OS is possible in particle verb constardiwhere the particle is topicalised and the verb
occurs in V2 position, (28):

(28) Swa. _UT kastade dom _mejinte_ (baraned for trappan).
out threw they me not (only downdtzers)
b. (Ja, ja, jag ska mata din katt, men) dipper jagden inte
(All right, 1 will feed your cat but) in let it not

(Holmberg 1999: 17)
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It has been observed for German that a topicalisgthant VP must not contain an intermediary trace
(cf. den Besten & Webelhuth 1990, Muller 1998, Ab2007). Assume that a shifted object has to
adjoin to the minimal XP whose X° contains its sefgy/theta-assigning head before moving to OS
position. As a consequence, OS in particle verbsttoations such as (27) and (28) proceeds via
adjunction to PrtP. Subsequent remnant VP-topaiadis as in (27)b would thus have to take along an
intermediary trace.

(29) SwCP = (27)b
o

TN
i ce IP
i har / \
! DP I
i iag /\
! |° VP
5 e N
| DP VP
i den \
| 4 AdP VP
E inte / \
i Spec V'
| N ,
i ve VP |
| o N i
i Spec V'
i | S |
; i Vo PrtP i
i i kastat :
ﬁ PP |
| i TN
: ; | Prt° DP
i bort to
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The difference between (27) and (28) is that ir),(28ly the PrtP is topicalised (the main verblsoa
moved, but by a different movement, V2) and soditeres not have to be an intermediary trace inside
Spec,CP.

(30) Sw cP = (28)a

N

C°/\IP

kastadeD I:)/ \|'
dom / \

_________________________________.-____________________________________>
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In a double object construction such as (11)a/(abyave, the selecting/theta-assigning verb undsrgoe
VP-internal movement such that OS may proceed djanation to the higher VP (cf. Baker 1988).
Consequently, remnant VP-topicalisation may takacelwithout bringing along any intermediary
trace.

(31) SwCP = (11)a/(20)a

Cl

harjag ... VP

TN

DP VP

den / \

A AdvP VP

inte / \

Spec

tAux

>
>

Given that just as in German, a topicalised remi&himust not contain any intermediary trace in the
Scandinavian languages, the prohibition againsinding of a too deeply embedded object can be
ruled out by requiring that OS proceed via adjwnrctto the minimal XP whose X° contains its
selecting/theta-assigning he&d.

® This condition is also able to account for thet filaat remnant topicalisation taking along a maramrerb is not only
ungrammatical if the adverb occurs in right-perighgosition within VP (@DPRES), (i), but also if the adverb is left-
adjoined to VP, (ii). In both cases, the remnantivudes an intermediary trace of the object.
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2.2  Asymmetry Il: Stranding of a Subject vs. Strandhg of an Object
The ranking @DPRES >> SHIFTPRON thus predicts that remnant VP-topicalisation magrgt an
object in shifted position as long as the precedeptations are maintained (and its base posigon i
not too deeply embedded). Consequently, only aeaoblihat is right-peripheral in VP may be left
behind, giving rise to the asymmetry between sirandf an 10 and stranding of a DO.

In addition, there is an asymmetry between strapadif an object and stranding of a subject by
remnant VP-topicalisation, indicating that a nomipieeral trace in the topicalised VP is not a peofl
as such. The base order of elements does not bawe maintained by remnant VP-topicalisation if
the remnant occurs in subject position (as in pas$j see (32)a/(33)a vs. (32)b/(33)b.

(32) Daa. *p Smidt __ ud] har jeg _ den ikke.
thrown out have | it not

b. [ Smidt _ ud] blev _den ikke.

thrown out was it not

(33) Daa. *p Stillet  pabordet] har jeg _ det ikke.
put on table-the have | it not

b. ?p Stillet _ pabordet] blev _ det ikke.
put on table-the was it not

This contrast is accounted for if the constrairat ttriggers subject movement to SpecIBRJIECT,
outranks @pPrRes* (Note that the acceptability of subject raising ofia verb particle construction
indicates that depth of embedding does not plajeafor subject movement either.)

0] Da a. Han har nok d[w leest _deh omhyggeligt] (men har han forstéet den?)
he has probably read it carefully (batsthe understood it?)
b. [ [ve Leestdeh  omhyggeligt] har han nok, men har han forstfest?
c. *wlwto [weleesty ]] omhyggeligt] har han _denok, men har han forstaet den?
(ii) Da a. Han har nok § omhyggeligt {p leest _defj (men har han forstaet den?)
he has probably  carefully read it (Ivats he understood it?)
b. ?fr Omhyggeligt yp leest _def] har han nok, men har han forstaet den?
c. *ve Omhyggeligt {pto’ [vpleest §]]] har han _demok, men har han forstaet den?

* The ranking 8BJECT>> ORDPRESis supported by the fact that movement to subjesttipn does not presuppose verb
movement; i.e. subject movement may cross an iebéng (unaccusative, passive) verb. At the same, tiGRDPRES
predicts that in double object constructions therd@er than the DO is promoted to subject in passias borne out in
e.g. Danish.

0] Da a. Derfor har _Elsa ikke ____ ringet.
therefore has Elsa not called
b. Derfor er _Elsa ikke kommet
therefore is Elsa not come
C. Derfor blev _Elsa ikke fotograferet .
therefore was Elsa not photograhed
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Tableau 6: Stranding of a Subject vs. Stranding oAn Object

Da: Topic: V & Prt $BIECT | ORDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.

@ la [vpV Pron-OPrt] Aux S Adv * (24)a
1b [vpV to Prt] Aux S Pron-OAdv *| * (32)a
2a [vpV Pron-SPrt] Aux e Adv *| * -

= 2b [vpV tsPrt] Aux Pron-SAdv * * (32)b

Accordingly, constraints triggering other movemeperations such as Negative Shift)-movement

or topicalisation that are not subject to HG, (btjtrank GRDPRES(e.g. NEGSPEC, WHSPEC, TOPIC>>
ORDPRES>> SHIFTPRON). Hence, OS with its almost unique property oinlgedbrder preserving does
not receive a special treatment in the presentysisalrather, the contrast between the various
movement devices follows from the familiar OT-meulan of constraint ranking (relative to
ORDPRES).

2.3 Asymmetry lll: Remnant VP-Topicalisation out of a Main vs. an Embedded Clause
Moreover, there is an asymmetry between remnantogkalisation out of a main clause and remnant
VP-topicalisation out of an embedded clause inMlagnland Scandinavian languages (MSc).

While the finite verb undergoes V°-to-I°-to-C° newaent in main clauses, (34), it stayssitu in
embedded clauses in MSc, (35). As a consequences @ possible in embedded clauseBEPRES
>> HIFTPRON); cf. (36).

(34) Daa. *Hvorfor e Peter aldrig leesteoger?
why Peter never read book-the
b. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig boden
(35) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter e @ldeeste bogen
I asked why Peter never read boa&k-th
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter leeste aldrig bogen
(36) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter igldeeste den
I asked why Peter never read it
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter __denaldrig leeste .

(ii) Da a. Derfor har jeg ikke givet __ Elsa bogen

therefore have | not given Elsa book-the
b. Derfor blev _Elsa ikke givet bogen
therefore was Elsa not given book-the

c. ‘*Derfor blev bogen ikke givet _Elsa
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A full VP may be topicalised from both main clausesi embedded clauses.

(37) Daa. {pSet _ham har jeg ikke, ...
seen him have | not
... hvis jeg skal veere helt gerlig, men jeg harit@kefon med ham.
if I should be totally honest but | have spokephone with him

b. [v Set _harh tror jeg  ikke at hun har, ...
seen him believe [ not that she has

... men hun kan méaske nok have talt i telefon naed.h
but she may perhaps well have spoken in phahehwn

Topicalisation of a remnant VP, by contrast, isygrdssible out of a main clause, (38)a, not ouwdrof
embedded clause in Danish: The stranded objectrmadlyer follow the finite auxiliary (in its base
position), (38)b, nor may it precede it, (38)c:

(38) Daa. R Set_ ] har jeg _ hamikke, ...
seen have | him  not
... hvis jeg skal veere helt eerlig, men jeg haritatefon med ham.
if I should be totally honest but | have spo&arphone-the with him

b. *[ve Set | tror jeg  ikke at hun ve har] _ham...
seen believe [ not that she has him

c. *lvv Set | tror jeg  ikke at hun__ hanfy- har] , ...
seen believe | not that she him have

... men hun kan maske nok have talt i telefon naed.h
but she may perhaps well have spoken in phathehwn

This asymmetry shows that stranding must involve Egause OS requires the (stranded) object to

occur in a position to the left of the base positid a finite verb (8IFTPRON), but it can only do so if
this verb has itself left its base positiorREPRES).
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(39) Da CP

4
. c IP
| har
A DP/ \I.
| |
| i :
| | jeg / \
| | 1° VP
i [ 19 A VP
! |
i | /\
i | AdvP VP
i : ikke \
i I Spec A
! |
| I ,______\ _________________
| | ve | VP |
| ! Caux i /\ i
i e I mm— e X
| Vo DP |
i i set ham
Tableau 7: Remnant VP-topicalisation out of a mairclause
Da: Topic:V (RDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.
a [vpV Pron-g Aux S Adv tp *| (37)a
b [veV to] Aux S Adv Pron-Otyp *| * (4)b
= ¢ [vwV to] Aux S Pron-OAdv typ * (38)a
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(40) Da CP

TN

CI

tror jeg ikke CP

N

c° IP

a7 N

\
/

1 Spec V' !
i Vo DP |
i set ham !
N S S R ’ """
KX
Tableau 8: No remnant VP-topicalisation out of an mbedded clause
Da: Topic:V QRDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.
@ a [vwV Pron-QV S Adv Comp S Auxyp * (37)b
b [veV to] VS Adv Comp S Aux Pron-®p * *| (38)b
¢ [wVto] VS Adv Comp S Pron-@ux typ *| * (38)c
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The hypothesis that (a) a stranded object hasdergn movement to some position to the left of the
finite verb and (b) that this movement is only plolssif the finite verb itself has left its basesuoon

(i.e. that OS has to take place) seems to be sigapby phenomena of remnant VP topicalisation in
Icelandic. Icelandic which has V°-to-I° movemendahus also OS in embedded clauses, (41),
marginally permits a remnant object in VP-topicatiisn out of an embedded clause (as opposed to the
Danish (38)b,c which are completely ungrammatical).

(41) Ic a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur e rald leesi hana
I asked why Pétur never read it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur__laesihana aldrei :

(Vikner 2005: 396)

(42) Ic ?p Kysst ] hélt ég ekki ad pa - Hefoir] hana oft, ...
kissed think | not that you have  heroften
.. bara haldid i héndina a henni.
only held in hand.the on her
(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

Note that remnant VP-topicalisation from embeddedses is possible in passives, i.e. if the element
left behind occurs in subject position. This folkiwvom SBJECT being ranked higher thanRDPRES,
as in Tableau 6 above.

(43) Daa. {p Set | blev _han ikke, ...
seen was he not

b. \pSet ] tror jeg ikke at _ _han blev, ...
seen think | not that he was
... men der var nok mange der hgrte ham.
but there were probably many who heard him

Engels: Object Shift and Remnant VP-Topicalisatio§candinavian, p. 21



3 Conclusion

Holmberg (1997, 1999) considers occurrences of rafimite verb in topic position such as (3) to
result from V°-topicalisation. He assumes that H& a matter of derivation rather than of
representation, i.e. a violation of HG cannot scued by some subsequent operation, and hence the
non-finite verb has to move before OS can take eplaaling out remnant VP-topicalisations
altogether.

However, Fox & Pesetsky (2005) have presentedfdatadouble object constructions that clearly
show that remnant VP-topicalisation is possibleloag as it does not involve a reversal of the base
order of elements, which suggests that HG is remtasonal. Their approach builds on the
assumption that Spell-out applies at various pamtdhe derivation (in particular, at VP and at CP)
and that the information about the linearisationtlod material of a newly constructed Spell-out
domain must not contradict the cumulated infornmatd previous applications of Spell-out. In this
way, Fox & Pesetsky (2005) predict that OS diffeadically from other types of (A- and A-bar-)
movement that can result in a reversal of the cofl@ements, such as ewgh-movement or subject
raising, in that the latter have to proceed sudeesyclically through the left edge of VP whilegshs
impossible for OS.

Having collected more data that corroborate Fox &sdesky's observation, the present OT
approach agrees with them in the assumption thati$i® be accounted for in terms of order
preservation, as required by the violable constt@®DPRES The ranking of @DPRESrelative to the
constraints that motivate the various types of mosat accounts for the contrast as to whether or not
a certain movement operation has to be order priegerHence, OS does not receive a special
treatment in the present approach; the properiggguishing it from other movement types result
from constraint interaction.

The linear conception of HG as expressed by thstcaint QRDPRES and its dominance over the
constraint that triggers OSHBTPRON, predicts that only pronominal objects that oragenin a right-
peripheral position within VP might be left behimdOS position during remnant VP-topicalisation,
accounting for the asymmetry in stranding of and@ stranding of a DO observed by Fox &
Pesetsky (2005). However, depth of embedding alagspa role for whether or not an object may
have undergone OS out of a topicalised VP: The amttVP in Spec,CP may not include an
intermediary trace of a shifted object. Moreovesywndata were presented that showed that subject
raising does not underly either of these restmstjdhis may be accounted for by a different ragkih
SusJECcTand $HIFTPRONrelative to the corresponding prohibitions (inchgliORDPRES).

Finally, the asymmetry between main and embeddagsek as to the applicability of remnant VP-
topicalisation in MSc illustrates that object sttang has to involve OS. Object stranding is only
possible in sentences in which finite verb movemleas taken place, something that would be
expected if any object left behind during remna®-tdpicalisation would have to undergo OS (and
that as always, OS has to respect order presemyatio
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Appendix: Structure Preservation

There are native speakers of Danish whose intwitam not agree with the acceptability judgments
given above. Rather than to subject remnant VR:&bigation to a linear restriction, permitting
stranding of an object in OS position as long ak#&s not change the base order of elements (®f. (2
and (21) above), these speakers do not allow fcoBtranding during remnant VP-topicalisation at
all. Topicalisation of a full VP, in contrast, isdged acceptable.

(44) Daa. \|p Givet hendederi har jeg ikke.
given her it have | not

b. X[ Givet ] har jeghenddgen ikke.

c. *[vv Givet hende ] har jeg _den ikke.

d. *[vv Givet __ deh har jeg hende ikke.

The pattern in (44) can be accounted for if in &ddito order preservation, a constraint on stmctu
preservation is considered to restrict OS (cf. B&pt994, Miller 2001, Sells 2001, and Williams
2003).

(45) STRUCTUREPRESERVATION(STRUCPRES):
If o c-commandg{ at level L,, thena c-command{ at level L.+ (wherea is non-
adverbial).

In other words, where RKDPRES says "preserve the sequencefRE&PRES says "preserve the c-
command relationships".

Like ORDPRES the constraint BRUCPRES and its dominance overH®TPRON predicts that OS
cannot cross an intervening non-adverbial elemenmt:example, OS across a venbsitu as in (2)b
changes the c-command relation between the verbttendhifted object. In contrast toROPRES,
however, SRUCPRES (>> SHIFTPRON) rules out stranding of an object during VP-topgzdion. While
the linear relations between the verb and the tbj@e maintained in (44)b,c above, their struttura
relations are not: The verb (and 10) in Spec,CBdasdeeply embedded to c-command the stranded
(I0 and) DO. Consequently, TRUCPRES >> SHIFTPRON rules out stranding of an object during
remnant VP-topicalisation while permitting topicaliion of a full VP.

Tableau 9: No remnant VP-topicalisation

Da Topic: V ToPiC | STRUCPRES | SHIFTPRON ex.

& a [vpV Pron-lOPron-DQ Aux S Adv tp *x (44)a
b [veV tio too] Aux S Pron-IOPron-DOAdYV typ x| (44)b
¢ [vpV Pron-10tpo] Aux S Pron-DOAdV typ x| * (44)c
d [vpV tio Pron-DQ Aux S Pron-I0OAdV typ *x * (44)d

Hence, variation between speakers as to the strditglaf objects during VP-topicalisation may be
accounted for by a contrast in the ranking of tweryvsimilar constraints, one requiring order
preservation, the other structure preservation.
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