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In the formal part of our research project on obpasitions, we have been spending a lot of the tim
in the first year on collecting data, and theseadaften turned out to be different from what the
literature would have led us to expect. What foaw hopefully not just a long list of differenttda
but rather a number of new and old sets of datahvhiill be able to shed light on what determines
the positions of objects. In our project descriptio(www.hum.au.dk/engelsk/engsv/
objectpositions/proj-en.htmyjve set out some of the potentially crucial fast@uch as morphological
and abstract case, the mapping between syntaxnéordhation structure, and the question of to which
extent language particular properties can be derirem more general (potentially universal)
properties.

In the context here, this last question turns atquestion of to which extent the differences betwe
the two movements discussed (object shift, OShénScandinavian languages and scrambling, SCR,
in the continental West Germanic languages) caddrved from independent differences between
the two types of languages.

In what follows, we will give an overview over tleesvo clause-internal object movements (OS and
SCR) covering the following:

- Although both place an object to the left of a satial adverbial, OS and SCR are normally
treated as two different phenomena since they db take place under exactly the same
circumstances.

- We want to investigate their properties and shoat they are quite similar in what moves and
which position movement can target, provided onesimers the entire range of OS and SCR
languages.

- The main difference between OS and SCR is thataimeer presupposes movement of the main
verb whereas the latter does not. This propertyhtnize related to the contrast in basic verb
placement, VO in Scandinavian vs. OV in the comtiaEWest Germanic languages.

- Moreover, some specific characteristics of OS a@® vill be discussed, including the contrast
between OS of arguments and OS of adverbials dsawe€lifferences in the information-structural
contexts that facilitate OS and SCR. In part I, wi#t then focus on a particular set of data, V°-
vs. VP-topicalisation, as first discussed by Holngh@ 997, 1999).
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PART |

Introduction to
Object Shift and Scrambling

1 Object positions

1.1 Obiject positions in Danish and Icelandic (Object Sift)
The position of the object in Danish and IcelardBpends on the position of the main verb.

Embedded clauses with a non-finite main verb: Tihjeci follows its verb which again folloveddrig
‘never'.

(2) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldriydealeest _bogen
I asked why Peter never had readokbthe

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter bogahdrig havde laest
(2) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldrig dealeest _den
I asked why Peter never had read it

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter denaldrig havde laest

Main clauses with a non-finite main verb: The obfedows its verb which followsldrig ‘never'.
(Notice that the difference in verb positions betswéhe embedded clauses in (1) and (2) and the main

clauses in (3) and (4) concerns the finite auxiliaavde'had’ and not the non-finite main vdebst
'read'.)

(3) Da a. Hvorfor havde Peter aldrig leest  InGge
why had Peter never read book-the
b. *Hvorfor havde Peter__bogealdrig laest ?
(4) Da a. Hvorfor havde Peter aldrig leest _den
why had Peter never read it

b. *Hvorfor havde Peter_den aldrig leest  ?
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Embedded clauses with a finite main verb: The did@ows its verb which followsldrig 'never'.

(5) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldrig leebtmgen
I asked why Peter never read book-the

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter bogaldrig lseste
(6) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldrig leedn
I asked why Peter never read it

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter denaldrig leeste

Main clauses with a finite main verb:

a. The verb moves to the second position of thesela(One of the few ways in which a form of a
main verb likeleese'read' can precede a sentential adverbial dikkeig 'never' is when it is the
finite verb in a main clause.)

b. If the object isxon-pronominal, it simply stays behind, (7)a.
If the object ispronominal, it moves to a position just left of the adverka#drig 'never’, (8)b.
This movement is commonly referred toadgect shift (OS)

(7) Da a. Hvorfor _leestePeter aldrig _ _ bogeén
why read Peter never book-the
b. *Hvorfor lseste Peter _bogeraldrig ?
(8) Da a. *Hvorfor _leeste Peter aldrig __ _dén
why read Peter never it

b. Hvorfor lseste Peter den aldrig ?
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(9) Da CP

XP/\C'
HvorforC 0/ \IP
leeste / \

Object shift, (8)b, main clause

4 DP 5
Peter / \
o VP
. 4 PN
; DP VP
den
| 4 AdvP VP
aldrig / \
Spec \
| / \
! Ve DP
R A | |
(10) Da CP

XP/\C'
...hvorfOI‘Co/\IP
DP/\I'
Peter | 0/ \VP

TN

AdvP VP

aldrig / \

Spec V'

TN

Vo DP
laeste den

No object shift, (6)a, embedded clause

The observation that the object only moves if tr@mverb has moved forms the basis of what is
called Holmberg's generalisation (Holmberg 1986)168&e also (33) below.
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Icelandic differs from Danish in that finite verbomement also takes place in embedded clauses (see
(15) and (16) below) and a full DP object may opailly move in front of a sentential adverbial in
object shift contexts.

Embedded clauses with a non-finite main verb: Thga follows the verb which followsldrei
‘never'.

(11) Ic a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi aildtesio pessa b&k
I asked why Pétur had never read Iloisk
b. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi pessa teikrei lesid ?
(12) Ic a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi aldlesid _hana
I asked why Pétur had never read it
b. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi hana aldrei lesid 2

Main clauses with a non-finite main verb: The obfetlows the verb which followsaldrei 'never'.

(13) Ic a. Afhverju hafoi Pétur aldrei lesidpessa bdk
why had Pétur never read this book
b. *Afhverju hafdi Pétur pessa baidrei lesid ?

(Vikner 2005: 395)

(14) Ic a. Afhverju hafdi Pétur aldrei lesidhan®
why had Pétur never read it
b. *Afhverju  hafdi Pétur hana aldrei lesid ?

(Vikner 2005: 395)
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Embedded clauses with a finite main verb: The nampminal object may precede the verb which
precedesldrei 'never’, (15), the pronominal object must do s6).(1

(15) Ic a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur leesi aldrei pessa hok

I asked why Pétur read never thiskbo
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur laesipessa bokaldrei

(Vikner 2005: 396)

(16) Ic a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur leesi aldrei hana
I asked why Pétur read never it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur lsesihana aldrei :

(Vikner 2005: 396)

Main clauses with a finite main verb: The non-pnmirmal object may precede the verb which
precedesldrei 'never’, (17), the pronominal object must do s8).(1

(17) Ic a. Afhverju _las Pétur aldrei pessa Bok
why read Pétur never this book
b. Af hverju las Pétur pbessa boaldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(18) Ic a. *Afhverju las Pétur aldrei haha
why read Pétur never it
b. Afhverju _las Pétur hana  aldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)
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(19) Ic CP
/ \
XP C'
AfhverjM\
ce IP Object shift, (17)b, main clause
las \
4  pp I
Pétur /\
1o VP
______________ H N
, DP VP
' pessa bok
+ AdvP
aldrei /\
Spec
/ \
. yo DP
(20) Ic CcP |

/\
XP C'
... af hverju/\
CO

Object shift, (15)b, embedded clause

DP |
Pétur /\
|° VP
lzesi \
A Dp VP
' pessa bok /
| 4 AP
aldrei /\

Spec
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1.2 Object positions in German (Scrambling)

Object positions in German do not depend on thdtiposof the main verb; in other words, object
movement does not depend on Holmberg's generalisati

Main clauses with a non-finite main verb: A non4pominal object may either precede or follow
the adverbiahie 'never', whereas a pronominal object must pretieeleadverbiahie. We take the
verb-adjacent position of the object to be its bassition, see for instance (21)a; i.e. there igab
movement in e.g. (21)b. This movement is commoefgired to ascrambling (SCR)

(21) Gea. Ich frage mich warum Peter nie dashB liest.
I ask  myself why Peter never thekbooeads

b. Ich frage mich warum  Peter das Buaie liest.

(22) Ge a. *Ich frage mich warum  Peter nie__ es liest.
I ask  myself why Peter never it eads

b. Ich frage mich warum  Peter_es nie liest.

Main clauses with a finite main verb: Same as above

(23) Ge a. Warum _liest Peter nie das Buch 7
why reads Peter never the book
b. Warum _liest Peter _das Buchie ?
(24) Ge a. *Warum _liest Peter nie _es 7
why reads Peter never it
b. Warum _liest Peter _es nie ?

The same pattern is found in clauses with a natefmain verb.
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(25) Ge CP
/ \
XP C'
Warum / \
ce IP Scrambling, (23)b, main clause
liest \
Y pp I
' Peter / \
| VP
______________ 4 N
DP VP
das Buch
4 AdvP VP
nie /\
Spec \A
/ \
DP Vo
---------------------------- |-------------|
(26) Ge CP
\
XP C'
warum / \
co IP Scrambling, (21)b, embedded clause
’ DP/\I'
Peter / \
° VP
/ \
DP VP
das Buch
+  AdvP VP
nie / \
Spec \A
/ \
DP Vo
| liest
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1.3 Summary

main verb| object type| object examples
a. stays b. moves
Danish | stays DP v * 1), (3), (5)
pronoun v * (2), (4), (6)
moves DP v * (7
pronoun * v (8)
Icelandic| stays DP v * (11), (13)
pronoun v * (12), (14)
moves DP v v (15), (17)
pronoun * v (16), (18)
German | stays DP v v (21)
pronoun * v (22)
moves DP v v (23)
pronoun * v (24)

As was said above, the object movement found inidbaricelandic, and the other Scandinavian

languages is called object shift (OS), whereasotiject movement found in German and the other
continental West Germanic languages is called daiagh(SCR). Although both these movements

may move an object into a position to the left afemtential adverbial, they do not take place under
exactly the same circumstances, and they are trerabrmally treated as two different phenomena.
In the following, we want to examine how many pndigs these two movements have in common.

1.4 Other Germanic languages

1.4.1 English

One Germanic language was not covered by the fatiounl above, namely English, which is neither
Scandinavian nor continental West Germanic. Itearcthat English does not have SCR, as the object
may not freely be moved to the left of the sentdrdverbial.

(27) Ena. Why has Peter never read the ook

b. *Why has  Peter_ the booknever read ?

Whether or not English has OS is impossible to aaygne would have to see whether a (pronominal)
object could move when the finite main verb moviése problem is that a main verb never moves in
modern English (a main verb may never precedenexg).
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(28) En a. Peter never_readhe book.
b. *Peter_read never the book.

(29) En a. Why did Peter never_readhe book?
b. *Why read Peter never the book?

1.4.2 Yiddish

Like the other continental West Germanic languayéddish has SCR: a full DP can be moved to a
position before the adverbiakkhtn'yesterday’, independently of whether or not tlaénmerb moves:

(30) Yi a. Maks hot _dos bukhnekhtn geleyent.
Max has the book yesterday read
. Maks hot nekhtn dos bukhgeleyent.

c. Maks hot nekhtn geleyent _dos hukh

(based on Diesing 1997: 390-391)

The most prevalent view of Yiddish (e.g. den Bes&dvloed-van Walraven 1986: 113, Diesing 1997:
388, Sadock 1998) is that it is SVO, i.e. that thlerlying order is the one in (30)c. This is
undoubtedly also the most frequent word orderhinfirst 411 sentences with mono-transitive verbs
in the anecdote collectioRoyte pomerantseifby Immanuel Olsvanger, published in 1947 by
Schocken, New York), Santorini (1993: 238) found Wder in 94% of the cases and OV order only
in 6% of them.

However, if Yiddish would be SVO just like Scanditan, it would then be an open question why
it would have SCR rather than OS. We shall theeefolow Hall (1979), Geilfu3 (1991), Haider &
Rosengren (1998: 78-81) and Vikner (2001, 2003ssuming the basic order in modern Yiddish to
be SOV. This would then mean that only (30)a wdmtda case of SCR. (30)b on the other hand
would illustrate the underlying word order, and)@®ould be a case of extraposition.

That Yiddish allows extraposition much more fretign all other Germanic languages (SOV or
SVO) is independently supported by the examplé381n:

(31) Yi a. Geveyntlekh hot ongehoybn esn___ der balebos
normally has  begun eat  the host
'‘Normally, the host would be the one who took & bite'

b. Hot men derlangt oyfntish _ fish
has one served on-the table fish
'Fish was put on the table.' (Santdr®93: 231)
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2 Restrictions on the syntactic environment of movenrg: Holmberg's Generalisation

As shown above, OS presupposes movement of the waesim However, note that OS does not
require the main verb to move to V2 position: OSliso possible if the non-finite main verb is
topicalised. (This construction and some of itsperties will be discussed in much more detail in
PART Il later on.)

(32) Swa. Kyssthar jag _hennente _ (bara hallit henne i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her bydchtre
(Holmberg 1997: 205)
Dab. Kyssehar jeg _henddkke  (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her indhére
(Vikner 2005: 407)
Ic c. Kyssthef ég _hanaekki _ (bara haldid i hondina & henni).
kissed have | her  not only held in hareldh her

(Vikner 2005: 431)

More generally, OS is possible as long as it da@shave to cross any non-adverbial material, as
expressed by Holmberg's generalisation:

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

[Here "within VP" has to mean that only elementsofjerly inside" VP
(i.e. not elements adjoined to VP, e.g. adverbialgy block object shift.
E.E. & S.V]

The following sections will discuss whether theuattdifferences aross the Germanic languages are
as striking as we should expect on the assumptianHG is a constraint on OS but not on SCR.

2.1 Prepositional Phrases

2.1.1 OS languages

OS cannot move an object across a prepositioramn.@bject cannot be extracted out of a PP by OS,
(34) and (36). By contrast, preposition strandmgbligatory in Daniskvh-movement, (35), and also
possible, though not obligatory in Swedish whehlemovement may pied-pipe a preposition, (37).
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(34) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig_iden
why read Peter never in it
*Hvorfor leeste Peterden aldrig i ?
*Hvorfor leeste Peteriden aldrig  ? (Vikner 2005: 397)
(35) Daa. Hvorfor leste Peter aldrig_i hvad
why read Peter never in what
b. Hvad |lseste Peter aldrig i ?
what read Peter never in
c. *Ihvad leeste Peter aldrig 72
(36) Swa. Varfor laste Peter aldrig i @en
why read Peter never init
*Varfor laste Peter_den aldrig i ?
*Varfér laste Peter_idenaldrig  ? (Gunlég Josefsson, p.c.)
(37) Swa. Varfor laste Peter aldrig_i %ad
why read Peter never in what
b. Vad laste Peter aldrig 1 ?
what read Peter never in
c. lvad laste Peter aldrig 72 (Gunloég Josetss.c.)

2.1.2 SCR languages

Similar to OS, SCR of full DPs cannot move an argntracross a preposition (or rather: out of a PP).
This may not be so surprising given that prepasistvanding is impossible in German, (39).

(38) Gea. .. weil er wahrscheinlich___ mitegi Entlassungechnet.
because he probably on a discharge counts
b. *...well er _seiner Entlassungahrscheinlich _mit rechnet.
(39) Ge a. _Mit wessen Entlassunigatte er nie gerechnet?
on whose discharge had he never counted
b. *Wessen Entlassung hatte er nie mit gerechnet?

By contrast, pronominal adverbials may be spliSi§R and byvh-movement.

(40) Gea. ... well er wahrscheinlich___damit rechnet.
because he probably onthat counts
b. ... well er _dawahrscheinlich _ mit rechnet.
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(41) Ge a. Womit hatte er nie gerechnet?
onwhat had he never counted
b. Wo hatte er nie __mit gerechnet?

2.2 Particle Verbs

2.2.1 OS languages

In languages in which the object precedes a vetticfgg OS is possible in particle verb construacsip
compare (44) and (47). In Danish, the object alwargsedes the verb particle, (see (42) and (43)),
and in Norwegian, Icelandic, and Faroese, the ohjgs to precede the particle if it is a pronoud i&n
may do so if it is a lexical DP, (45) and (46).

(42) Daa. *Jeg har ikke  skrevet op nummeret
I have not  written up number-the
b. Jeg har ikke  skrevet __nummeogt
(43) Daa. *Jeg har ikke  skrevet op _ .det
I have not  written up it
b. Jeg har ikke  skrevet __ det op.
(44) Daa. *Jeg skrev ikke __det op.
I wrote not it up
b. Jeg skrev_det ikke _ op.
(45) Noa. Jeg har ikke  skrevet opp___nummeret
I have not  written up number-the
b. Jeg har ikke  skrevet ___nummeogip.
(46) Noa. *Jeg har ikke  skrevet opp__.det
I have not  written up it
b. Jeg har ikke  skrevet __ det opp.
(47) Noa. *Jeg skrev ikke _ det opp.
I wrote not it up
b. Jeg skrev_det ikke L opp.

By contrast, in languages in which the object folothe particle as in Swedish, (48), (49), OS is
banned in case the particle occurs in VP, (50)nbuif the particle is fronted, (51).
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(48) Swa. Jag har inte  skrivit upp___numret
I have not  written up number-the
b. *Jag har inte  skrivit numret upp.
(49) Swa. Jag har inte  skrivit upp___.det
I have not  written up it
b. *Jag har inte  skrivit _ det upp.
(50) Swa. Jag skrev inte upp__.det
I wrote not up it
b. *Jag skrev_det inte upp
(51) Swa. UT kastade dom _mejinte__ (baraned for trappan).
out threw they me not (only down thersjai
b. (Ja, ja, jag ska mata din katt, men) dMpper jagden inte
(All right, 1 will feed your cat but) in let | it not

(Holmberg 1997: 209)

2.2.2 SCR languages

In contrast to OS, SCR is not blocked by particarticles occupy a verb-adjacent position in
German; consequently, they do not intervene betwestrambled argument and its trace (at least not
linearly, but they might do so structurally).

(52) Ge a. Er schmeifl3t nie __ seinen Milveg.
he throws never his garbage away
b. Er schmeifdt seinen Mull nie weg.
53) Gea. .. well er nie seinen Mullwegschmeil3t.
because he never his garbage away-throws
b. ... weil er _seinen Mull nie wegschmeift.

2.3 Double Object Constructions

2.3.1 OS languages

A direct object (DO) pronoun cannot shift acrossrasitu indirect object (10), (54); yet, the DO may
undergo OS if the 10 is moved out of the way -Wsymovement, (55)a, topicalisation, (55)b, or OS,
(55)c:
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(54) Swa. Jag gav
I gave

b. *Jag gav _den

(55) Swa. Vem gav du _den

who gave you it

b. Henne visar jag _den

her show | it

c. Jag visar _hennéen

[ show her it

inte Elsa den
not Elsa it
inte Elsa

inte _ ?
not

helstinte
rather not

inte
not

Eva Engels & Sten Vikner
(Sells 2001: 48)

(Holmberg 1997: 203)

(Holmberg 1997: 208)

(Holmberg 1997: 209)

Likewise, multiple OS cannot change the order gécts in Danish and Icelandic:

(56) Daa. Jeg gav __hendden ikke
I gave her i not
b. *Jeg gav _den hende ikke
57) Ic a. P gaf orugglega konunginuambattina
P gave certainly king-the slave-the
(="... the slave to the king")
b. P gaf _konunginumambattina  6rugglega
c. *P gaf _ambattina konunginum 6rugglega

(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

In Norwegian, in contrast, multiple OS may revette order of objects, (58)d, although a DO
pronoun cannot be moved acrossrasitulO, (58)e:

(58) Noa. Eg ga ikkje __ho den
I gave not her it
b. Eg ga _ho ikkje __ _den
c. Eg oga _haen ikkje _ -
d. Eg ga_den ho ikkje L _
e. *Eg oga _den ikkje ho (Christensen 2005: 160)

In Swedish, it seems to be a question of dialecaktion whether or not the order of pronominal
objects may be reversed by OS. According to HeflaRlatzack (1999), a DO pronoun may move
across amn situlO pronoun (but not across a full DP 10, compad) @bove), and Holmberg (1986)
gives an example in which multiple OS changes tlderoof objects. According to Josefsson (2003:
205), however, the basic order 10 < DO cannot bengkd by OS: (59)b and (60)b were judged
unacceptable in her tests.
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(59) Swa. Han visade __hennate den
he showed her  not it
b. Han gav _den inte _henne .
he gave it not her (Hellan & Platzack 1999: 131/132)
(60) Swa. Jag gav __henngden inte -
I gave her it not
b. Jag gav _den henne inte . (Holmberg 1986: 207)

2.3.2 SCR languages

SCR may reverse the order of arguments in Germd»OAan be moved across an 10O, irrespective of
whether the 10 occuiis sity, (61)d, or in a scrambled position itself, (6 1j@wever, the pronouns in
(62) have to occur in a particular order, namely<D@ i.e. the reverse of the basic order.

(61) Gea. ...well er nie _ dem Madgas Buch gegeben hat.
because he never the man the book ngive has
b. ...well er _dem Mann nie das Buclgegeben hat.
c. ...weil er _dem Mann das Buch nie gegeben hat.
d. ...weil er _das Buch nie dem Mann gegeben hat.
e. ...well er _das Buch dem Manmie gegeben hat.
(62) Gea. ..dass Fritz __ebm wahrscheinlich gegeben hat.
that  Fritz it him probably given has
b. *..dass Fritz _ihm es wahrscheinlich gegeben hat.

In Dutch, in contrast, the order of (non-focused) DP objects cannot be reversed.

(63) Dua. ..datik gisteren___de jongbket boek gegeven heb.
that | yesterday the boys the bogkven have
b. ...datik _de jongen gisteren het boekiegeven heb.
c. ...datik _de jongeinet boek gisteren gegeven heb.
d. *...dat ik _het boek gisteren _de jongen gegeven heb.
e. *..datik _het boek de jongen gisteren gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995:150)

A clitic DO pronoun, however, is able to move asrasfull DP 10 in Dutch, and the order of two
object pronouns is variable:
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(64) Dua. ??..dat Jan Mari¢ gegeven heeft.
that Jan Mary it given has
b. ..dat Jan _ 'tMarie __ gegeven heeft. (Zwart 1993: 129)
(65) Dua. ?..dat Jan _ 't 't gegeven heeft.
that Jan her it given has
b. ... dat Jan _'t'r ___gegeven heetft. (Zwart 1993: 129)
2.4 Summary

Given the contrast between OS and SCR (i.e. thas@8bject to Holmberg's generalisation whereas
SCR is not), we would expect the two movementsifferdin a number of respects. That this only
holds to a certain extent, was shown in the abbepter:

a. OS cannot extract an element out of a PP; ar®l @&@not extract a DP out of a PP either, with
pronominalda 'there' constituting an exception (section 2.1).

b. OS cannot move an object across a particléieifabject originates from a position to the left of
the particle, OS is possible. In the SCR languaggmrticle occupies a verb-adjacent position so
that SCR never has to cross it (linearly, but mastbectrually).

c. There seems to be cross-linguistic variatiowlether or not object movement may reverse the
order of arguments: The order of objects may begbéd by OS in certain dialects of Swedish and
by multiple OS in Norwegian; similarly, SCR in Gammay reverse the order of arguments
(indeed, SCR has to do so for pronominal argumeBtsontrast, OS has to maintain the relative
order of objects in Danish and Icelandic. LikewiS€£R of DPs cannot change the order of
arguments in Dutch while a pronominal object mayrtowed across another argument.

3 Restrictions on the moved constituent
3.1 Phrasal status of the moved constituent

3.1.1 SCR languages

As shown in examples (23) and (24), repeated he(66) and (67), full DPs may precede or follow a
sentential adverbial in German whereas pronouns taprecede it.

(66) Ge a. Warum _liest Peter nie das Buch ?
why reads Peter never the book
b. Warum liest Peter _das Buchnie ?
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(67) Ge a. *Warum _liest Peter nie _es ?
why reads Peter never it
b. Warum _liest Peter _es nie 7
However, as noted by Haider & Rosengren (1998: ®#noun movement is not obligatory: a
pronoun may stay within VP as long as it is notated directly to the right of an adverbial / modal
particle as in (68) and (69).

(68) Gea. Heute hat ja PETER__ ésn gezeigt.
today has PRT Peter it him shown
b. Heute hat ja Peter _ ihm das Buch geZEIGT.

c. ?Heute hat ja das Buch _ihm PETER gezeigt.

d. *Heute hat ja _eshm PETER - gezeigt.

today has PRT it him Peter shown

(Haider & Rosengren 1998: 97/98)

(69) Ge a. *Heute hat doch__ dévlaria es gegeben.

today has PRT he Maria it given
b. Heute hat _er doch __ Maria_esgegeben.
c. *Heute hat _erMaria doch eglegeben.
d. *Heute hat _erMaria es doch ___gegeben.

Thus, SCR of a pronoun in German seems to be dbhgaonly in those contexts in which
pronominal OS would take place, i.e. if the pronewould otherwise occur to the immediate right of
an adverbial. However, in those cases in which @8dcnot have taken place (i.e. if there is a non-
adverbial element intervening between the basdipnsand the target position of object movement),
pronominal SCR is optional.

In contrast to German, Dutch non-clitic pronouns/retay to the immediate right of an adverb, (70),
whereas clitic pronouns cannot, (71).

(70) Dua. Jan heeft gisteren___haagekust.

Jan has yesterday her  kissed
b. Jan heeft__haar gisteren gekust. (Haegeman 1991: 32)
(71) Dua. *Jan heeft gisteren_ 'r gekust.
Jan has yesterday her  kissed
b. Jan heeft_'r gisteren gekust. (Haegeman 199).: 32
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3.1.2 OS languages

As mentioned in section 1.1, movement of a full iDAront of a sentential adverbial is possible in
Icelandic, but not in the MSc languages, compaye$7(17), repeated as (72) and (73).

(72) Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei_pessadok
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur__pessa békdrei ?

(73) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig _bogen
why read Peter never book-the

b. *Hvorfor lseste Peter_bogen aldrig 7

Likewise, syntactically complex pronouns, i.e. ni@di and conjoined ones, cannot undergo OS in
the MSc languages.

(74) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig_derfher
why read Peter never this here
b. *Hvorfor laeste Peter__den heraldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(75) Daa. Han sa ikke __dig og hendammen.
he saw not youand her together
b. *Han sa_dig og hendekke sammen. (Diesing & Jelinek 1293

Whether or not movement of a "weak", syntacticaiynple pronoun (i.e. non-modified, non-
conjoined pronoun) may take place is subject tssstmguistic variation. While in Danish and
Icelandic, pronominal OS has to take place if gussi(76), OS is optional in Swedish, (77), as well
as in the south-eastern dialects of Danish, (#&),  angrammatical in Finland Swedish, (79), and in
the Swedish dialect Alvdalsmalet, (80) (Levanded9,%ee also Hellan & Platzack 1999).

(76) Da a. *Peter laeste aldrig_den
Peter read never it
b. Peter lseste__den aldrig .

(77) Swa. Jag sag inte __den
I saw not it
b. Jag sag _den inte . (Erteschik-Shir 2001: 54)
(78) SDa. Du nar samaend 'nokdet

you will.make indeed likely it (from AErg, Pedersen 1993: 205)
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b. Nej, jeg tror 'ikke odet
no I think not it (from Langeland, Pedersen 1993: 205)
(79) FS a. Ja, serdu, jagvet inte det sjalv.
yes seeyou | know not it self
b. *Ja, serdu, jagvet det inte _  sjalv. (Bergroth 1917: 172)
(80) Al a. An séag int  _mig
he saw not me
b. *An s&g _mig int . (Levander 1909:124)

Furthermore, in dialects that are able to use stip@noun forms even as objects in certain coatext
(e.g. Skellefted in Sweden or Malax in Finlandlhstnominative" object pronouns may not undergo
OS, whereas OS is possible with pronouns that tievetandard object pronoun form (accusative).

(81) Swa. Maria ville kyssa jag du/ han/ vi.
Maria wanted-to kiss |/ you/ he/ we
b. Maria  kysste inte _ jag
Maria  kissed not |
c. *Maria  kysste_jag inte
d. Maria kysste mej inte . (Holmberg 1986: 212)

According to Jagrgensen (2000), in the Swedish didfem Umea as well as in the Finland Swedish
dialect from Vastra Nyland, subject forms in objguisitions are only acceptable if they are
contrastively stressed. The fact that these foramhat undergo OS could then have to do with their
prosodic properties (see the following section).

(82) U a. Har dom ocksa fragat DU dom har fragat mej?
have they also asked you they have asked
b. *Har dom ocksa fragat @du (Jargensen 2000: 206)

(83) U a. Elsa tycker om _ DU int om jag.
Elsa cares for you— not  for me
b. *Elsa tycker om _du (Jgrgensen 2000: 206)



23 Eva Engels & Sten Vikner

3.2 Prosody and Focus

3.2.1 OS languages

Not all pronouns may undergo OS: Focused ones tmwtayin sity they must follow a medial
adverb.

(84) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig DEN
why read Peter never it
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter  DEN aldrig _ ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(85) Ic a. Af hverju las Pétur aldrei HARA
why read Peter never it
b. ?*Af hverju las Pétur_ HANA aldrei ?

(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

OS of a focused full DP is, however, more or leseptable in Icelandic.

(86) Ic a. Pétur las aldrei PESSA BOK
Pétur read never this book
b. Pétur las PESSA BOK aldrei. (Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)
(87) Ic a. Sennilega las  Pétur ekki_ PESSAKBIERNA,
probably read Pétur not  this bookéer

b. ?Sennilega las  Pétur PESSA BOK HERNAKkKi ,
... heldur PESSA PARNA.

but this there (Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)
(88) Ic a. Sennilega las Pétur ekki  BURNAR,
probably read Pétur not  books-the
b. ??Sennilega las Pétur BAKURNAR ekki ,
... heldur DAGBLADID.
but newspaper-thg Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

3.2.2 SCR languages

In the SCR languages, movement of a focused itepossible, irrespective of its phrasal status,
pronoun vs. full DP.

(89) Ge a. Gestern traf  Peter nicht _IHNsondern SIE).
yesterday met Peter not HIM but HER
b. ?Gestern traf Peter IHNnicht | (sondern SIE).
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(90) Ge a. Gestern traf  Peter nicht _PA(ber HANS)
yesterday met Peter not PAUL but HANS
b. ?Gestern traf  Peter_ PAUlicht (aber HANS).

(91) Du A: Heeft Jan  nog nooit zijn moeder gebeld?
has Jan yetnever his mother called
B: Nee, zijn moeder heeft HEMog nooit  gebeld.
no his mother has him yet never called
(Delfitto & Corver 1998: 321)

(92) Dua. ..dat ik gisteren de jongen HET BOEgegeven heb.
that | yesterday the boys the book emiv  have
b. ...datik _HET BOEK gisteren de jongen gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995: 150)

Note that in contrast to "neutral” SCR, movementaofocused object may reverse the order of
arguments, compare (63) above.

3.3 Adverbials

3.3.1 OS languages
Not only arguments but also pronominal adverbiady nmdergo OS:

(93) Daa. ??Bor Peter ikke leengere__?der
lives Peter not longer there
b. Bor Peter _der ikke leengere _ 7 (Vikner 2005: 422)
(94) Da a. *Peter sov alligevel ikke__ der
Peter slept after.all not there
b. Peter sov _der alligevel ikke . (Haider, Olsen, & Vi&n1995: 20)
(95) Ic a. Byr Pétur ekki lengur_par
lives Peter not longer there

b. Byr Pétur _par ekki lengur __ ? (Vikner 2005: 422)



25 Eva Engels & Sten Vikner

However, a PP cannot shift, not even in Icelandic:

(96) Ic a. Byr Pétur ekki lengur_i Kaupmahndia?
lives Petur not longer in Copenhagen
b. *Byr Pétur _i Kaupmannahofn ekki lengur ?

(Vikner 2005: 424)

Likewise, a modified pronominal adverbial cannotshéted in Icelandic.

(97) Ic a. Byr Pétur ekki lengur_parna viasheqir?
lives Pétur not longer there left side
b. *Byr Pétur _parna vinstra megirekki lengur ?

(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

Furthermore, although a full DP argument may unoléd® in Icelandic, a DP adverbial cannot be
shifted in Icelandic either - independent of wheihes free (98) or selected for (99).

(98) Ic a. Pétur las hana Orugglega allanrdagi
Péturread it certainly every day

b. *Pétur las hana __allan dagindrugglega .
(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

(99) Ic a. Okuferdin tok Orugglega tveer stundir
drive-the took certainly two hours

b. *Okuferdin  tok _tveer stundir 6rugglega .
(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

In other words, Icelandic adverbials are apparesilyject to the same restrictions as argumentsein t
MSc languages: only light pronouns may shift.

3.3.2 SCR languages
In German, by contrast, movement of (certain) doie¢s and PPs is possible:

(100) Ge a. ... well Hans wahrscheinlich  nicht_Gdaf  bezahlen will.
because Hans probably not for.that pay wants.to
b. ...well Hans _dafiirwahrscheinlich  nicht bezahlen will.
(101) Ge a. ... well Hans wahrscheinlich  nichiir das Buch bezabhlt.
because Hans probably not for the boqays

b. ...well Hans fir das Buchwahrscheinlich  nicht bezahlt.
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(102) Ge a. ... weil wahrscheinlich___an Weihnaghtélans _hier
because probably at Christmas Hansreh
eine Rede halt.
a talk gives
b. ... weil_hier an Weihnachten wahrscheinlich Hans

eine Rede halt.

However, leftward movement of a PP in Dutch is sabjo certain restrictions.

SCR of a PP is only possible with a restrictedo$etdverbial phrases: the BB mijn opmerking
‘on my remarks' may scramble across an adverfi@nkuwelijks'hardly’, (103), but not across an
adverbial likegisteren'yesterday’, (104); in contrast, SCR of a DP agasgterenis possible, (105).

(103) Dua. Jan heeft nauwelijks __ op mijn opmegki gereageerd.
Jan has hardly on my remarks redcte
b. Jan heeft _op mijn opmerkingnauwelijks gereageerd.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

(104) Dua. Jan heeft gisteren op mijn opmerkingereageerd.
Jan has yesterday on my remarks eghct
b. *Jan heeft _op mijn opmerking gisteren gereageerd.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

(105) Dua. Ik heb gisteren dat boek gelezen.
I have yesterday that book read
b. 1k heb _datboek gisteren gelezen.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

Furthermore, SCR of a PP complement across anlaidl/@P is always blocked, (106), SCR of a DP
across such an adverbial PP, (107), - as wellrassan adverbial DP, (108) - is always possible.

(106) Dua. ...dat Jan na de vergadering opéaviachtte.
that Jan after the meeting for Marie tedi
b. *...dat Jan _ op Mariena de vergadering wachtte.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

(107) Dua. ..dat Jan na de vergadering hdt baeegbracht.
that Jan after the meeting the book ghataway
b. ..dat Jan _ het boekna de vergadering wegbracht.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)
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(108) Dua. ..dat Jan deze middag dat boe&l wegbrengen.
that Jan this afternoon that book willbring-away
b. ..dat Jan _ dat boekdeze middag zal wegbrengen.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

Moreover, PPs that contain a definite pronoun nwgrble when the pronoun has its non-reduced
form, (109), whereas usage of a weak pronoun io&siple in scrambled position, (110). In other

words, the scrambled PP must be assigned stregseashobject shift normally has the effect of

destressing the moved element, leading Broekhud®GRto suggest that PP-movement does not
involve SCR but rather focus movement. Like movenwérfocused DPs (compare (92) above), PP-
movement may reverse the order of arguments, (111).

(109) Dua. ...dat Jan nauwelijks __ naar héuansterde.
that Jan hardly to him listened
b. ..dat Jan _ naar hemauwelijks luisterde. (Broekhuis 200B: 2
(110) Dua. ..dat Jan nauwelijks __ naar 'muisterde.
that Jan hardly to him listened
b. *..dat Jan naar 'm nauwelijks luisterde. (Broekhuis 200b). 2
(111) Dua. ..dat ik gisteren___het boe&ian de jongemegeven heb.
that | yesterday the book to the boygiven have
b. ...dat ik aan de jongen gisteren _het boek gegeven heb.
c. ...dat ik aan de jongerhet boek gisteren gegeven heb.
d. ...dat _aan de jongek het boek gisteren gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995: 150)

4 Restrictions on the target position of movement
4.1 Intermediate positions

4.1.1 OS languages

Pronominal OS targets the position to the leftlbfreedial adverbs (see (112) and (113)), except for
Swedish where pronouns may intervene between deadbrarbs, (115). Likewise, Icelandic DPs may
occur in intermediate positions, (114).

(112) Daa. |gar leeste Peter _den uden tvivl ikke
yesterdayread Peter it without doubt not
b. *lgar leeste Peter uden tvivli ___ denikke

(Vikner 2005: 409)
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(113) Ic a. Jon las __bao liklega aldrei
Jon read it probably never
b. *Jon las liklega __bad aldrei ___.
(Jonsson 1996: 66)
(114) Ic a. Jon las _ boékina liklega aldrei
Jon  read book-the probably never
b. Jon las liklega _ bOkiakdrei
(Jonsson 1996: 66)
(115) Swa. Han laste ju alltsa troligen eint dem
he read as-you-know thus probably not  them
b. Han laste ju alltsa troligen___deninte
c. Han laste ju alltsa__demtroligen inte
d. Han laste ju _dem alltsa troligen inte
b. Han Ilaste _dem ju alltsa troligen inte

(adapted from Erteschik-Shir 2005: 72)

4.1.2 SCR languages

A scrambled DP may appear between several advertys- aaccording to some speakers - this
placement is also marginally acceptable for weakpuns in German.

(116) Ge a. Peter hat ohne Zweifel nicht _das Buggesen.
Peter has without doubt not  the book read
Peter hat ohne Zweifel das Buaticht gelesen.
c. Peter hat das Buclohne Zweifel nicht gelesen.
(117) Ge a. *Peter hat wahrscheinlich nicht sie  getroffen.
Peter has probably not them met
. ?Peter hat wahrscheinlich__ sie nicht getroffen.
c. Peter hat _sie wahrscheinlich nicht getroffen.

Hence, SCR is similar to Icelandic OS of a full Dérsl pronominal OS in Swedish in that it may
target an intermediary position. Note, howeverf tagronoun has to scramble across one adverb at
least, (117)a, whereas OS is optional in Swedismpare (77)a and (115)a.
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5 Conclusion

The clause-internal leftward object movements i@ 8candinavian languages and the continental
West Germanic languages are similar in that

a. weak pronominal objects are placed to the Fedt gentential adverbial by SCR and OS, except for
Swedish and the south-eastern dialects of Danigrev®S is optional and for Finland Swedish
and Alvdalsmélet where OS is ungrammatical; secBidn2. Similarly, SCR of Dutch non-clitic
pronouns is optional and German pronouns only haweramble if they would otherwise show
up to the immediate right of the (lowest) adverngpare sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.2),

b. the SCR languages and Icelandic may optionatlyariull DPs (section 3.1),

c. neither OS nor SCR can extract an element oat BP (except for Germata and Dutchdaar
‘there’, 2.1),

d. both OS and SCR are possible in particle venstractions if the object originates in a positton
the left of the particle (which is the case in SICR languages but only in some of the OS
languages, see section 2.2),

e. it varies from language to language whether @r @S and SCR may reverse the order of
arguments (this is possible in Norwegian and soareeties of Swedish as well as in German, but
not in Danish, Icelandic, and not in Dutch, eithes,far as full DPs are concerned; see section
2.3),

f. focused objects may stay situ (and must do so in the OS languages if pronomseaition 3.2),

g. both OS and SCR may apply to both arguments aaverbials (though OS cannot apply to
complex adverbial phrases whereas it is subjecrdss-linguistic variation whether SCR does;
see section 3.3),

h. object movement may target an intermediary mwsin the SCR languages as well as in Swedish
and Icelandic (full DPs only; section 4.1).

Hence, the main difference between OS and SCRislynéhat the former presupposes movement of
the main verb whereas the latter does not (Holm&ergneralisation, section 1). This contrast might
have to do with the difference in basic verb plaeetnVVO in the OS languages vs. OV in the SCR
languages.

The number of other properties which may be linkedr even made to follow from Holmberg's
generalisation would seem to be much smaller tifieam @assumed in the literature.
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Notes

! According to Vinka (1998, 1999), there are twoseks of verbal particles in some Swedish varietiassparent and
non-transparent ones. Non-transparent particleeadgermit the ordeobject < particlewhereas transparent ones do.
Note that this order is only possible with pronoatiabjects.

(i) %Sw a. *Kalle smutsade _ den ner.

Kalle dirtied it down
b. Kalle tog _dem av.

Kalle took them  off
c. Kalle satte _den pa.

Kalle switched it on (Bobaljik 2002: 239 from Vinka 1998: 371
d. *Kalle satte _TVn pa.

Kalle switched TV on (Sells 2001: 69)

The possibility of particle shift order is indepentef OS: it may occur in embedded clauses.

(i) %Sw Jag vet [att Kalle intetog _ dem av].
I  know that Kalle not took them  off (Bobaljik 2002: 239 from Vinka 1998: 272)

Particle shift in this dialect feeds OS. OS is isgible across non-transparent particles (compadib (8bove), but
acceptable in constructions with transparent desgic

(iiii) %Sw Kalle tog _dem inte ___ av.
Kalle took them not _ off (Bobaljik 2002: 239)

Furthermore, an object may be placed in front pasicle in Swedish if the particle is complex, andy not follow the
entire particle phrase. OS is possible in this case

(iv) Sw a. Vi kastade _ dert genom fonstret.
we threw it out through window-the
b. Vi kastade ut__degenom fonstret.
C. *Vi kastade ut genom fonstret __ den (Holmberg 1986: 201)
(v) Sw Vi kastade degenast ut genom fonstret.
we threw it at-once out through window-the (Holmberg 1986: 201)

Moreover, note that adjectives that take an NP ¢em@nt may precede or follow their complement ire8ish (vi).

(vi) Sw a. Hunden var tillgiven sin husse
dog-the was devoted its master
b. Hunden var_sin husse tillgiven. (Holmberg 1986: 168)

According to Holmberg (1986), the fact that thepm®ed NP and the adjective can be topicalized ftidiglocated
together indicates that they form a constituent.

(vii) Sw Sin husse tillgiven (det) var den verkligen.
his master devoted it was it truly (Holmberg 1986: 168)

If the NP complement is a weakly stressed pronounay undergo OS, i.e. OS may extract a pronounobain AP.
Hence, OS is obviously possible if the object dugtshave to cross overt material as in case ofgasterb constructions.

(vii)  Sw a. Hundarna var alla_honortillgivna.
dogs-the were all him devoted
b. Hundarna var_hononalla tillgivna. (Holmberg 19868)
(ix) Sw a. Hundarna var alla_Erik tillgivna.
dogs-the  were all Erik devoted
b. *Hundarna var Erik alla ___ tillgivha. (Holmberg 198639)

2 Reversal of the basic order of (non-focused) Dftiments is only possible if it results in the ordeminative < non-
nominative
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0] Du a. .. dat het meisjede ergste rampgsu overkwamen.
that the girl the most-terrible disaster happened.PL
b. .. dat de ergste rampgn het meisje overkwamen.
c. .. dat (er) een meisjeerge rampagbm overkwamen.
that (there) a girl terrible disasters happened
d. .. dat (er) erge rampem een meisje overkwamen.

(Haider & Rosengren 2003: 248)

Moreover, movement of a focused object may crossh&n argument, compare (92) below. Likewise, a Bjeeb may be
moved in front of a DP one, see (111).

% But compare also the examples in (117), sectidr24which show that German pronouns may show upetween
several adverbials, i.e. that they may occur toitttaediate right of a sentential adverbial as lasgt is not the lowest

sentential adverbial in the clause.
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PART I

Remnant VP-Topicalisation

1 Holmberg's Generalisation: VV°-topicalisation or rernant VP-topicalisation?

As we have shown in PART I, the main verb has &vdéeVP for OS to be possible. However, that
does not mean that it has to undergo V°-to-I° (4¢k vs. (2)b) or V°-to-I°-to-C° movement (see
(Da/(2)a vs. (1)c/(2)c), in that the main verb naégo occur in clause-initial position, (3).

(1) Da a. Hvorfor _leeste Peter _den adrig 72
why read Peter it never
b. *Jeg spurgte  hvorfor Peter _ den aldrig leeste .
I asked why Peter it never read
c. *Hvorfor har Peter _ den aldrig leest 7
why has Peter it never read

(Vikner 2005: 394-396)

(2) Ic a. Afhverju _las Pétur pessa bokdrei 7
why read Pétur this book never
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur__lsesibessa bokaldrei
I asked why Pétur read this book never
c. *Afhverju  hefur Pétur pessa béldrei lesid  ?
why has Pétur this book never read

(Vikner 2005: 394-396)

(3) Swa. Kyssthar jag _hennente _ (bara hallit henne i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her bydchtre
(Holmberg 1997: 205)
Dab. Kyssehar jeg _henddkke  (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her indhére
(Vikner 2005: 407)
Ic c. Kyssthef ég _hanaekki _  (bara haldid i hondina & henni).
kissed have | her  not only held in hareldh her

(Vikner 2005: 431)

Not just pronominal objects may be left behind wile@ verb occurs in clause-initial position, but
also (epithetic) DPs may be strandetstranded DP has to appear after the sentemi@rhial, (4).
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4) Swa. Sett harjag inte __den idigten
seen have | not  that idiot
b. *Sett harjag den idioten inte
... men jag har talat med honom pa telefon.
but I have talked with him on phone (Holmberg 1999: 11)

Holmberg (1997, 1999) assumes that Holmberg's gésation is due to the filter in (5) that permits
pronominal objects in front of an adverbial onlyd phonological material follows.

(5) *Object Adverb X, unless X is phonologically empty (Holmberg 1997: 206)
The fact that OS of an infinitival clause subjectass a non-finite main verb as in (6)b cannot be

rescued by subsequent VP-topicalisation (7)b indgcthat the filter in (5) may not be violated ay a
point in the course of derivation.

(6) Swa. Jag har inte  seft henne arbeta]
I have not seen her work
b. *Jag har _hennente settp  arbeta]
c. Jag _sag henneinte [ arbeta]
I saw her not work (Holmberg 1997: 206)
(7) Swa. Sett_hennarbeta har jag inte.
seen her work have | not
b. *Sett _ arbeta har jag henme. (Holmberg 1997: 206)

Holmberg (1997, 1999) concludes that the senteimc€® must be derived by V°-topicalisation, with
subsequent OS (compare (8) below) and cannot ievOI8 prior to (remnant) VP-topicalisation, see

(9)2

(8)  VO-topicalisation? Holmberg (1997, 1999): YES!

Swa. Ep har | jag lprinte  [p2 Kkysst henndl]]
b. [cp [ve Kyssi har [ jag [veiinte  [vp2 henng]]
4 |
C. [cp [vo Kyssi har  [p jag _henne [vprinte [ypo 1111
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(9) Remnant VP-topicalisation? Holmberg (1997, 1999)! N

Swa. Ep har |jag printe  [p2  Kkysst hennd]]
b. [cp har f jag _henne [vp1inte |p2  kysst 1111
violation of Holmberg's Generalisation!!!T M
C. [cplve2Kysst_ ]har b jag _henne [vpiinte 1
¢ |

However, if VV°-topicalisation would be possible, weuld expect the sentences in (10)b-(13)b 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 aldrig_leest den hgit.
I have never read it aloud
b. *Leest har jegden aldrig hgijt.
(12) Daa. Jeg har ikke __stillet det pa bordet.
I have not put it on table-the
b. *Stillet har jegdet ikke ____ pabordet.
(13) Daa. Jeg har ikke __sendt dem hjem.
I have not  sent them home
b. *Sendt har jegdem ikke hjem.

Against Holmberg (1997, 1999), we would like to gesgt that remnant VP-topicalisation is possible,
though it is subject to certain restrictions:

(14) a. The material in Spec,CP has to be a contiguadpa (remnant) VP, see sections 2.1,
will be revised in section 3.

b. Just like Holmberg (1997, 1999), we consider @&d "pseudo-OS", see below) to be
subject to Holmberg's generalisation at every pointhe derivation, see section 2.2.
Therefore, an object may not be extracted out obyM®S (or "pseudo-OS") prior to VP-
topicalisation. Extraction of an underlying objectt of VP may only take place by "legal"
movement, such as e.g. subject movement to SpecpBssivisation).

c. Theta-requirements force the entire site of Wrein the clause itself to be completely
empty. If only some parts of the VP have moved gecCP, the remnant parts of the VP
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will also have to be moved elsewhere, see secti®ria2 the effects of this and section 3
for the reasons and the details of the analysis.

d. The remnant part(s) has to undergo either Opsrudo-OS". "Pseudo-OS" is similar to
OS in that it targets a position in front of thesbaoosition of the finite verb and is subject
to HG, i.e. it may only take place if the finiterlsehas left its base position. Yet, in contrast
to OS, it applies to full DPs in the MSc languages it targets a position to tRIGHT
of a sentential adverbial, hence "pseudo-OS".

2 Asymmetries in Remnant VP-Topicalisation

2.1 Stranding of DO vs. Stranding of 10

As Fox & Pesetsky (2005) mentions, remnant VP-@lfgation is possible in Swedish under certain
conditions: In double object constructions, topgation of a non-finite main verb may take along th
10, stranding the DO in shifted position, (15)a. &ntrast, stranding of an 10 pronoun alone is not
possible, (15)b. Moreover, both objects may bertakkeng or left behind together, (16).

(15) Swa. Ap Gett henne ] har jag _den inte. (Fox & Pesetsky 2005: 25)
given her have | it not
b. *[vp Gett ddn har jag _henndnte.

(16) Swa. [p Lanat Peter ndgon bok] har jag inte.
lent Peter any book have | not

b. [vpLanat ] har  jag honom den inte.

lent have | him it not

(Gunlég Josefsson, p.c.)

According to Fox & Pesetsky (2005), the relativdesrof elements at one Spell-out phase may not be
changed on another Spell-out phase, predictingitH& precedes DO at the VP-phase (i.e. inside
VP), it must also do so at the CP-phase (i.e. €R).

In German, there is also an asymmetry in stranddgvs. DO by remnant VP-topicalisation.

However, it goes in the opposite direction: Stragdof the 10 is preferred over stranding of the DO
(though the contrast is not as sharp as in Swedidbanish, (17)c being marginal but not

ungrammatical). In other words, changing the baseroof the objects as in (17)b is preferable to
keeping the base order as in (17)c under remnastbpiealisation in German.
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(17) Ge a. |pDem Manndas Buch gegeben] hat sie nicht.
the man the book given hasshe not
b. e Das Buclgegeben] hat sie dem Mann nicht.
c. ??{».Dem Mann gegeben] hat sie das Buch nicht.
d. e Gegeben] hatsie dem MiasrBuch  nicht.

Although the asymmetries in remnant VP-topical®atgo in opposite directions in German and the
Scandinavian languages (German permits 10 strandimdisprefers DO stranding; Scandinavian
permits DO stranding and prohibits 10 strandinggyt apparently have one property in common:
Only the edge-most object may be left behind alopeemnant VP-topicalisation; in other words,
only elements that form a contiguous string maytdycalised together. Since the Scandinavian
languages and German display the same basic drdéjexts (10 precedes DO) but contrast in basic
verb position (VO in the Scandinavian languages,i®@%erman), the languages differ in which one
of the two objects may be stranded alone: the lpwghtmost DO in Scandinavian and the higher,
leftmost 10 in German, compare (15) vs. (17).

Note that the unacceptable sentence in (7)b, repdatre as (18)b, which led Holmberg (1997,
1999) to assume that remnant VP-topicalisation ds possible, violates this restriction that the
phrases in Spec,CP have to be contiguous.

(18) Swa. Jag har inte  sett_  herarbeta.
I have not seen her work
b. *[ve Sett arbeta] har  jag henimte. (Holmberg 1997: 206)

The assumption that remnant VP-topicalisation sdrieed in this way (that they should have been
contiguous before the movement to Spec,CP) is stgpbdy the fact that stranding of the object is
unacceptable in constructions with a particle verlverb with an additional PP-complement or with
an adverbially modified VP, see (19)b-(22)b. Intrast, topicalisation of the full VP is possible.

(19) Daa. {p Smidt den ud] har jeg ikke.
thrown it out have | not

b. *[vp Smidt _ ud] har jeg _ den ikke.

(200 Daa. {p Sendt_dem hjem] har jeg ikke.
sent them home have | not

b. *[vp Sendt __ hjem] har  jeg _ demkke.
(21) Daa. {p Stillet det pa bordet] har jeg ikke.
put it on table-the have | not

b. *[vp Stilet __ pabordet] har jeg _ det ikke.
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(22) Daa. {p Leest _den hgjt] har jeg aldrig.
read it aloud have | never
b. *[vp Laest __ hgit] har jeg __ denaldrig.

2.2 Object vs. Subject

The restriction that remnant VP-topicalisation noajyy apply to a contiguous string would seem only
to hold for objects. Traces of a subject (as irsp&s) are apparently not subject to this restmgti
compare (23)a-(26)a vs. (23)b-(26)b.

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

b. [ Smidt _ ud] blev _den ikke.

thrown out was it not

(24) Daa. *lyp Sendt __ hjem] har  jeg _ demkke.
sent home have | them not

b. [ Sendt __ hjem] blev _ de ikke.

sent home were they not

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

b. ?p Stilet _ pé bordet] blev _ det ikke.

put on table-the was it not

(26) Daa. *lyp Leest _ hgijt] har jeg _ den aldrig.
read aloud have | it never

b. |y Leest _ hgijt] blev _den aldrig.
read aloud was it never

The contrasts in (23)-(26) suggest that Holmbeggseralisation holds at every level of the
derivation: The underlying object cannot be moved of VP by OS (prior to remnant VP-
topicalisation) but may be moved to the subjecitmrs Spec,IP, in passives. The a-examples in-(23)
(26) are ill-formed, because e[gmidt __ ud]in (23)a cannot be seen as a constituent: The/gap
betweersmidtandud could not have come about prior to the movememth®f/P to Spec,CP. The b-
examples in (23)-(26), on the other hand, are feethed, because e.fsmidt _ ud]in (23)b is a
legitimate constituent: The trace/gap betwserndtandud has come about through passivisation prior
to the movement of the VP to Spec,CP.
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2.3 Remnant VP-topicalisation out of a Main vs. an Embéded Clause

Moreover, there is an asymmetry between remnantogialisation out of a main clause and
remnant VP-topicalisation out of an embedded clause

Remember that there is a contrast between mairi@beédded clauses in finite verb movement in
the MSc languages and Icelandic and thereforeiml$® availability of OS, compare PART I.

(27) Da a. *Hvorfor e Peter aldrig_leestder?
why Peter never read it
b. Hvorfor leeste Peter _den aldrig 7

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(28) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor  Peter e aldrigtdeeden
I asked why Peter never read it
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor  Peter leestien  aldrig _

(Vikner 2005: 396)

(29) Ic a. *Afhverju e Pétur aldrei_las han&
why Pétur never read it
b. Afhverju las Pétur hana aldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(30) Ic a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur e alddegsi hana
I asked why Pétur never read it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur__laesihana aldrei .

(Vikner 2005: 396)
A full VP may be topicalised from both main clausesl embedded clauses.

(31 Daa. [pSet _ham har jeg ikke, ...

seen him have | not
b. [vp Set _detfiols har jeg ikke, ...
seen thatfool have | not
c. vpSet _Petgr har jeg ikke, ...
seen Peter have | not

... hvis jeg skal veere aerlig, men jeg har taltaften med ham.
if I should be totally honest but | have spokephone with him
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(32) Daa. [pSet _hamh tror jeg ikke at du har, ...
seen him believe | not that you have

b. [ Set _detfjolp tror jeg ikke at du har, ...

seen thatfool believe |1 not that you have

c. [vpSet _Petdr tror jeg  ikke at du har, ...

seen Peter believe | not that you have

... men du kan maske nok have talt i telefon meu. ha
but you may perhaps well have spoken in phatiehim

Topicalisation of a remnant VP, by contrast, isygmbssible out of a main clause, (33), not outrof a
embedded clause in Danish: the stranded objectmadker follow the finite auxiliary (in its base

position), (34), nor may it precede it, (35).

(33) Daa. ?p Set | har jeg _ hamikke, ...

seen have | him  not
b. ?bp Set_ ] har jeg ikke __det fipls
seen have | not that fool
c. ??(p Set____ ] har jeg ikke __Peter
seen have | not Peter

... hvis jeg skal veere eerlig, men jeg har taltaften med ham.

if I should be totally honest but | have spokarphone-the with him
... jeg har kun set Johannes.

| have only seen Johannes

(34) Daa. *p Set ] tror jeg ikke at du har__ ham
seen believe | not that you have him

b. *[vp Set___ ] tror jeg  ikke at du har__ fiigls,

seen believe | not that you have tbatk f

c. *flvw Set___ ] tror jeg  ikke at du har__ ePet.

seen believe | not that you have Peter

... men du kan maske nok have talt i telefon meu. ha
but you may perhaps well have spoken in phatiehim
... du har garanteret kun set Johannes.
you have guaranteed only seen Johannes
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(35) Daa. *p Set ] tror jeg ikke at du _ ham har
seen believe | not that you him have

b. *[vp Set___ ] tror jeg ikke at du det fjoldar , ...

seen believe | not that you thatfool have

c. *flvw Set___ ] tror jeg  ikke at du _ Peter har ..

seen believe | not that you Peter have

... men du kan maske nok have talt i telefon meu. ha
but you may perhaps well have spoken in phatiehim
... du har garanteret kun set Johannes.
you have guaranteed only seen Johannes

This asymmetry suggests that a stranded objectcdhascur in a position to the left of the base
position of a finite verb, but can only do so ifstiverb has itself left its base position. Thereby,
pronominal object is placed to the left of a setimdverbial, OS (33)a, whereas a full DP ocdars
the right of a sentential adverbial, "pseudo-O3)lfx. For reasons to be discussed below, this
movement has to take place so that nothing israfte base position of VP.

Note that remnant VP-topicalisation from embeddidises is possible in passives, i.e. if the
element left behind occurs in subject position:

(36) Daa. [pSet ] blev _han ikke, ...
seen was he not

b. \pSet ] blev _detfiols ikke, ...
seen was thatfool not

c. \pSet ] blev _Peter ikke, ...

seen was Peter not
... men der var nok mange der hgrte ham.
but there were probably many who heard him

(37) Daa. [pSet ] tror jeg ikke at _ han blev, ...
seen think | not that he was

b. \pSet ] tror jeg ikke at det fjolsblev, ...

seen think | not that thatfool was

c. \pSet ] tror jeg ikke at _ Peter blev, ...

seen think | not that Peter was

... men der var nok mange der hgrte ham.
but there were probably many who heard him

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 pblssif the finite verb itself has left its basesitmon
(i.e. that OS or "pseudo-OS" has to take placensde be supported by the fact that Icelandic which
has V°-to-I° movement in embedded clauses margipalimits a remnant object in VP-topicalisation
out of an embedded clause.
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(38) Ic a. ?p Kysst ] hélt ég
kissed think |

b. ??[» Kysst __ ] hélt ég

kissed think |

c. ??(p Kysst ] hélt ég

kissed think |

42

ekki ao ba hefoir_&aroft, ...
not that you have her rofte
(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)
ekki ad o]0 hefairlidif ...
not that you have fool-the
ekki aod ba hefdir Imtiea ...
not that you have girl-the

(Theddora Torfadattir, Asgrimur Angantysson, p.c.)
... bara haldid i hondina a henni / pvi.
only held in hand.the on her / it

Since particles, PPs and (VP-internal) adverbiaisiot undergo OS nor "pseudo-OS", they cannot be
stranded by remnant VP-topicalisation, (irrespect¥ whether or not the object is taken along by

VP-topicalisation or stranded as well).

(39) Daa. *lyp Smidt den ] har jeg ikke ud.
thrown it have not  out
b. *[vp Smidt ] har jeg _ den ikke wud.
(40) Daa. *yp Leest _den | har  jeg aldrig hgijt.
read it have | never aloud
b. *[vp Leest | har jeg _ denaldrig hait.
(41) Daa. *|p Stillet det | har jeg ikke  pa bordet.
put it have | not  on table-the
b. *[ve Stillet | har jeg _ det ikke pa bordet.
(42) Daa. *p Sendt_dem | har jeg ikke  hjem.
sent them have | not  home
b. *[v Sendt __ | har jeg _ demkke hjem.

We might however expect that VP-adjoined
an object is stranded or not): Given that

adverkialsld be left behind (irrespective of whether
the dulaéris external to the VP itself, nothing is

pronounced at the base position of the core VPopgsosed to what was the case in (39)b-(42)b
above, the adverbial in (43) should not need toeuw movement in order to guarantee that the

phrase in Spec,CP can be analysed as a VP.
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(43) Daa. Han har nok vl omhyggeligt{r leest _de}j.

he has probably carefully read it
b. ??[p Leest .deh har han ikke  omhyggeligt, ...
read it has he not  carefully

c. ??{p Leest | har han __denikke omhyggeligt, ...
... kun ret overfladisk.
only rather superficially

3 Is being contiguous enough?

From the discussion in the previous sections, wghiréxpect that all that matters is that the rerhnan
object is at the edge of the the VP right befoie WP is topicalised. However, not all objects ba t
right edge may be left behind during VP-topicalmat The object of an infinitival clause cannot be
stranded by remnant topicalisation of the main s#auP although it is the rightmost element within
that VP.

(44) Daa. {p Set [p ham{p fotografere _hend@ har jeg ikke.
seen him photograph  her have | not

b. *[vw Set [p ham{[p fotografere [Il bhar jeg hendkke.

Thus, besides the linear restriction, there woelehs to also be a structural restriction, ruling that
leaving behind of an object which is too deeply edded®

Consider now the following facts. Leaving behindeennant object when a main verb and a VP-
adjoined adverbial are topicalised together is axdyy ungrammatical when the adverbial is right-
adjoined, (45)c, but unexpectedly also when theeddal is left-adjoined, (46)c:

(45) Da.a. Han har nok v leest _den omhyggeligt]

he has probably read it carefully
b. [vr Leest deromhyggeligt] har han nok, ...
c. *[ve Leest __ omhyggeligt] har han__dennok, ...

... men har han forstaet den?
but has he understood it?

(46) Da.a. Han har nok v omhyggeligt lsest _dén

he has probably carefully read it
b. ?lr Omhyggeligt leest démar han nok, ...

c. *[ve Omhyggeligt leest ] har han_dennok, ...
... men har han forstaet den?
but has he understood it?
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Also with Swedish particle verbs where the particlast precede the object, and the trace of the
object therefore would occur at the edge, the abjaonot be left behind during (remnant) VP-
topicalisation:

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

Also here, one possibility is that the objects uestion are too deeply embedded. However, in cases
of OS in clauses without VP-topicalisation, thiptheof embedding would not seem to be a problem:

(48) Daa. *Han leeste vk Nok [ omhyggeligt {p _defj].
he read probably carefully it
b. Han lseste den [vp nok /> omhyggeligt {p m

It could now be suggested that although depth dbeslding might not seem to be a problem for
object shift, it is a problem for remnant topicatisn, i.e. that it is impossible to remnant-topg=
the underlined elements:

(49) Da a. [pomhyggeligt [\p laest den]] = (46)b
carefully read it

Swb. [p kastat [Ptp  bort den]] = (47)b
thrown out it

The problem with this is just that the same wouddpibedicted to be the case when the remnant VP-
topicalisation concerns a ditransitive verb andnitbrect object,

(50) Daa. [pgett [ve henne den]] =(15)a
given her it

and this is not completely impossible, cf. (15) &bél) above.
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Here is another attempt to see what the differendxtween the ill-formed (49)a,b and the more or
less well-formed (50). It amounts to fleshing dwg tondition on contiguity in (14)a.

Assume that in order for only part of an XP to bpitalised (i.e. to move to Spec,CP), the part
left behind has to be interpreted as adjoinededapicalised XP.

Assume further that it is only possible for an edatto be reanalysed as adjoined to the minimal
XP whose X° contains its selecting/theta-assighiegd (i.e. an object can only be adjoined to an XP
which has in its X° the verb that selected the alje

(51) a. fp VO YPZP ] may be reanalysed as
b. ve[veV° YP ] ZP]

(52) a. beU° [vp VO YP ZP ]] may NOT be reanalysed as
b. [up[up U° [vp V° YP ] ZP]

In (51), the string V°-YP may be moved to Spec,E&ving behind ZP, because it is possible to
reanalyse V°-YP in (51)a as a constituent thatusled ZP, (51)b, In other words, ZP can be seen as
adjoined to the minimal XP that contains its sehecverb in its X°. In (52), on the other hand, the
string U°-V°-YP could not be moved to Spec,CP legwehind ZP, because this would presuppose
ZP was adjoined to UP, i.e. to an XP that doesaontain ZP's selecting verb in its X°. (Note that w
are here only talking about whether or not ZP mayelft behind. In those cases where ZP may be left
behind, it would have to undergo either OS or peeD§, cf. section 2.3 above and further below.)
This would still keep the generalisation that oXlys at the edge can be left behind, hence the
ungrammaticality of leaving an indirect object behie.g. (15)b, simply because the order is changed

(53) Swa. {p gett _henneden] may NOT be reanalysed as
given her it
b. [ve [ve gett den] _henne

and the same goes for the ungrammaticality of fepain object behind but taking a following right-
adjoined adverbial along, as in (45)c (as well @sparticle constructions with the object-particle
order as in Danish, e.g. (19)b, and for verbs witP-complement, e.g. (21)b):

(54) Swa. {p [ve laest _deh omhyggeligt]] may NOT be reanalysed as
read it carefully

b. [ve [ve [ve leest ] omhyggeligt] dédn

It would also predict the ungrammaticality of leayibehind an object which is inside an infinitival
clause when the topicalised VP is the VP that ¢ostthe infinitival clause, as in (44)b, where the
problem is not the order, but that the potentiahedysis would require thhtendewas adjoined to the
higher VP, i.e. to a VP that does not conteémdés selecting verb in its Ve:
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(55) Da a. {p set [ ham [p fotografere _hendd]] may NOT be reanalysed as
seen him photograph  her
b. [ve [ve set [ ham [ fotografere ]IL.hende

The same goes for the ungrammaticality of leavielifd an object inside a particle phrase which is
itself inside the topicalised VP, e.g. (47)b, whtre potential reanalysis would require tdahwas
adjoined to the VP, even though the V° of this \desinot containlers selecting head, the particle
bort:

(56) Swa. [r kastat pp bort deff] may NOT be reanalysed as
thrown out it
b. [ve [ve kastat pp  bort 11 den

(This presupposes that the particle is not incamar into the verb, contrary to suggestions in e.g.
Haegeman & Guéron 1999: 258).

A slightly different case is the ungrammaticaliti/leaving behind an object inside a VP which is
itself inside the topicalised VP, e.g. (46)b, whefiows that the object may only be reanalysed as
adjoined to theminimal VP (i.e. excluding any adjuncts to this VP) thabtains its selecting verb in

its \VO:

(57) Da a. {p omhyggeligt |p leest _defj may NOT be reanalysed as
carefully read it

b. [ve [ve omhyggeligt {p leest 1] deh

Finally, consider the well-formed case: Given adoarstyle (1988) analysis of double objects, the
above would correctly predict the grammaticalityt@picalising a double object VP, leaving behind
the direct object, as in (15)a/(50):

(58) Swa. {p1 gett [p2 henne ¥ der] may be reanalysed as
given her it

b. [Vp]_ [Vp]_ gett [\/pz henne \ ]]M

because the V\Rhatden'it' is adjoined to does contain the verb selgctian i.e. gett'given' in its
head position.
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Summing up, we are changing condition (14)a from
"the material in Spec,CP has to be a contiguousgbar (remnant) VP"
into
"it must be possible to (re)analyse the materi&@pec,CP as a constituent”

and then we are adding a condition on what is aiplesreanalysis, namely that an element can only
be reanalysed as adjoined to the minimal XP thatatos its selecting verb (or particle) in its X°,
maybe a condition that is a consequence of thé¢éaassignment.

The intuition is something like the following: Iby must have a VP that contains the verb but ot al
its arguments, the "missing" argument should &gtlba adjoined to this VP, (59)b. Subsequentlg, it
then possible to move the "inner" VP to Spec,CPB)q5As we have seen, at this point ZP has to
undergo OS or pseudo-0S, (59)d, and we would bkeuggest that this is because we have to arrive
the last stage, (59)e. The reason why we coulfusbstop at (59)c but had to go on to (59)e, & th
(59)c, ZP was no longer adjoined to the minimaltk& contains its selecting verb (or particle)ts i
X°, and therefore something must have gone wrortf e theta-requirements. Moving ZP (by
means of OS or pseudo-OS) makes it possible tweaai a structure that can be (re)analysed as
having a trace of ZP inside Spec,CP, i.e. a stractithout any problems with the theta-requirements

(59) a. Jp VO YP ZP ]
b. PleVe YP ] ZP]
C. [cp [Vp Ve YP ] ‘[/p ZP]
d [eeVeYP ] .. ZP .. b ]
e kel YP_ 1 .. ZP .. b ]

It is not quite obvious whether or not this analysiould be adapted to also account for the
impossibility of leaving behind non-arguments, m$39)-(42).
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4

Conclusion

We have tried to argue for an alternative analgsisoth Holmberg's (1997, 1999) V°-topicalisations
and Fox & Pesetsky's (2005) remnant double objéctdpicalisations by assuming the following:

a.

It must be possible to (re)analyse the matari8pec,CP as a constituent. In order for only péart
an XP to be topicalised (i.e. to move to Spec,@m),part left behind has to be interpreted as
adjoined to the topicalised XP. Furthermore, ibfidy possible for an element to be reanalysed as
adjoined to the minimal XP whose X° contains ilestng/theta-assigning head (i.e. an object can
only be adjoined to an XP which has in its X° tkeelvthat selected the object).

Just like Holmberg (1997, 1999), we consider (@8 "pseudo-OS", see below) to be subject to
Holmberg's generalisation at every point of thevddion, see section 2.2. Therefore, an object
may not be extracted out of VP by OS (or "pseudd}@8or to VP-topicalisation. Extraction of
an underlying object out of VP may only take pldge"legal” movement, such as e.g. subject
movement to Spec,IP (= passivisation).

It must be possible to (re)analyse the mat@ri&pec,CP as a constituent. This is fine if a ¥P i
topicalised, but if a remnant VP is topicalisedniist have been reanalysed as a constituent, i.e.
without the remnant object which is now seen a®iad@l to the VP: An object can only be
reanalysed as adjoined to the minimal XP that costas selecting verb (or particle) in its X°,
maybe a condition that is a consequence of thétaassignment.

The remnant part(s) has to undergo either O%Hsrudo-OS", in order for the remnant VP in
Spec,CP to be analysed as an enitre VP. "PseudasG8tilar to OS in that it targets a position
in front of the base position of the finite verbdas subject to Holmberg's generalisation, i.e. it
may only take place if the finite verb has leftbse position. Yet, in contrast to OS, it apples
full DPs in the MSc languages and it targets atfmwsto theright of a sentential adverbial, hence
"pseudo-0OS".
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Notes

! Note that stranding of a full DP is not only ptsifor epithetic ones: non-epithetic DPs may tiebehind if focused.

0] Da Kysset har jeg ikke MARJEen SOPHIE.
kissed have | not Marie but Sophie

2 Note that OS in the %topicalisation analysis is countercyclical: Itgats a lower position than the previous movement
of V°, violating Chomsky's (1993) Extension Principlaléss OS is adjunction and the Extension Condisorestricted
to specifier positions / substitution).

% The fact that stranding of the infinitival claudgjexct is also (close to) unacceptable if the itifiai verb is topicalised
alone, i.e. if the object trace would not be thaeply embedded, as in (i)d, may not be a problemtha various
topicalisations of the infinitival clause are ather problematic:

() Da a. ?? }p Ham [, fotografere _hendpsd jeg ikke.
him photograph her saw | not

b. * [ Ham [p fotografere ] sa jeg hendeékke.
c. ?? | fotografere _hende sd jeg ham ikke.

d. 2?2/ [» fotografere | s& jeg ham hendigke.
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