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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, an unstressed pioabwbject may move from its base position
behind the main verb to a position to the left afemtential adverbidl This movement operation is
called Object Shift (OS). OS is obligatory in lgeldic, Faroese, and Danish, (1), but optional in
Norwegian and Swedish, (2).

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

b. Jeg _kyssede hende ikke

(2) Swa. Jag _ kysste inte henne
b. Jag _kysste henneinte

OS presupposes movement of the main verb; as simo8), it cannot cross a veib situ

(3) 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, (4). In fact, OS has to take place is tase, (5).

4) Swa. Kyssthar jag _henndnte  (bara hallit henne i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her byditre
(Holmberg 1999: 7)
Da b. Kyssehar jeg _hendekke  (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her indvéime
(Vikner 2005: 407)
lc c. Kysst hef ég _hanaekki _ (barahaldid i héndina a henni).
kissed have | her  not only held in hanel-ah 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 __ pessa bgk
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur _ pessa békaldrei ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(ii) Da a. Hvorfor _leeste Peter aldrig den her Bog
why read Peter never this here book
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter _den her bogldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
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(5) 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).

(6) 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 elementsofjerly inside" VP
(i.e. not adverbials or other elements adjoine®) may block object
shift. E.E. & S.V]

The definition in (6) is vague with respect to wiext 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 HGb®the consequence of a violable condition onrorde
preservation (cf. Déprez 1994, Muller 2001a, S2081, Williams 2003, and Fox & Pesetsky 2005).

Holmberg (1997, 1999) suggests that HG is a deorat condition, not a representational one.
OS of an infinitival clause subject is possiblday) as there is no intervening non-adverbial niater
(7)a. A violation of HG as in (7)c cannot be repdiby subsequent operations as in (7)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.

(7) Swa. Jag _sag henne inte fp__  |p ____ 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 [ arbeta]].
d. *[vpSett[p__ arbeta]] harjag henne inte

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

topicalisation since that would violate HG, cf..(&ather, they must be derived by V°-topicalisation
with subsequent OS, cf. (9).
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(8) 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

(9) 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 is theimadty somewhat problematic: It is counter-cyclioda
it involves movement of an X° to an XP-position.

OS is usually optional in Swedish but it is obtaa if the verb occurs in topic position; cf. (4)
and (5) above. This is unexpected under the Vetigiation analysis, whereas it would follow under
the remnant VP-topicalisation analysis, where OStnapply to move the object out of VP prior to
topicalisation.

Moreover, if VO-topicalisation were possible, tentences in (10)b/(11)b would be expected to be
acceptable, contrary to fact.

(10) Daa. Jeg har ikke___smidt den ud.
I have not thrown it out
b. *Smidt har jegden ikke ud.
(11) 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) observe, remnant VP-tdigat#on 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, (12)a. &ntrast, stranding of an IO pronoun alone is not
possible, (12)b.

(12) 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 ofv@dgion, 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, (13)b. At CP,
Spell-out adds information about the linearisatafnthe new material, (13)c; this information is
consistent with the previously established infoiprat The finite main verb moves to C° in the main
clause and the pronominal object undergoes OS tamaiimg their relative order V<O.

(13) Daa. Jeg _ kyssedehende ikke
I kissed her  not

b. Spell-out VP: \[pV O]
Ordering V<O

C. Spell-out CP: S V[pts OAdV [vp tv to]]]

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

Note that the adverbial is merged outside the VEII®mut domain; its position relative to the object
(and the main verb) is thus not fixed until Spelt-@f CP, predicting the sequence O<Adv to be
possible.

OS across a verin situ as in (3)b, repeated as (14)a, gives rise to adiiory ordering
statements. The ordering statements produced di-dggpeof CP, (14)c, are in opposition to the
statement "V<O" established at Spell-out of VP )14
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(14) Daa. *Jeg har _ hendéke kysset .
I have her not  kissed

b. Spell-out VP: \pV O]
Ordering V<O

C. Spell-out CP: c[p S Aux ﬁp tsQ Adv vpe tAux [Vp V to]]]]
Ordering S<Aux

Aux<QO
O<Adv
Adv<VP - Adv<V

Hence, Fox & Pesetsky (2005) derive HG from ordgmontradictions. OS cannot take place if it
results in ordering statements at CP that contratiiose established at the Spell-out of VP.
Correspondingly, the asymmetry between strandingnofO and stranding of a DO by remnant VP-
topicalisation illustrated in (12) 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 consistenthwtite Spell-out of CP in (12)a but not in (12)b.

Note that Fox & Pesetsky (2005) predict that mowanogperations that do not obey HG have to
proceed successive cyclically: The underlined dtuesits in (15) have to move via the edge of VP
prior to linearisation of the VP domain to preverdering contradictions at the Spell-out of CP. Sghe
movement operations comprise various instances-ofo&ement and A-bar-movement operations,
such as Scandinavian Negative Shift (see Christe(@@05), Engels (submitted)lyh-movement,
topicalisation, passivization, and subject raising.

(15) Daa. Maske har  han___ingen bggeolgt

probably has he no books sold

b. Hvad har du solgt ?
what have you sold

c. Bggerne har jeg solgt
books-the have | sold

d. Maske blev _bggerne solgt
perhaps were books-the sold

e. Efter min mening har _ Poul altid setud til __ atveere intelligent.
in my opinion  has Paul always looked outto o be intelligent
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(16) Daa. _Bggerne har jeg solgt . = (15)c
books-the  have | sold

b. Spell-out VP: \,[p (_) [Vp V to]]
Ordering o<V

c. Spell-outCP: JpOAUX[p S taux [ve to V to]]]

Ordering O<Aux o<V
AUxX<S
S<VP 5 SV

Hence, the crucial difference between the varioesement operations in (15) and OS is that the
former may - and indeed must — go via the edgeRf but as Fox & Pesetsky (2003) state, in their
analysis OS cannot involve movement to the edgéRyfi.e. OS is the exception to their rule. "Our
proposals say nothing in themselves, however, atfmitcircumstances under which movement to
these left-edge positions is allowed or prohibitdeix & Pesetsky 2005: 39).

Note also that Fox & Pesetsky (2003, 2005) makaeorrect prediction concerning remnant VP
topicalisation in constructions with an auxilianysitu (see also section 2.3 below). They assume that
auxiliary verbs are merged outside (and therefore also after Spell-out of VP). A®asequence, the
ordering of object and auxiliary verb is not fixeuntil Spell-out of CP, predicting the sequence OxAu
to be possible (i.e. to be consistent with the wngestatements previously established), contrary t
fact. As illustrated in (17), remnant VP topicalisa is not possible in the presence of an auxiliar
verbin situ; the object can neither precede nor follow the-fiioite auxiliary?

(17) Daa. \|pKysse hende har jeg aldrig villet.
kiss her have | never wanted
b. *[ve Kysse | har jeg aldrig villet__hende

c. *[ve Kysse | har jeg _ hendsdrig villet.

2 In order to account for the data in (1#)e Fox & Pesetsky approach might make the additiassumption that auxiliary
VPs also constitute Spell-out domains: Thus, VRcadsation would have to proceed via the edgehef YP of "villet"
and via the edge of the VP of "har" at points whef could not possibly already have applied. Ireotliords, remnant
VP topicalisation is expected to be ungrammatidvement of the entire VP, still including the otfjevia these two
edge positions predicts that the object preced#saduxiliaries as in (17)a.

However, with the additional assumption that aaxyliVPs also constitute Spell-out domains, it wontdlonger be
possible to derive the remnant VP topicalisatiorthef grammatical sentence in (3), repeated inA{§o here, (remnant)
VP topicalisation would have to move via the edfjthe VP of "har" at a point where OS could notgibly already have
applied. Stranding of the object in OS positioninigrVP topicalisation as in (i) is thus incorregyedicted to be
ungrammatical.

0] Da Kysset har jeg _hende ikke (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her not only held her in hanel-th (Vikner 2005: 407)

The only way to derive (i) with the additional asgtion that auxiliary VPs also constitute Spell-domains, would be to
follow Holmberg (1997, 1999) and take it to be aecaf V° topicalisation, but that in turn would amcectly predict not
only (i) but also (17)c (as well as (9b) and (18bdve) to be grammatical.
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2 An OT approach to Object Shift and Remnant VP-tojcalisation

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

(18)  SHIFT PRONOUN(SHIFTPRON):
A [-focus] proform that is "min = max" precedes arsdommands a VP (of the same clause)
that contains all V° positions and all VP-adjoiretverbials’

(19) SAv:
Trace is not allowed. (Grimshaw 1:9374)

SHIFTPRON is satisfied if the pronoun is adjoined to the t@p, as illustrated in (21) below.
Following Fox & Pesetsky (2005), HG will be assuntedresult from a high ranking condition on
order preservation.

(20) ORDERPRESERVATION(ORDPRES):
A moved constituent must not precede a non-advedmastituent that it (or parts of it)
followed at base levél.

% Recall that OS may also apply to full DPs in leelia but not in MSc; cf. footnote 1. In Appendibélow and in Vikner
& Engels (2006), we assume that full DP Shift istiwaied by a more general version efiSPRON, called $iIFT, which
requires movement of all [-focus] constituents.f@®iénces in the relative ranking betweenr$ and SAy account for the
cross-linguistic contrasts as to the availabilityull DP shift.

“ On the "min = max" condition, see Appendix 1.

® The ranking SIFTPRON >> SrAY predicts that OS is obligatory (unless it is bledkoy an intervening category). In
Swedish, where pronominal OS is optionataAs and $HIFTPRON might be tied,STAY <> SHIFTPRON: Both relative
rankings of the two constraintsTA >> SHIFTPRON and $HIFTPRON >> STAY, co-exist in these languages; depending on
the actual ranking, movement is required or prabédi accounting for its optionality. (In terms oftiNér's (2001b)
classification of constraint ties, we are here itdgalvith an ordered global tie.)

® One possible alternative to the formulation ¢foBRES in (20) could be to formulate it with referenceda@ommand
relations, (i), rather than precedence:

0] ORDPRES
A constituent must not c-command a non-adverbiaktituent that it (or parts of it) followed at bdseel.

However, under the assumption that clause-finakdmals are right-adjoined, the second part carefer to c-command,;
if it did, OS of a right-adjoined adverbial acrass intervening non-adverbial constituent, (ii)c,ulgbnot be ruled out by
ORDPRESsince the adverbial is not c-commanded by theviaténg constituent at base level.

(ii) Da a. Jeg _sov [der [ikke [ 1 11
I slept there not

b. Jeg har [ikke  [[sovet] dér

I have not slept  there

c. *Jeg har [der [ikke [[sovet] __ ]II

Another possible alternative to the formulation @RDPRES in (20) could be to formulate it with reference to
immediate precedence, (iii), rather than simplycpdence:

(iii) ORDPRES

If an overt constituert immediately precedes a non-adverbial overt carestify at base level or at surface level,
thena also precedef at the other levels.
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The ranking ®@DPRES>> SHIFTPRON >>STAY predicts that OS is only possible if it maintaihe base
order of certain constituents. What is crucial @8 to be possible is that the main verb moves to a
position to the left of the target position of G8ch that the relative order between verb and bigec
preserved. The main verb does not necessarily tesawedergo V°-to-1°-to-C° movement;RDPRES s

also satisfied if a non-finite verb is in topic g as in (4). (The restriction taon-adverbial
constituents is necessary to permit OS acrosseslagslial adverbials.)

(21) Da CP
/ \C.
? } / \
! ° IP
i har /\
i DP I
i g TN
i |° VP
i e NG
| DP VP
i hende \
A AdvP VP
i aldrig / \
i Spec V'
g N
| v TR i
i o | TN i
i | Spec \4
| | I
| : Vo DP;
i kysset tr i

Under the formulation of @PRESin (iii), adverbial constituents must be invisilite adjacency (cf. Afarli 1998, Bobaljik
1999). The sentence in (iv) is ungrammatical thotinghverb does not immediately precede the DOeab#se level.

(iv) Da *Marigo har jeg _demp ikke givet { to tpo.
Matrie have | them  not given

It is crucial that under all three formulationsP)2(i) and (iii), topicalisation of a complete \d@hd topicalisation of a
remnant VP give rise to the same number RDPRES violations, namely one for every constituent tHe iioves across.
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Tableau 1: OS & Holmberg's generalisation

Da: ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
L = Jla S Aux Adv VPron-O * (3)a
V in situ

1b S Aux Pron-QAdv V to *1 * (3)b

Vin C° 2a S VAdv ty Pron-O *1 (1)a

& 2b S VPron-OAdv ty to * ()b

Vic] A Adv Pron- *

VP in SpecCP 3a_ fpVto] Aux S Adv Pron-Glve (5)b

= 3b [wVto] Aux S Pron-OAdv typ * (4)b/(21)

(In this and following tableaux, onlyT8y- and GrRDPRESViolations induced by OS violations are
listed; SAY- and GrRDPRESViolations induced by e.g. VP topicalisation or-¥2I°-to-C° movement
are left out because they do not vary between ctngpeandidates.)

The present approach assumes that occurrencearf-Anite main verb in topic position involves OS
of the pronominal object prior to remnant VP-tofigztion; compare (8)/(21) above. In Holmberg's
(1997, 1999) approach such remnant VP-topicalisaisoruled out by the assumption that HG is
derivational, i.e. that it cannot be violated ay aoint in the derivation. The OT constraink@PRES,

by contrast, is representational: Constraint viotet are computed based on the final structurdef t
candidates. Hence, although the individual stepsO8&f might violate @DPRES this is of no
consequence as long as the verb is subsequentlgdpla front of the shifted object such that their
precedence relation is re-established.

As mentioned in section 1.2, other types of objaovement such as topicalisation may cross a
verbin sity, i.e. they need not preserve the base orderd2j.repeated from (15)c above). Under the
OT approach adopted here, this follows if the rafg\constraint that motivates movement, e@pIT,
outranks @DPRES(se€eTableau 2).

(22) Da Bggerne har jeg solgt
books-the have | sold

(23) Toric. Elements with a [+topic] feature occur in Spec,CP

Tableau 2: Object topicalisation

Da: TopIC | ORDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY
la SAuxtV Opop | ™ *
@ 1b O AUX SV i el *
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2.1  Asymmetry I: Stranding of a DO vs. Stranding ofan 1O
The asymmetry between stranding of an IO and simgnof a DO in (12), repeated in (24), can be
captured by the rankingRDPRES>> SHIFTPRON.

(24) 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 tanBon may be taken along, (25)a, or both of them
may be stranded by remnant VP-topicalisation, (25)b

(25) 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 eleimen
that should appear in topic position then violafegic whereas taking along too much material does
not violate this constraint, see Tableau 3 and8ab#.

Tableau 3: Remnant VP-topicalisation that strands bth 10 and DO’

Da/Sw Topic: V ToriC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
a [vpV Pron-IOPron-DQ Aux S Adv tp *Ix (25)a
b [veV Pron-I0tyo] Aux S Pron-DOAdV typ *| * (24)a
¢ [vweV tio Pron-DQ Aux S Pron-IOAdv typ *| * * (24)b
@« d [vV totbo] Aux S Pron-IOPron-DOAdV typ o (25)b

Tableau 4: VP-topicalisation that takes along bothO and DO

Da/Sw Topic: V & Pron-I0 & Pron-DO oric| R0 [T v | ] ex.
PrRES | PRON
« a [wV Pron-IO Pron-DOJ Aux S Adv t,p ** (25)a
b [veV Pron-10 tpo] Aux SPron-DO Adv typ *| * * (24)a
¢ [vwV tio Pron-DO] Aux SPron-I0 Adv typ x| * * * (24)b
d [vpV tio tbo] Aux SPron-10 Pron-DO Adv typ | *I* *x (25)b

As Tableau 3 and Tableau 4 showF$SPRoON favours stranding of a pronoun which is, howevety o
possible if the pronoun is not marked [+topic], dwethe higher ranking constrainto®ic. The
asymmetry between stranding of a DO and strandiragn @O is expected by the rankingRQPRES >>

" Recall from footnote 6 that RDPRES refers tomoved constituents only. As a consequence, the same emuwb
ORDPRESvViolations (namely, one for every crossed conetityis induced by VP topicalisation, independdritaw many
constituents are included in the topicalised VP.
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SHIFTPRON. OS of a DO maintains the ordering relations immant VP-topicalisations, satisfying
ORDPRES (see Tableau 5). Note that it is crucial for thexmant VP-topicalisation constructions that
ORDPRES refers to precedence rather than c-command refatid/hile the precedence relations are
maintained in (24)a, the c-command relations ate- meither the verb nor the 10 c-commands the
shifted DO. In contrast, remnant VP-topicalisattwes not re-establish the base order relatiorgeif t
IO is stranded. Consequently, the violation &fDBrRESrules out stranding of the 10 in OS position,
compare Tableau 6 below. Instead, the 10 has ttaken along by VP-topicalisation, giving rise to
neutralization: Despite the different input spefions with regard to topichood, the same candidat
(namely, candidate a) arises as output in Tableaud4Tableau 6. (But stranding of the 10 is possibl
if it does not result in a violation ofKDPRES, namely if both objects are stranded as in (25)b.)

Tableau 5: Remnant VP-topicalisation that strands @

Da/Sw Topic: V & Pron-10 TorPiC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
a [vweV Pron-I10 Pron-DQ Aux S Adv tp **| (25)a
@« b [vV Pron-10 tpo] Aux S Pron-DOAdV typ * * (24)a
c [vweV tio Pron-DQ Aux SPron-10 Adv typ *| * * * (24)b
d [vweV tio too] Aux SPron-10 Pron-DOAdV typ | *! ** (25)b
Tableau 6: 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 ** (25)a
b [vpV Pron-IOtpo] Aux SPron-DO Adv typ *1 * * (24)a
Cc [vpV tio Pron-DO] Aux S Pron-IOAdV typ *| * * (24)b
d [wV to too] Aux S Pron-IOPron-DO Adv typ | *! *x (25)b

More generally, the ranking EDPRES >> SHIFTPRON predicts that stranding of an object is only
acceptable if the object is right-peripheral withii?. As shown in (26)-(28), topicalisation of the
entire VP but not remnant topicalisation is possihl constructions in which the object is followsyg
other elements within VP, e.g. in constructionshatinfinitival clause, (26), a verb with an adolital
PP-complement, (27), or a particle, (28); see &ppendix 3 for an analysis of these sentefices.

8 Crucially, the order abase leveteferred to in the definition of @PRESin (20) cannot correspond to the base-generated
order but instead, we would like to tentatively gest that it corresponds to the order at an intdiate level at which all
cases and all thematic roles assigned by lexicdla¥® been assigned.

Vikner (1987:263) assumes that the object of ai@arterb originates in the complement positiorihaf particle, from
where it undergoes overt movement to the speg@fisition of PrtP in Danish but not in Swedish, feasons of case. As a
consequence, the particle precedes the objectwitRiin Swedish, (i) but follows it in Danish, (ii)
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Recall that the unacceptable sentence in (26)bategefrom (7)d led Holmberg (1997, 1999) to
assume that remnant VP-topicalisation is not pssib

(26) Swa. \|p Sett _henne arbeta] har jag inte.
seen her work have | not
b. *[ve Sett arbeta] har jag henimee. (Holmberg 1997: 206)
(27) Daa. \|p Stillet det pa bordet] har jeg ikke.
put it on table-the have | not
b. *[vp Stillet __ pabordet] har jeg _ det ikke.
(28) Daa. {p Smidt den ud] har jeg ikke.
thrown it out have | not
b. *[vp Smidt ___ ud] har jeg _ den ikke.

() Sw a. Jag  har inte g kastat fup bort deff
I have not thrown out it
b. *Jag har inte vb kastat fqp denbort 11

(i) Da a. *Jeg har ikke b smidt B ud dei
I have not thrown out it
b. Jeg har ikke g smidt . denud |

The fact that the object of a particle verb cannmatergo OS in Swedish, (iii), but may do so in Ban(iv), indicates that
it is not the base-generat@dt<DP order inside the VP in (ii)a but the intermedi@@<Prt order inside the VP in (ii)b
that is relevant for computing ofRDPRESIn Danish.

(iii) Sw a. Jag kastade inte bort den
I threw not out it
b. *Jag kastade deinte bort .
(iv) Da a. *Jeg smed ikke _ der.
I threw not it out
b. Jeg smed _ ddkke __ud.

The assumption that it is not the base-generatger dyut rather the order at an intermediate levethvis relevant for
ORDPRESis also vital for double object constructionshiése are considered to involve a Larsonian shelttstre (see also
section 2.2 below). The 10 precedes the verb inbéhee-generated order but follows it at the inteliate level. As (v)
shows, an IO cannot undergo OS across ainestiu.

(v) Da a. Jeg har ikke f givet [ hende t, den]]
I have not given her it
b. *Jeg har_hende ikke [vp givet [p y den]]
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2.2  Excursus: 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.

(29) 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 wouwdns 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

(30) Swa. \|p Kastat bort _dgn har jag inte.
thrown  out it have | not
b. *[vp Kastat bort | har jag _ deninte. (Gunldg Josefsson, p.c.)

However, OS is possible in particle verb constarddiwhere the particle is topicalised and the verb
occurs in V2 position, (31):

(31) Swa. _UT kastade dom _mejinte_ (baraned for trappan).
out threw they me not (only downdtzers)

b. (Ja, ja, jag ska mata din katt, men) dMpper jag _den inte
(All right, 1 will feed your cat but) in let I it not
(Holmberg 1999: 17)

It has been observed for German that a topicalisedtituent must not contain an intermediary trace
(cf. den Besten & Webelhuth 1990, Miiller 1998, Ab2007)° Assume that a shifted object has to

® This is shown by the ungrammatical sentence jrir(iyvhich the topicalised CP contains an intermpdirace of object
wh-movement.

0] Ge *cpto' Dass  Fritz 4 liebt] weill ich nicht{pwen er tp gesagt hat]
that Fritz loves know | not who he said adh
(Mdller 1998: 23, (63))

Thereby, the facts that topicalisation of a whoke i€ (marginally) acceptable, (ii), and that lorigt@ince topicalisation of

VP may (marginally) cross wh-island, (i), point to the conclusion that it iee intermediary trace contained in the
topicalised CP which is crucial for the ungrammlttg of (i).
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adjoin to the minimal XP whose X° contains its sgfg/theta-assigning head before moving to OS
position. As a consequence, OS in particle verbsttoations such as (30) and (31) proceeds via
adjunction to PrtP. Subsequent remnant VP-topiiadis as in (30)b would thus have to take along an
intermediary trace.

(32) SwCP = (30)b
Cl

i ce IP
! har / \
i DP I
jag g
i 1° VP
E tAux /\
i DP VP
| den \
| 4  Adv VP
i inte / \
| we o X
a I Y g
i taux i /\ i
| | Spec V\ |
5 i Vo PrtP i
! kastat \
| i 3 PP |
| Prt° DP
| bort fo !

(ii) Ge ??tp Dass  Fritz Caroline liebt] wei3 ich nicht cp[ ob er ¢p zugeben wirde]

that Fritz Caroline loves know | not whethex h  admit would

(Miller 1998: 22, (62))

(iii) Ge ??[p to AufdenMund gekisst] wei3  ich nicht cp[ wen sie tp hat]
on the mouth kissed know | not who shehas
(Muller 1998: 23, (64))
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The difference between (30) and (31) is that in),(8hly the PrtP is topicalised (the main verblsoa
moved, but by a different movement, V°-to-I°-to-@t)d so there does not have to be an intermediary
trace inside Spec,CP.

(33) Sw cP = (31)a

N

C°/\IP

kastadeD I:)/ \|'
dom / \

_________________________________.-____________________________________>
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In a double object construction such as (12)a/(axave, 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.

(34) SwCP = (12)a/(24)a

Cl

harjag ... VP

TN

DP VP

den / \

A AdvP VP

inte / \

Spec

tAux

>
>

Given that just as in German, a topicalised remiNdhtcannot contain any intermediary trace in the
Scandinavian languages, stranding of a too deephbedded object can be ruled out by requiring that
OS proceed via adjunction to the minimal XP who8edhtains its selecting/theta-assigning h€ad.

1% This condition is also able to account for thet that remnant topicalisation taking along a maramrerb is not only
ungrammatical if the adverb occurs in right-perighgoosition 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.

0] Da a. Han har nok f[w leest _deh omhyggeligt] (men har han forstaet den?)
he has probably read it carefully (batsthe understood it?)
b. [ [ve Leestdeh  omhyggeligt] har han nok, men har han forstiest?
c. *wlwto [weleesty ]] omhyggeligt] har han _denok, men har han forstaet den?

Engels & Vikner: Scandinavian OS, Remnant VP-Tdigiagon, and OT, p. 17



2.3  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 (35)a/(36)a vs. (35)b/(36)b.

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

b. [ Smidt _ ud] blev _den ikke.

thrown out was it not

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

b. ?kp 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 @bPres' (Note that the acceptability of subject movement of a verb particle
construction indicates that depth of embedding do¢play a role for subject movement either.)

(i) Da a. Han har nok J omhyggeligt {p lest _defj (men har han forstaet den?)
he has probably  carefully read it (Inats he understood it?)
b. ?f» Omhyggeligt yp laest _def] har han nok, men har han forstdet 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 subjesttion does not presuppose verb
movement; i.e. subject movement may cross an iatgng (unaccusative, passive) verb. At the same, tidRDPRES
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

(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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Tableau 7: Stranding of a Subject vs. Stranding oAn Object

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

= la [vpV Pron-OPrt] Aux S Adv tp * (28)a
1b [vpV to Prt] Aux S Pron-OAdv typ *| * (35)a
2a [vpV Pron-SPrt] Aux e Adv tp *| * -

= 2b [vpV tsPrt] Aux Pron-SAdv typ * * (35)b

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

or topicalisation that are not subject to HG, (Thjtrank 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-meulsan of constraint ranking (relative to
ORDPRES).

2.4  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-1°-to-C° nmeswent in main clauses, it stays situ in
embedded clauses in MSc, (37). As a consequences @ possible in embedded clauseBEPRES
>> HIFTPRON); cf. (38).

(37) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldezste bogen.
I asked why Peter never read bo@k-th
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter leeste aldrig __ bogen.
(38) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter igldeeste _den
I asked why Peter never read it
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter __denaldrig leeste
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A full VP may be topicalised from both main clausesi embedded clauses.

(39) 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, (40)a, not owdrof
embedded clause in Danish: The stranded objectrmadlyer follow the finite auxiliary (in its base
position), (40)b, nor may it precede it, (40)c.€%d¢so example (17) in section 1.2 above.)

(40) Daa. ?p Set ] har jeg _ hamikke, ...
seen have | him  not
... hvis jeg skal veere helt gerlig, 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 BEgause 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 positionrREPRES. In other words, stranding is only possible if
motivated by an independent movement device (Seefgipendix 3).
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(41)

Da CP

C
A
N IP
| har
A DP/\I'
| |
| i i
i | jeg / \
: i ¢ VP
i i faux /\
1 ) A
: e I | A VP
! |
i i /\
! i AdvP VP
| | ikke g
i i Spec YA
! |
i | S
; | Ve VP
i I Laux ,____x___ ________________
l S S i ! :
| | Spec v\ :
| | Y% DP
i i set ham;
N N [T 1
Tableau 8: Remnant VP-topicalisation out of a mairclause
Da: Topic:V (RDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.
a [vpV Pron-g Aux S Adv tp *| (39)a
b [veV to] Aux S Adv Pron-Qtyp *| * (5)b
& C [VP \Y to] Aux S Pron-OAdv typ * (40)3.
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(42) Da CP

TN

CI

tror jeg ikke CP

N

A
i c° IP
i at /\
i DP I
! hun /\
i I° VP
| N VP
! Spec V\
i Ve VP
5 har TN
| i VP |
1P
i X X X 1 Spec V'
| i Ve DP
i i set ham
L_____-____________-________________________________________fjjjjjjjjjjfjjjjjf""i """
7\ 7\ IV\
Tableau 9: No remnant VP-topicalisation out of an mbedded clause
Da: Topic:V (RDPRES | SHIFTPRON | STAY ex.
@ a [vwV Pron-QV S Adv Comp S Auxyp * (39)b
b [veV to] VS Adv Comp S Aux Pron-®p * *| (40)b
¢ [wVto] VS Adv Comp S Pron-@ux typ *| * (40)c
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The hypothesis that OS has to take place, i.e.(#)aa stranded object has to undergo movement to
some position to the left of the finite verb and {his movement is only possible if the finite verb
itself has left its base position, seems to be supd by phenomena of remnant VP topicalisation in
Icelandic. Icelandic which has V°-to-I° movemend aihus also OS in embedded clauses, (43),
marginally permits a remnant object in VP-topicatiisn out of an embedded clause (as opposed to the
Danish (40)b,c which are completely ungrammatical).

(43) Ic a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur aldrleesi hana
I asked why Pétur never read it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur__laesihana aldrei :

(Vikner 2005: 396)

(44) 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 7 abov2.

(45) 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

12 Similarly, long-distance topicalisation of a VPathcontains a trace of wh-moved object is possible, (i). This is
expected given thath-movement need not preserve the base order, €edistraint motivatingrh-movement (WSPEQ
outranks @DPRES

0] Da ?[Leest ] ved jeg ikke hvad for nogemér Poul har, ...
read know | not what for some books Poul s ha

... men jeg ved hvad for nogle han har kabt.
but | know what for some he has bought
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3 Conclusion

Holmberg (1997, 1999) considers occurrences of rafimite verb in topic position such as (4) 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 sudeessyclically via the left edge of VP while this i
impossible for OS. In addition, Fox & Pesetsky'®(0R) approach makes incorrect predictions as to
remnant VP-topicalisation in constructions withaarxiliary verbin situ.

Based on an extended set of data concerning renMiatdpicalisation, the present OT approach
agrees with Fox & Pesetsky (2005) in the assumpghahHG is to be accounted for in terms of order
preservation, as required by the violable constt@®kDPRES 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 piegerHence, 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 or&genin a right-
peripheral position within VP might be left behimdOS position during remnant VP-topicalisation,
accounting for the asymmetry in stranding of and@l 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. Moreovesyndata were presented that showed that subject
raising does not underly either of these restmstjdhis may be accounted for by a different ragkih
SusJEcTand $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 there are no inténgeverbs, something that would be expected if any
object left behind during remnant VP-topicalisatiwould have to undergo OS.
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Appendix 1: Syntactic Complexity of Pronouns and "Mn = Max"

In MSc, OS may only apply to weak pronouns, (4§eeted from (1); neither full DPs, (47), nor
syntactically complex pronouns, i.e. modified onjoaned ones, (48) and (49), may undergo OS (cf.
footnote 3 on full DP shift in Icelandic).

(46) Daa. *Jeg kyssede ikke hende
I kissed not her
b. Jeg kyssede __hendkke

(47) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig geB
why read Peter never book-the
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter__bogealdrig ?
(48) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig den he?
why read Peter never this here
b. *Hvorfor lseste Peter__den her aldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(49) Daa. Han sa ikke dig og herglammen.
he saw not you and her together
b. *Han sa_dig og hendekke sammen.

(Diesing & Jelinek 1993: 27)

Moreover, focused pronouns cannot undergo OS: Edcpsonouns have to stay situ where they
follow a medial adverb.

(50) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig DEN?
why read Peter never it
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter__DENaldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)

In our analysis, OS is triggered by the constr@8neTPRONIN (18), repeated here as (51).

(51) SHIFTPRONOUN (SHIFTPRON):
A [-focus] proform that is "min = max" precedes arsdommands a VP (of the same clause)
that contains all V° positions and all VP-adjoiretverbials.

The fact that focused pronouns do not move is cagtby the restriction of FSFTPRON to [-focus]
constituents. Furthermore, a syntactically simpienpun, (52)a, differs from a modified, (52)b, or
conjoined one, (52)c, in that the phrasal statutw@fformer but not the one of the latter two isi'm
max" (cf. also Josefsson 1999).
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(52) a.simple pronoun b. modified pronoun c. camgai pronoun
DP DP

D‘P ‘DP /{ ‘ DP & ‘DP

D‘° D> P DP De De
hende hende med brillerne mha og hende
her her with glassks him and her

By "min = max", we thus mean that the amount ofidalx material (i.e. phonologically visible
material) dominated by the highest XP (here: DP¥inlne@ the same as the amount of lexical material
dominated by the lowest X° (here: D°). This isifidél in (52)a, but not in (52)b,c. Hence;ISrPRON
does not affect modified or conjoined pronounsythee thus expected to remamsitu due to SAY

in MSc!?

Tableau 10
Da: SHIFT STAY ex.
PRON
la SubV fp AdV [vp ... [opp=pc Pron-Obj]] *| (46)a
= 1b Sub V [p [pp=pe Pron-Obj [ve AdV [vp ... ton]] * (46)b
& 2a SubV [ AdV [vp ... [opz oo Pron-ObjMod]]] (48)a
2b Sub V [p [ppz oo Pron-ObjMod] [ve AdV [ve ... topl]] *| (48)b
@ 3a SubV [ Adv [vp ... [opz pe Pron-Obj& Pron-Obj]] (49)a
3b Sub V [ [ppz oo Pron-Obj& Pron-Obj [ve AdV [vp ... Tonl]] *| (49)b

As mentioned in footnote 3, OS is not restricteaveak pronouns in Icelandic; it may also apply
to full DPs, (53). Likewise, syntactically complpronouns may undergo OS; cf. (54) and (55).

(53) Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei pbessa bok
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur__pessa bok aldrei ?
(54) Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei pessa hérrra
why read Pétur never this here
b. Afhverju las Pétur__pessa hérnaldrei ? (Vikner 2005: 417)

'3 Note that there are elements which are "min = nimxhe conjoined structure in (52)c, namely edofgle conjunct, and
are thus expected to be able to move due to tHéngi8HIFTPRON >> STAY. However, movement out of a conjoined
structure is impossible for independent and unaleesasons (cf. Ross' (1967) coordinate structanstcaint).
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(55) Ic a. Eg pekki ekki hann og hana
| know not him and her
b. Eg pekki _hann og hanakki . (Diesing & Jelinek 3:997)

In Vikner & Engels (2006:35), we take OS of a coexpphrase to be triggered by a more general
version of the constraintH8-TPRON, namely SIIFT.

(56) SHIFT:
A [-focus] element precedes and c-commands a VRh@fkame clause) that contains all V°
positions and all VP-adjoined adverbials.

The contrast between Icelandic and MSc in the egbility of OS to complex DPs may be captured
by differences in the relative ranking betweeinFr$and SAY.

(57) a. MSc: S8IFTPRON >> STAY  >> SHIFT
b. lc: SHIFTPRON, SHIFT >> SrAy

The account presented so far thus captures the tlaat OS in MSc only applies to [-focus] DPs
that satisfy the "min = max" condition, and that @Slicelandic applies to all [-focus] DPs. The
account is thus incompatible with some accountsioltiple OS, see (58)c, in that it does not allow
the analysis of OS as movement of one constituhtiding several pronouns (contrary to e.g. Vikner
1989:151 and Christensen 2005:157). We thus hawssame that each pronoun has to be moved
separately. This is forced by two facts, to do weHtommand and with the definition of "min = max".

If multiple OS was movement of one constituentiudong several pronouns, then the shifted
objects would not c-command the relevant VP thewesel(59)a. The formulation ofH&TPRON and
of SHIFT is such that every shifted object must fulfill th@ndition that a shifted object precedes and c-
commands the relevant VP, as is indeed the caeialternative analysis, where the objects move
individually, (59)b; cf. also candidate d in TahleHl.

Furthermore, if multiple OS was movement of onastibuent including several pronouns, then
this complex constituent would not satisfy the "mimax" condition (it would be a phrase that was
not "min = max" itself but rather included sevesl@ments that are "min = max", just like (52)c)dan
thus it would not be affected byH8TPRON, movement of a complex constituent is ruled outhmsy
ranking SAY >> SHIFT in MSc.

(58) Daa. *Jeg gav ikke henden
I gave not her it
b. *Jeg gav _hende ikke den

c. Jeg gav _hendden ikke
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(59) Da a. Jeg gav.. VP

| gave / \

T i
DP V' AdvP VP
Do Vo DP ikke L 77=S
‘ ‘ not
hende ty De
her ‘
den
it
b. Jeg gav. VP
| gave /\
D‘P /VP\
Do [‘)P /VP\
hende Do AdvP VP
e | N N
T den ikke ... fo ... bo
it \ \
Tableau 11
Da: SHIFT STAY ex.
PrON
a SubV [p AdV [vp ... [pp=pe Pron-1g [pp=pe Pron-Dd]] I (58)a
b SubV [\/p [DP:DO Pron-lg [Vp Adv [\/p ... to [DP:DO Pron-Dg]]] *| * (58)b
58)c=
c SubV [\/p [Vp [DP:DO Pron-l(] [DP:D° Pron-DQ] [Vp Adv tvp]] *|* * ((59))8.
= d Sub VvV [\/p [DP:DO Pron-lg [Vp [DP:D° Pron-DQ [Vp Adv [Vp ... o % (58)C=
tpo]]l] (59)b
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Appendix 2: Structure Preservation

There are native speakers of Danish whose int@itaim 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 (25) above), these speakers do not allow fmcolktranding during remnant VP-topicalisation at
all. Topicalisation of a full VP, in contrast, isdged acceptable.

(60) 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 (60) can be accounted for if in &ddito order preservation, (20), a constraint on
structure preservation is considered to restrict(€GiSDéprez 1994, Muller 2001a, Sells 2001, and
Williams 2003).

(61) S'RUCTUREPRESERVATION(STRUCPRES):
A non-adverbial constituent must c-command a caresii that it c-commanded at base level.

In other words, where RDPRES says "preserve the sequencetR&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 elenfemt:example, OS across a venbsitu as in (62)b
changes the c-command relation between the verthanshifted object.

(62) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldagste _den
I asked why Peter never read it
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter denaldrig leeste

In contrast to @DPRES however, SRUCPRES (>> SHIFTPRON) rules out stranding of an object during
VP-topicalisation. While the linear relations beemethe verb and the objects are maintained in
(60)b,c above, their structural relations are ibie verb (and 10) in Spec,CP is too deeply embedded
to c-command the stranded (IO and) DO. ConsequeSitRUCPRES >> SHIFTPRON rules out
stranding of an object during remnant VP-topicaiesawhile permitting topicalisation of a full VP.

Engels & Vikner: Scandinavian OS, Remnant VP-Tdigiagon, and OT, p. 29



Tableau 12: No remnant VP-topicalisation

Da Topic: V TopIiC STRUC || SHIFT ex.
PRES | PRON
= a [vpV Pron-IOPron-DQ Aux Sub Adv {p ok (60)a
b [veV tio too] Aux Sub_Pron-ICPron-DOAdV typ x| (60)b
¢ [vpV Pron-10tpo] Aux Sub_Pron-DQAdV typ x| * (60)c
d [vpV to Pron-DQ Aux Sub_Pron-I0Adv typ x| * (60)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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Appendix 3: Differentiation according to syntacticcomplexity: SHIFT, STAY, or both?

Under our formulation of BFTPRON in (18), it is predicted that a pronominal objecay force
stranding of other (right-peripheral) elements sashDPs, PPs, or particles whose movement is not
motivated by an independent constraint, i.e. whigmnot move to a sentence-medial position
otherwise. This prediction is not borne out. A tigleripheral particle/PP cannot be stranded,
irrespective of whether or not the pronominal objscstranded as well; cf. (63)c,d/(64)c,d. Theyonl
option is to topicalise the whole VP as in (63)d &v)a. (The b-sentences in (63) and (64) aralrule
out by QRDPRES>> SHIFTPRON, cf. section 2.1 above.)

(63) Daa. \p Smidt den ud har jeg ikke.
thrown it out have | not
b. *[vv Smidt _ _uf har jeg _den ikke.
. *lvv Smidt den ] har jeg ikke _ud
d *[vv Smidt 1 har jeg _ denikke ud
(64) Daa. \p Stillet det paborddt har jeg ikke.
put it on table-the have | not
b. *[vp Stillet pa bordet har jeg _det ikke.
c. *[vp Stillet det | har jeg ikke _ pa bordet
d. *[ve Stillet ] har jeg _ det ikke pa bordet

We might be able to rule out the c-sentences: Assyithat Toricrequires the verb and the object to
occur in Spec,CP, 18y predicts that stranding of the particle/PP alo:ienot possible since its
movement out of VP is not motivated otherwise. (Bether that taking along to much material to
Spec,CP does not violat®®ic.)

Tableau 13
Da: Topic: V & Obj-Pron ©PIC ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PrREs | PRON
& a [veV Obj-Pron PH Aux Sub Adv {p * (64)a
b [\/p V tpron m Aux SubObj-Pron Adv tvp *| * * (64)b
¢ [veV Obj-Pron tpd Aux Sub Adv PRyp * *| (64)c
d [\/p V tpron tp|:£| Aux SubObi-Pron Adv PPtyp *| ** (64)d

However, the rankingt8FTPRON >> STAY falsely predicts that a phrase (particle/PP) wiatlows a
pronominal object within VP is stranded togethethwihe object if only the verb is marked as
[+topic]. The object thus does not have to occuBjec,CP, andHTPRON requires its stranding in
clause-medial position. In order to satisfgPRES, the right-peripheral particle/PP has to be steand
as well. The extra violation oftf&@y induced by stranding of the particle/PP is novgdleed" by the
satisfaction of the higher ranking constraintsbBrResand $HIFTPRON.
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Tableau 14

Da: Topic: V Topic ORD | SHIFT STAY ex.
PRES | PRON
a [vpV Obj-PronPH Aux Sub Adv ¢p *| (64)a
b [veV tpron PA Aux Sub_Obj-Promdv typ *| * (64)b
¢ [veV Obj-Prontd Aux Sub Adv PRyp o * (64)c
® d [vpV tprontpd Aux Sub_Obj-PromAdv PPtyp ** (64)d

As mentioned in Appendix 1, while OS is restrictedpronominal elements in MSc, not only
pronouns but also full DPs may undergo OS in IadianThis contrast as to the applicability of OS to
phrases of different complexity may be accountedbfpthe ranking of v relative to $iFT and
SHIFTPRON,; cf. (57).

To resolve the problem described above, it wowddns necessary (instead of distinguishing
between elements for which movement is/is not iedepntly motivated, i.e. for which there is a
constraint above 1Y) to distinguish between elements for which movemsfis not explicitly
prohibited. Hence, instead of differentiatingiil§ according to syntactic complexity {81 and
SHIFTPRON), apparently Ay must be differentiated according to syntactic clexipy, Sray and
StayComMpPLEX (= Don't move elements that are "m#imax” (i.e. non-pronominalgs) The cross-
linguistic variation as to the mobility of element$ different syntactic complexity might then be
accounted for by differences in the ranking betw&aRT and SAY CompPLEX (and SAY).

(65) a. MSc: BAYCOMPLEX >> SHIFT >> SrAay
b. lc: SIFT >> SraAy COMPLEX, SAY

The ranking $AY COMPLEX >> SHIFT >> STAY in MSc predicts that OS is only possible for weak
pronouns but not for more complex phrases. In esttthe ranking I8FT >> STAY COMPLEX, STAY
permits OS of both pronouns and full DPs in Icelan@RDPRES>> SHIFT makes sure that OS only
takes place if the base order is maintained (etheiverb is moved to a position further leftwgrds

(66) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter ikke bBgen
why read Peter not book-the
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter_ _bogeRkke ?
(67) Da a. *Hvorfor leeste Peter ikke den
why read Peter not it
b. Hvorfor leeste Peter den ikke ?
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Tableau 15

Da: TopriC ORD STAY SHIFT | STAY ex.
PRES | COMPLEX
& la whV Sub Adv DP-Obj * (66)a
1b wh V Sub DP-ObAdvV tpp *1 * (66)b
2a whV Sub Adv_Pron-Obj *| (67)a
& 2b whV Sub_Pron-ObAdvV teron * (67)b

Though pronominal OS is requiredH{Sr >> STAY), it is predicted that stranding of the pronominal
object during VP-topicalisation is not possibldahiere is a phrase within VP that follows the object

(i.e. particle or PP). RbPRES rules out stranding of the object alone, and #mahd for pronominal
OS cannot force stranding of the following phrase tb the higher rankingr& COMPLEX.

Tableau 16
Da: Topic: V Topic ORD | STAY SHIFT | STAY ex.
PrREs | CoMPL

< a [vpV Pron-ObjPH Aux Sub Adv {p o (64)a
b [vpV tpronPH Aux Sub_Pron-ObAdyv typ *1 * * (64)b
¢ [veV Pron-Objted Aux Sub Adv PRyp *| * * (64)c

V tprontpd Aux Sub_Pron-ObAdv PP

q [vp V tprontrdl Aux Sub_Pron-ObAdv PF *| *k (64)d

tvp

However, a distinction betweermr& and SAy CompLEX would seem not to suffice. Though both

pronominal and non-pronominal arguments may und@g§oin Icelandic (8IFT >> SrAY COMPLEX,
StAY), movement of adverbials depends on syntactic éexitp. While pronominal adverbials are

able to undergo OS, (68), complex adverbials ate-rindependent of their syntactic category, PP or

DP, and independent of whether they are free ectal for; cf. (69) and (70).

(68) Ic a. Byr
lives

b. Byr

(69) Ic a. Byr
lives

b. *Byr

Pétur
Peter
Pétur _par

Pétur
Petur
Pétur

ekki lengur

not longer
ekki lengur

ekki lengur

rpa

there

?

(Vikner 2005: 422)

Kaupmannahofp

not longer

i Kaupmannahofekki lengur

in Copenhagen

?

(Vikner 2005: 424)
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(70) Ic a. Pétur kemur sennilega nagkitu
Pétur comes probably next week
b. *Pétur kemur_naestu viku sennilega

(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

To account for the asymmetry in OS of arguments@8df adverbials, we would need an even more
specialized version ofi@8y CompLEX, namely $SAY COMPLEXADVERBIAL (which outranks SIFT).

Tableau 17
STAY
Ic: ORD COMP | SHIFT STAY STAY ex.
PRES CompP
ADV
& la whV Sub Adv PP-Adv * (69)a
1b wh V Sub PP-Ad\AdV tpp *| * * (69)b
2a whV Sub Adv_Pron-Adv *| (68)a
& 2b whV Sub_Pron-Ad\AdV tpron * (68)b

Furthermore, although the cross-linguistic vapiatias to the mobility of pronouns and more
complex phrases might be accounted for by a difteagon of SAY (i.e. STAY, StAY COMPLEX, and
StAY COMPLEXADVERBIAL), the distinction between HBT and SIFTPRON will still have to be
retained. In Vikner & Engels (2006), we argued tarambling (SCR) in the West Germanic
languages might be treated on a par with OS inSbandinavian languages by considering both
movement devices to be triggered byrS (and $1IFTPRON). Though both pronouns and complex
phrases may undergo movement in DutchIKE>> Sray, StayComPLEX), they contrast in the
ability to scramble across an intervening argumeat, in whether or not their movement has to
maintain the ordering relations ROPRES).

(71) Dua. *..datJan waarschijnlijk Marie gegeven heeft.
that Jan probably Marie it given has
. datJan _'t waarschijnlijk_ Marie gegeven heeft.
.. dat Jan _ 't Marie waarschijnlijk gegeven heetft.
(72) Dua. ..datik gisteren de jongeet boek gegeven heb.
that | yesterday the boys the bookvemi have
b. *...dat ik _het boek gisteren _de jongen gegeven heb.
*... dat ik _het boekle jongergisteren gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995:150)
This asymmetry may only be accounted for if movetnaémpronouns and movement of more complex

phrases are motivated by distinct constraingsF1I®RoN and HIFT. Only if pronominal movement is
additionally triggered by some other constrainitin@ovement of full DPs, this asymmetry might be
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derived from differences in the constraint rankietative to GRDPRES SHIFTPRON >> ORDPRES >>
SHIFT.

Hence, we would seem to end up with differentrm@@cording to syntactic complexity twice, for
SHIFT and for SAY. (Note that 8iIFTPRON would have to be ranked belowAS ComPLEX in MSc to
avoid the problem of the original approach.)
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