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Abstract

Although they both place an object to the left afemtential adverbial, Scandinavian Object Shifg)O
and continental West Germanic Scrambling (SCRnarenally treated as two different phenomena since
they do not take place under exactly the same mistances. We want to investigate their properties a
show that they are quite similar in what moves amith position movement can target, provided one
considers the entire range of OS and SCR languddesmain difference between OS and SCR is that
the former presupposes movement of the main vedrees the latter does not. This property might be
related to the contrast in basic verb placement, iWGcandinavian vs. OV in the continental West
Germanic languages.

The Optimality Theoretic account to be suggestddvbevill not distinguish between (Scandinavian)
OS and (continental West Germanic) SCR as suclheglifferences will simply follow from more
general constraints on object movement, givenittealt differences between the languages. A distinct
will be made concerning the complexity of the mowddment, weak pronouns vs. complex phrases.
Cross-linguistic contrasts in the availability 6etmovement operations and in their restrictiont v
derived from differences in the language-specditkings of constraints.
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1 Movement and Holmberg's Generalisation
1.1 Object Shift

1.1.1 Verb Movement

OS is dependent on movement of the main verb: O% ondy take place if the main verb does not
occupy its base position. In MSc, a finite verb ®®¥o V2 position in main clauses whereas it stays
situ in embedded clauses; consequently, OS is onlyildesa main clauses but not in embedded clauses.
Moreover, note that in MSc, OS may apply to prorsobuat not to full DPs, compare (1) vs. (2); see als
section 2.1.1 below.

() Da a. Hvorfor _leestePeter aldrig _ _ bogen
why read Peter never book-the
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter _bogeraldrig ?
(2) Da a. *Hvorfor _leeste Peter aldrig _ _dén
why read Peter never it
b. Hvorfor leeste Peter den aldrig 72
3) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldrig leegten
I asked why Peter never read it

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter denaldrig lseste
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(4) Da CP

/ \

XP C'

Hvorfor/\
co IP

Object shift, (2)b, main clause

3 DP I
Peter /\
o VP
N 4T
; DP VP
den / \
: 4 AdvP VP
aldrig / \
Spec V'
E \
s Vo DP
R i |
(5) Da CP

& %
...hvorforco/\lp
DP/\I'
Peter lo/\vp

TN

AdvP VP

aldrig / \

Spec V'

TN

\/° DP
leeste den

No object shift, (3)a, embedded clause

(Potentiawh-movement ohvorfor 'why' and subject movement from Spec,VP to Spes,I€ft out.)
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In contrast to MSc, finite verb movement in Icelenthkes place in both main clauses and embedded
clauses. Furthermore, OS does not only apply taqams, (7) and (9), but may also optionally affedt
DPs in Icelandic, see (6) and (8).

(6) Ic a. Afhverju _las Pétur aldrei pessa Bok
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur bessa béaldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(7 Ic a. *Afhverju las Pétur aldrei haha
why read Pétur never it
b. Afhverju as Pétur hana aldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(8) lc a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur lsesi aldrei pessa hok

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

(Vikner 2005: 396)

I asked why Pétur read never it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur leesihana aldrei :

(Vikner 2005: 396)

(9) lc a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur_laesi aldrei hana
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Object shift, (6)b, main clause

las
*  Dp I
; Pétur /\
|° VP
' DP VP
bessabok/
+  AdvP
aldrei /\
Spec
\
yo DP
(1)) Ic CP om0 |

/\
XP cC'
afhverju/\
CO

Object shift, (8)b, embedded clause

[° VP
leesi /\
A DP VP
' pessa bok /
! 4 AP
aldrei /\
Spec
/\DP

________
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In contrast to finite verbs, non-finite verbs usyidio not move. OS is impossible across a nhondinigin
verb in any of the Scandinavian languages.

(12) Daa. Hvorfor havde Peter aldrig leest den
why had Peter never read it
b. *Hvorfor havde Peter__den aldrig leest _ ?
(13) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter aldrig kal@st _den
I asked why Peter never had read it

b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter denaldrig havde leest

(14) Ic a. Afhverju hafdi Pétur aldrei lesidpessa bdk
why had Pétur never read this book
b. *Afhverju hafdi Pétur pbessa bé@kdrei lesio ?

(Vikner 2005: 395)

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

(Vikner 2005: 395)

(16) Ic a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi aldtesio pessa bdk
I asked why Pétur had never read Iloisk
b. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi pessa ldlkirei lesid ?
(17) Ic a. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi aldlesio _han2a
I asked why Pétur had never read it
b. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur hefdi hana aldrei lesid _ ?

There are cases, however, where a non-finite venem
First, infinitival verbs in Icelandic control struces undergo V°-to-I° movement (or maybe V°-to-1°-
C9), as illustrated by their position relative toadverbial. As would be expected, these have OS to

(18) Ic a. *Maria lofadi ao ekki _ lesa bdkina
Maria  promised to not read book-the
b. Maria lofadi ad lesa ekki __ _bdkina
c. Maria lofadi ad lesa bokina ekki | (Jonsson 1996: 164)
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Second, OS may take place in clauses with a natefinain verb if the verb occurs in clause-initial
position.

(19) Swa. Kyssthar jag _henndnte  (bara hallit henne i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her bydatire
(Holmberg 1997: 205)
Dab. Kyssehar jeg _hendekke _ (bare holdt hende i handen).
kissed have | her  not only held her indhére
(Vikner 2005: 407)
Ic c. Kyssthef ég _hanaekki _ (barahaldid i hondina a henni).
kissed have | her  not only held in hareldh her

(Vikner 2005: 431)

The observation that the object only moves if tre@mverb has moved forms the basis of what is dalle
Holmberg's generalisation (Holmberg 1986: 165, 1208).

(20) Holmberg's Generalisation (Holmberg 1997: 208)
Object Shift is blocked by any phonologically visibcategory 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 adjoined to VP biack object shift.
E.E.&S.V]

HG does not only refer to main verbs but to angrvegning non-adverbial element. The following
sections show how HG affects object positions imtiga verb constructions and double object
constructions.

Vikner & Engels: Germanic SOV/SVO, part VII, p. 8



1.1.2 Particle Verbs

In languages in which the object precedes a verticfgg OS is possible in particle verb constructip
compare (23) and (26). In Danish, the object alwarecedes the verb particle, (21) and (22), and in
Norwegian, Icelandic, and Faroese, the object digsdcede the particle if it is a pronoun and iyrda
soifitis a full DP, (24) and (25).

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

Da a. *Jeg
I

b. Jeg

Da a. *Jeg
I

b. Jeg

Da a. *Jeg
I

b. Jeg

Noa. Jeg
I

b. Jeg

No a. *Jeg
I

b. Jeg

No a. *Jeg
I

b. Jeg

har ikke  skrevet op nummeret
have not  written up number-the
har ikke skrevet __nummeogt

har ikke skrevet op _ .det

have not  written up it

har ikke  skrevet _ det op.

skrev ikke _ det op.

wrote not it up

skrev__det ikke L op.

har ikkje skrevet opp___nummeret
have not  written up number-the
har ikkje skrevet _ _nummeogip.

har ikkje skrevet opp___.det

have not  written up it

har ikkje skrevet __ det opp.

skrev ikkje _ det opp.

wrote not it up

skrev__det ikkje - opp.

By contrast, in languages in which the object foliothe particle as in Swedish, see (27) and (28), O
may not take place across a particle, (29).

! According to Vinka (1998, 1999), there are twassks of verbal particles in some Swedish varietiaasparent and non-
transparent ones. Non-transparent particles dgeoanit the ordeobject < particlewhereas transparent ones do. Note that
this order is only possible with pronominal objects
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(27) Swa. Jag har inte  skrivit upp___numret

I have not  written up number-the
b. *Jag har inte  skrivit numret upp.
(28) Swa. Jag har inte  skrivit upp___.det
I have not  written up it
b. *Jag har inte  skrivit _ det upp.
(29) Swa. Jag skrev inte upp__.det
I wrote not up it
b. *Jag skrev_det inte upp .

However, as with participles in (19) above, alsce8ish particles may move to Spec,CP in which case
OS may take place after all.

(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 (Vinka 1998: 271, cited in Bobaljik 2002:93
d. *Kalle satte _TVn pa.

Kalle switched TV on (Sells 2001: 69)

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

(i) %Sw Jag vet [att Kalle inte tog __ dem av].
I  know that Kalle not took them  off (Vinka 1998: 272, cited in Bobaljik 2002: 239)

Particle shift in this dialect feeds OS. OS is isgible across non-transparent particles (comp&yb @ove), but acceptable
in constructions with transparent particles.

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

Furthermore, an object may be placed in front phdicle in Swedish if the particle is complex, dahdhay not follow the
entire particle phrase. OS is possible in this c@3e

(iv) Sw a. Vi kastade __daert 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)
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(30) 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, I will feed your cat but) in let I it not

(Holmberg 1997: 209)

1.1.3 Double Objects

In double object constructions, an indirect obgcanoun (I0) may undergo OS independent of thectlire
object (DO).

(31) Daa. *Jeg gav ikke hendsogen.
I gave not her  book-the
b. Jeg gav _ hende ikke bogen.

By contrast, whether or not a DO pronoun may unuéd$ depends on the position of the 10. A DO
pronoun cannot shift across nsitu 10, (32); yet, the DO may undergo OS if the I@nsved out of the
way — bywh-movement, (33)a, topicalisation, (33)b, or OS)¢33

(32) Swa. Jag gav inte Elsa__den (Sells 2001: 48)
I gave not Elsa it
b. *Jag gav _den inte Elsa . (Holmberg 1997: 203)
(33) Swa. Vem gav du _den inte 7
who gave you it not
b. Henne visar jag _den helstinte _
her show | it rather not
c. Jag visar _hennéen inte . (Holmberg 1997: 209/209)
I show her it not

Just as a DO cannot shift acrossrasitu IO, multiple OS cannot change the order of objéctt®anish
and Icelandic

2 In Swedish, it seems to be a question of dialetdhtion whether or not the order of pronominjests may be reversed by
OS. According to Hellan & Platzack (1999), a DOmoon may move across ansitu IO pronoun (but not across a full DP
10, compare (32) above), and Holmberg (1986) giaasexample in which multiple OS changes the ordeolgjects.
According to Josefsson (2003: 205), however, ttecharder IO < DO cannot be changed by OS: (i)b @ita were judged
unacceptable in her tests.
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(34) Daa. Jeg gav hendgen ikke

I gave her it not
b. *Jeg gav _den hende ikke L
(35) Ic a. P gaf orugglega konunginuambattina
P gave certainly king-the slave-the

(="... the slave to the king")
P gaf _konunginumambattina  6rugglega
c. *P gaf _ambéattina konunginum o6rugglega

1.2 Scrambling

1.2.1 Verb Movement

Object positions in the SCRRnguages do not depend on the position of the rexim SCR is possible in
both main clauses with a finite main verb where teeb moves to V2 position, (36) and (37), and in
embedded clauses or clauses with a non-finite marh where no movement of the main verb takes
place, (38)- (43). Similar to Icelandic, a non-pyomnnal object may optionally undergo SCR, cf. that
may either precede or follow the adverbmaé 'never’, e.g. (36), whereas a pronominal objecstmu
precede the adverbiale 'never’, e.g. (37).

(i) Sw a. Han visade henne inte _den
he showed her not it
b. Han gav _den inte_henne _
he gave it not her (Hellan & Platzack 1999: 131/132)
(i) Sw a. Jag gav hennedeninte _
I gave her it not
b. Jag gav den henne inte . (Holmberg 1986: 207)

In Norwegian, multiple OS may reverse the ordeolgécts, (iii)d, although a DO pronoun cannot bevetbacross am situ
10, (ii)e:

(i) No a. Eg ga ikkie _ho  den
I gave not her it
b. Eg ga _ho ikkie _den
C. Eg ga _hoden ikkie -
d Eg ga_den ho ikkie _
e. *Eg ga _den ikkje ho . (Christensen 2005: 160)
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(36) Gea. Warum _liest Peter nie das Buch  ?

why reads Peter never the book
b. Warum _liest Peter das Buchie ?
(37) Ge a. *Warum _liest Peter nie _es ?
why reads Peter never it
b. Warum _liest Peter es nie _ ?
(38) Gea. Ich frage mich warum  Peter nie dachB liest.
I ask  myself why Peter never thekboceads
b. Ich frage mich warum  Peter das Budie liest.
(39) Gea. *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.
(40) Gea. Warum hat Peter nie das Buyesen?
why has Peter never the book read
b. Warum hat Peter__das Bugctie gelesen?
(41) Gea. *Warum hat Peter nie __ es gelesen?
why has Peter never it read
b. Warum hat Peter _es nie gelesen?
(42) Gea. Ich frage mich warum Peter nie dachB gelesen  hat.
I ask  myself why Peter never thekbocead has
b. Ich frage mich warum  Peter das Budie gelesen  hat.
(43) Gea. *lch frage mich warum  Peter nie__ es gelesen  hat.
I ask  myself why Peter never it ead has
b. Ich frage mich warum Peter_es nie . gelesen hat.
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(44) Ge CP

Warum/\
(O IP Scrambling, (36)b, main clause
liest /\
Y pp I
' Peter /\
[ VP
______________ 4 TN
DP VP
das BUCV
4  AdvP VP
nie / \
Spec V'
\
DP ,V°
............................ e
(45) Ge CP
\
XP C'
warum / \
ce IP Scrambling, (38)b, embedded clause
’ DP/\I'
Peter / \
[ VP
/ \
DP VP
das BUCV
+  AdvP VP
nie /\
Spec V'
/ \
DP /o
| liest
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The dependence of OS on verb movement was capbyréts in section 1.1.1 above. Consequently, at
first glance, the fact that SCR does not dependeon movement suggests that SCR is not subjecGo H
However, whether or not SCR may be affected by Eli@s on the exact definition of HG. The definition
in (20) above, repeated in (46), is vague with eespgo whether precedence or c-command of a
phonologically visible category blocks movement.

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

[Here "within VP" has to mean that only elementsoferly inside" VP (i.e.
not adverbials or other elements adjoined to VP biack object shift.
E.E. & S.V.]

In case c-command is the decisive factor, SCR ddmacubject to HG: The main verb in final position
c-commands its object which may move nevertheldesvever, if precedence is the decisive factor, the
guestion of whether or not SCR is subject to HGnoarbe determined by its independence of verb
movement: SCR languages are QV; i.e. the verb riet@wvenes linearly between the base positiomof a
object and its scrambled position and, consequettilyld never have a blocking effect on SCR (sse al
a similar suggestion in Déprez 1994:111).

The next sections focus on the question of wethe&ot a linear version of HG also affects SCR. For
that, we will look at constructions in which anexft of HG was found in the OS languages, partielby
and double object constructions.

1.2.2 Particle verbs

In contrast to OS, SCR is never blocked by pasiclarticles occupy a verb-adjacent position in
German; consequently, they do not intervene betveesarambled argument and its trace (at least not
linearly, but they might do so structurally). Henitecannot be determined whether or not SCR igestib

to a linear HG on the basis of particle verbs.

(47) Ge a. Er wirft nie seinen Mullweg.
he throws never his garbage away
b. Er wirft seinen Mull nie weg.
(48) Gea. .. weil er nie __ seinen Mulwegwirft.
because he never his garbage away-throws
b. ... well er _seinen Mull nie wegwirft.
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1.2.3 Double Objects

There is cross-linguistic variation within the SGRguages as to whether or not SCR may change the
order of arguments.

In German, SCR may reverse the order of argumén3O can move across an IO, irrespective of
whether the 10 occurs sity, (49)d, or in a scrambled position itself, (49)de pronouns in (50)
preferably occur in the order DO<IO, i.e. the reecof the basic order.

(49) Gea. ...well er nie der Frawlen Roman gegeben hat.
because he never the womanthe novel iveng  has
b. ... well er _der Frau nie den Romangegeben hat.
c. ...well er _der Frau den Roman nie gegeben hat.
d. ...well er _den Roman nie der Frau gegeben hat.
e. ...weil er _den Roman der Frau nie gegeben hat.
(50) Gea. ?..dass Fritz__ilinn wahrscheinlich gegeben hat.
that Fritz herhim probably given ash
b. ..dass Fritz _ihn ihr wahrscheinlich gegeben hat.

Similarly, movement of a pronoun does not have @ntain the base order of arguments in Dutch: A
clitic DO pronoun is able to move across a full @R and the order of two object pronouns is vagabl

(51) Dua. ??..dat Jan __Mari¢ gegeven heetft.
that Jan Mary it given has

b. ... dat Jan _ 'tMarie __ gegeven heeft. (Zwart 1993: 129)
(52) Dua. ?...dat Jan _'r 't gegeven heeft.
that Jan her it given has

b. ..dat Jan _'tr ___gegeven heeft. (Zwart 1993: 129)

However, by contrast, the order of (non-focusedl)@# objects cannot be reversed in Dutch: A ful® D
DO cannot move across an 10, irrespective of whetthe IO occurdn situ or in scrambled position
itself ®

3 Reversal of the basic order of (non-focused) Dguments is only possible if it results in the ordeminative < non-
nominative
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(53) Dua. ..datik gisteren___de jongkat boek gegeven heb.

that | yesterday the boys the bogikven have
b .. dat ik _de jongen gisteren het boegegeven heb.
c. ...datik _de jongeinet boek gisteren gegeven heb.
d. *...datik _het boek gisteren _de jongen gegeven heb.
e. *..datik _hetboek de jongen gisteren gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995:150)

The prohibition against reversal of the order afuamnents in the OS languages was traced back to HG:
Object movement cannot cross an intervening nomidisd element, compare section 1.1.3 above. The
same restriction on full DP SCR in Dutch could becaunted for by a linear conception of HG: While a
verbin situ, a particle as well as an 10 all cccommand a DAy ¢the latter also precedes the DO and
would thus intervene between the scrambled posiaiothe DO and its trace; verb and particle do not
intervene and are thus expected not to block SCR.

However, under the assumption that this restricianSCR of full DPs in Dutch is in fact an effedt o
HG, i.e. that HG affects SCR in Dutch, HG must k#able or subject to parametric variation: Whil& O

is subject to HG irrespective of the complexitytioé shifted constituent, SCR of pronominal and non-
pronominal phrases in German as well as SCR ofqumos in Dutch differ from Dutch full DP SCR in
that they may move an object across a higher argunvoreover, the contrast between full DPs and
pronouns in Dutch as to the ability to scrambleogssra higher argument points to the conclusion that
pronoun SCR and full DP SCR have to be differeetiat.e. they are two different movement devices.
(Note that in addition to this, Dutch also allowdudl DP to move across a higher argument if it is
focused, indicating that there is a further movenaevice for focused phrases which is not subfeét®

and which has to be distinguished from SCR of defed constituents; see (91) below.)

(i) Du a. .. dat het meisjede ergste rampgHwu overkwamen.
that the girl the most-terrible disaster happened.PL
b. dat de ergste rampen het meisje overkwamen.
C. dat (en een meisjeerge rampagby overkwamen.
that (there) a girl terrible disasters happened.PL
d. .. dat (en) erge rampeiu een meisje overkwamen.

(Haider & Rosengren 2003: 248)

Moreover, a PP-complement may be moved in frort BP one, see (104).
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1.3 Summary

The previous sections have argued that OS and SfiRR ftom each other only to a certain extent.
Although there is variation between OS and SCRoaslttich elements move and when they move, this
variation is actually expected under a linear cptioa of HG:

a. OS requires movement of the main verb, wher€& Goes not. However, the base position of the
verb linearly intervenes between a moved objecti@nulace in the Scandinavian languages, whereas
it does not in the continental West Germanic laggsaHence, under a linear conception of HG, this
contrast would be expected even if both OS and ®€fR subject to HG.

b. There is variation within the OS languages awhether OS can move an object in a particle verb
construction. However, also this variation follofvem independent differences: The object of a
particle verb cannot move across the particle cAles where the object of a particle verb does move
turn out to be cases where OS or SCR begins irsiéiggoto the left of the particle, and therefored
not have to cross a particle linearly. This isrsgome OS languages and in all the SCR languafyes, ¢
that as we saw in hand-out Il, all particles in 8@R languages are to the right of the object.

c. Only in double object constructions are the @ for the application of HG the same for ikt
Germanic languages under consideration, becaud®tpeecedes the DO in the base order in all the
languages, and, consequently, movement of the DQOldvbave to cross a linearly intervening
element if the 10 stays in situ. Nevertheless, ¥ge éind cross-linguistic variation as to whether o
not object movement is possible in this case: WBi&across the 10 in Danish and Icelandic is ruled
out, the availability of SCR across the IO depemashe complexity of the moved element in Dutch
(pronouns vs. complex phrases); and finally in Gerpboth SCR of pronouns and SCR of complex
phrases across the 10 is possible. These last iamitd seem to point to the conclusion that HG is
subject to parametric variation, applying to Scaadian OS and Dutch SCR of complex phrases, but
not to SCR in German nor to pronominal SCR in Dutch
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2 Restrictions on the syntactic category of the movecbnstituent
2.1 Object Shift

2.1.1 Complexity

As mentioned in section 1.1.1, movement of a ful D front of a sentential adverbial may optionally
take place in Icelandic, whereas it is unacceptabMSc, compare (1) vs. (6), repeated as (54)(a6d

(54) Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei_pessadok
why read Pétur never this book
b. Afhverju las Pétur__pessa bok aldrei ?

(55) Daa. Hvorfor leste Peter aldrig_baogen
why read Peter never book-the

b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter__bogen aldrig _ ?

Likewise, syntactically complex pronouns, i.e. nimdi and conjoined ones, may undergo OS in
Icelandic, see (56) and (57), while they cannosad MSc, see (58) and (59).

(56) Ic a. Afhverju las Pétur aldrei_pessanb@ér
why read Pétur never this here
b. Afhverju las Pétur__pessa hérnaldrei ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(57) Ic a. Eg pekki ekki _hann og hana
I know not  him and her
b. Eg pekki _hann og hanekki . (Diesing & Jelinek 1993)
(58) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig derfher
why read Peter never this here
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter__den heraldrig ? (Vikner 2005: 417)
(59) Daa. Han sa ikke __dig og hendammen.
he saw not youand her together
b. *Han sa_dig og hendekke sammen. (Diesing & Jelin@83t 27)

Vikner & Engels: Germanic SOV/SVO, part VII, p. 19



Moreover, focused pronouns cannot undergo OS: edcponouns have to staysitu; they must follow

a medial adverb.

(60) Daa. Hvorfor leeste Peter aldrig DEN
why read Peter never it
b. *Hvorfor leeste Peter DEN aldrig _ ?
(61) Ic a. Af hverju las Pétur aldrei HARA
why read Peter never it
b. ?*Af hverju las Pétur_ HANA aldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 417)

(Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, p.c.)

* 0S of a focused full DP is, however, more or sseptable in Icelandic.

(i) lc a.  Pétur las aldrei__ PESSA BOK
Pétur read never
b. Pétur las PESSA BOK aldrei.
(i) Ic a. Sennilega las Pétur ekki PBEEBOK HERNA,
probably read Pétur not this book here
b. ?Sennilega las Pétur_ PESSA BOK HERNAekki ,
... heldurbESSA PARNA.
but this there
(i) Ic  a. Sennilega las Pétur ekki BAEAKURNAR
probably read Pétur not books-the
b. ??Sennilega las Pétur_ BAEKURNAR ekki

... heldurDAGBLADID.
but newspaper-the
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Whether or not movement of a "weak" pronoun, i.@oa-modified, non-conjoined, non-focused one,
takes place is subject to cross-linguistic varratid/hile in Icelandic and Danish, pronominal OS twas
take place if possible, see (62) and (63), OS t®oal in Swedish, (64), as well as in the soutbte
dialects of Danish, (65), and ungrammatical in &mel Swedish, (66), and in the Swedish dialect
Alvdalsmalet, (67); see Levander (1909) and HeftaPlatzack (1999).

(62) Ic a. *Afhverju las Pétur aldrei hdha
why read Pétur never it
b. Afhverju as Pétur hana  aldrei ?

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(63) Da a. *Peter leeste aldrig_den
Peter read never it
b. Peter leeste_ den aldrig .

(64) Swa. Jag sag inte __den
I saw not it
b. Jag sag _den inte . (Erteschik-Shir 2001: 54)
(65) SDa. Du nar samaend 'nok.det
you  will.make indeed likely it (from Arg, Pedersen 1993: 205)
b. Nej, jeg tror 'ikke (det
no I think not it (from Langeland, Pedersen 1993: 205)
(66) FS a. Ja, serdu, jag vet inte det sjalv.
yes seeyou | know not it self
b. *Ja, serdu, jagvet det inte _ sjalv. (Bergroth 1917: 172)
(67) Al a. An séag int  _mig
he saw not me
b. *An  sag _mig int . (Levander 1909:124)

Hence, Icelandic and MSc differ in whether or nog¢yt allow OS of complex phrases: While both
syntactically simple and complex phrases may ura&® in Icelandic, only weak pronouns may be
shifted in MSc. Moreover, full DP shift and pronarai OS in Icelandic differ in their obligatoriness:
While OS of a weak pronoun is obligatory, (62)) fDP shift is optional, see (54), (56), and (58).
Holmberg (1986) accounts for both this contrasthia applicability of OS to elements of different
complexity and for HG in terms of case assignmeee(also Vikner 1994 and Homberg & Platzack
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1995). An object is obligatorily assigned case ByiflW° contains a verb, ruling out OS if the maierb
staysin situ However in case V° contains a trace of a verb,0Wly assigns case optionally; in other
words, if a verb has moved out of VP, it is possilolr its object not to be assigned case by thie race,
and therefore to move into a different positioncéwing to Holmberg (1986: 208, 217), a shiftedeabj

is not assigned case at all: A shifted object hagphological case and, consequently, does not teelee
assigned case syntactically. Permitting OS only dbjects with morphological case, this hypothesis
predicts the cross-linguistic contrast in its apgtility to elements of different complexity: Icatiic
differs from MSc in that morphological case is r&&dl on all DPs in Icelandic whereas only proncanes
case-marked in MSc.

The necessity of morphological case for the avaitalof OS is apparently also supported by diadect
that are able to use subject pronoun forms evebjasts in certain contexts (e.g. Skelleftea in Gaveor
Malax in Finland): Such "nominative" object pronsumay not undergo OS, whereas OS is possible in
these dialects with pronouns that have the stanolajett pronoun form (accusative). In other wowls,
clearly case-marked form would seem to be a présitguor OS>

(68) Swa. Maria ville kyssa jag du/ han/ vi.
Maria wanted-to kiss 1/ you/ hel we

b. Maria  kysste inte _ jag
Maria  kissed not |
c. *Mariasug Kysste_jagg; inte
d. Maria kysste mej inte . (Holmberg 1986: 212)

® Another potential problem for Holmberg's (1986)pmagach is that in Icelandic, the direct object does always have
accusative case, but may have one of the othee ttmses: The object is genitive in (i), it is datin (ii), and it is even
nominative in (iii) (where the subject is dativegesSigurdsson 1989: 198-241 and Taraldsen 1994 imh(68)c nominative
case prevented OS.

() lc a. Igeer leitadi Pétur sennilega kkie pessarar békar
yesterday looked-for Peter.NOM probably ot n this book.GEN
b. igeer leitadi Pétur sennilega___ pessaraabdkekki
c. lgeer leitadi Pétur _ pessarar bokasennilega ekki .
(Vikner 1994: 512)
(i) Ic a. [geer lysti Pétur sennilega kkie  pessari bék
yesterday described Peter.NOM probably not this book.DAT
b. f[geer lysti Pétur sennilega___ pessari bok ekki .
c. Igeer lysti Pétur _ pessari b6k sennilega ekki .
(Vikner 1994: 512)
(i) lc a. igeer pykir pér sennilega ekki pessi bok skemmtileg.
yesterday  think8.SG youSG.DAT  probably not this book.DAT  amusing.NOM
b. Igeer pykir pér sennilega __ pessi bokekki skemmtileg.
c. lgeer pykir pér_bessi bok sennilega ekki skemmtileg..

(Vikner 2005: 414)
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However, according to Jargensen (2000), in the &hedialect from Umea as well as in the Finland
Swedish dialect from Véastra Nyland, subject formsobject positions are only acceptable if they are
contrastively stressed. The fact that these foramat undergo OS could then have to do with their
prosodic properties (see (60) above).

(69) 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 (Jgrgensen 2000: 206)

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

Moreover, not all elements that have morphologieasle may also undergo OS: Full DP objects have
morphological case in Faroese, and yet they maymiérgo OS.

(71) Fa a. Jbégvan Kkeypti ikki __bdkina
Jogvan bought not  book-the.ACC
b. *J6égvan keypti bokin&kki . (Barnes 1992: 28)
(72) Fa a. *Jogvan Kkeypti ikki __hana
Jogvan bought not itACC
b. Jogvan keypti hanaikki . (Vikner 1994: 502)

® According to Holmberg & Platzack (1995), morphatag case in Faroese is of a weaker type suchliRatcannot OS: For
example, a Faroese object does not retain obligise Gnder passivization, in contrast to an Icetaode.

(i) Fa a. Teir hjalpti honum
they helped him.DAT
b. *Honum bleiv  hjélpin
him.DAT was helped

c. Hann bleiv  hjalpin .
he.NOM was helped (Holmberg & Platzack 1995: 173)
(i) Ic a. Ppeir hjalpudu honum
they helped him.DAT
b. Honum var hjalpad
him.DAT was helped
c. *Hann var hjalpao .
he.NOM was helped (Holmberg & Platzack 1995: 173)

However, if m-case needs to be strong for OS, fiienouns should only shift in Icelandic.
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Furthermore, "strong", i.e. focused, modified, onjoined, pronouns have morphological case in MSc,
but cannot undergo OS, compare examples (58)-(60).

As will be shown in the next section, even the galation that morphological case is a necessary
(though obviously not sufficient) condition for Qf®es not hold: pronominal adverbials which do not
bear case can shift as well.

2.1.2 Adverbials

Not only arguments but also pronominal adverbiady mndergo OS:

(73) Daa. ??Bor Peter ikke leengere ?der
lives Peter not longer there
b. Bor Peter _der ikke leengere _ ? (Vikner 2005: 422)
(74) Da a. *Peter sov alligevel ikke__der
Peter slept after.all not there
b. Peter sov _der alligevel ikke . (Haider, Olsen, & V#n1995: 20)
(75) Ic a. Byr Pétur ekki lengur _ [Far
lives Peter not longer there
b. Byr Pétur _par ekki lengur 7 (Vikner 2005: 422)

" However, note that not all pronominal adverbialsymndergo OS, e.gu ‘now’ or s&dan'in this way, thus'. In German, by
contrast, SCR of these adverbials is possiblealsgesection 2.2.2 below.

(i) Da a. Jeg arbejder ikke __.nu
| work not now
b. *Jeg arbejder _ nuikke

(i) Da a. Jeg arbejder ikke sadan
I work not in-this-way
b. *Jeg arbejder sadanikke

(i) Ge a. ?Ich arbeite nicht __jetzt
| work not now
b. Ich arbeite _jetzt nicht

(iv) Ge a. Ich kann nicht __so arbeiten.
| can not in-this-way work
b. Ich kann S0 nicht arbeiten
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Under the assumption that a clause-final free dalakrs adjoined to the right of VP, as illustratied
(76), HG has to refer to the linear precedenceeratman c-command: An object may undergo OS in the
presence of a clause-final adverbial, see (77)blewdS of an adverbial is only possible if therents
intervening object, (77)c. In (76), the object mees the adverbial, but does not c-command it,enhe
adverbial c-commands the object but does not peeited

(76) Da CP

XP/\C'
| gar Co/\“:)
madte / \

DP I
Peter / \
° VP
N
DP VP
ikke
VP AdvP PP
/ \ der 7 i byen
Spec V'
t \
Vo DP
t Elsa
(77) Daa. |gar madte Peter ikke _ Elsd byen
yesterday met  Peter not Elsa intown-the
b. lgar mgdte Peter _henikke  _ibyen
yesterday @ met Peter her not in town-the
c. *lgar mgdte Peter__der ikke Elsa

yesterday met Peter there not Elsa

Similarly, der 'there' in (78) may undergo OS in the presencéhefc-commanding, but following
adverbiali gar 'yesterday', but not in the presence of the noorsreanding, but preceding adverhgaldt

‘well'.

Vikner & Engels: Germanic SOV/SVO, part VII, p. 25



(78) Daa. Jeg sov ikke godt__derigar.
I slept not well there yesterday

b. Jeg sov _der ikke _ idar
c. *Jeg sov _der ikke godt

Like multiple OS of two pronominal arguments is gibfe and must maintain the order of arguments in
Danish and Icelandics, OS of a pronominal advenmiay target a position to the left right of a ulft
pronominal argument.

(79) Da Peter havde troet at Sofie ville kommgil receptionen, men
Peter had believed that Sofie wanted come o redeption-the but
a. han sa __hendder nu ikke L
he saw her there just not
b. *han sa _der hende nu ikke L

Likewise, the example in (80) with a shifted promoah argument and a subcategorized adverbial is
acceptable.

(80) Daa. Peter stiller ikke __bggernep pa hylden
Peter puts not  books-the up on shelf-the
b. *Peter stiller ikke dem op pa hylden
c. Peter stiller _dem ikke op pa hylden
d. Peter stiller ikke _ bggerneder.
e. *Peter stiller _der ikke bggerne
f. Peter stiller _dem der ikke

Note that in case a pronominal argument co-occltfs der 'there' in shifted position, as elgende der
'her there' in (79), this sequence only allowsdorinterpretation as two constituents, argumerdcall
adverbial hendé [der], not as one constituent, i.e. not as adverbialbdified pronountiende der This

fact is not directly compatible with the assumptinade by Vikner (1994), Christensen (2005) and many
others that multiple OS is the result of movemehtaomore complex constituent: The complex
constituent fiende dgrcomprising two pronominal elements cannot und€d& compare (58) above.

Though the pronominal adverbidér 'there' may undergo OS, a PP cannot shift, not everelandic:

(81) Ic a. Byr Pétur ekki lengur i Kaupmahndia?
lives Petur not longer in Copenhagen
b. *Byr Pétur _i Kaupmannahofn ekki lengur ? (Vikner 2005: 424)
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Likewise, a modified pronominal adverbial canndftsh Icelandic.

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

Furthermore, although a full DP argument may undéd® in Icelandic, a DP adverbial cannot shift in
Icelandic either - independent of whether it i£f(83) or selected for (84).

(83) Ic a. Péturlas hana orugglega allanrdagi
Péturread it certainly every day

b. *Pétur las hana__allan daginrdrugglega

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

b. *Okuferdin tok _tvaer stundir 6rugglega

Hence, there is a contrast between OS of weak primad elements and OS of more complex phrases in
the applicability to elements with different grantioal functions: While pronominal OS may apply to
any weak pronoun, irrespective of its grammatiaaiction as argument or adverbial, OS of more
complex phrases may only apply to arguments butoativerbials in Icelandic and to none of them in
MSc. In other words, Icelandic adverbials are appidy subject to the same restrictions as argumants
MSc: Only weak pronouns may shift.

Ic | MSc

pronominal elementargumeny v | V
adverbial] v | Vv

complex phrase argumepht/ | *
adverbial|] * | *

As argued in section 1.2.3, the difference in thiéitg to reverse the order of arguments in Dutdings

to the conclusion that presumably two movement atpmrs have to be distinguished according to
syntactic complexity of the moved element, pronwancomplex phrase, due to the difference in their
ability to reverse the order of arguments in Dutoncelandic, these two movement operations olshou
differ in their applicability to adverbials. Movemieof complex adverbials may be ruled out in Icdian
by a corresponding prohibition against adverbialvement. As shown in the next section, complex
adverbials, however, can undergo SCR in Germangcatidg that such a prohibition against adverbial
movement must be violable: Adverbials may move @r@an irrespective of their syntactic complexity,
whereas only pronominal adverbials can undergo OS.
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2.2 Scrambling

2.2.1 Complexity

As mentioned in section 1.2, full DPs may precediliow a sentential adverbial in German and Dutch
see (85) and (87) whereas pronouns have to prégé8é) and (88).

(85) Ge a. Warum _liest Peter nie das Buch ?
why reads Peter never the book
b. Warum liest Peter _das Buchnie ?
(86) Ge a. *Warum _liest Peter nie _es ?
why reads Peter never it
b. Warum _liest Peter es nie . ?
(87) Dua. Jan heeft gisteren__ Marie gekust.
Jan has yesterday Marie kissed
b. Jan heeft_ Marigisteren gekust.
(88) Dua. *Jan heeft gisteren_ 'r gekust.
Jan has yesterday her kissed
b. Jan heeft_'r gisteren gekust. (Haegeman 1921.: 3

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

(89) Gea. Gestern traf  Peter nicht _PA[dber HANS)
yesterday met Peter not PAUL but HANS
b. ?Gestern traf  Peter PAUiicht (aber HANS).
(90) Ge a. Gestern traf  Peter nicht _IHNsondern SIE).
yesterday met  Peter not HIM but HER
b. ?Gestern traf  Peter IHNnicht | (sondern SIE).
(91) 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)
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(92) Du A: Heeft Jagus nog nooit zijn moedeg; gebeld?

has Jan yetnever his mother called
B: Nee, zijn moedegps heeft HEMpg nog nooit__ gebeld.
no his mother has  him yet never called

(Delfitto & Corver 1998: 321)

Note that in contrast to "neutral" SCR, movemerd ébcused object may reverse the order of argusnent
in Dutch®

2.2.2 Adverbials

Similar to OS, SCR is not restricted to argumeHtswyever in contrast to OS, SCR of adverbials may no
only apply to pronominals in German, but also &rt@n) complex adverbials and PPs.

(93) Ge a. ...well Hans wahrscheinlich  nicht_daf bezahlen will.
because Hans probably not forthat pay wants.to
b. ... well Hans _dafurwahrscheinlich  nicht bezahlen will.

8 Similarly, Italian focalization and clitic left sliocation differ in several respects: The former hat the latter gives rise to
weak cross-over effects, (i), is restricted to plamly one argument in clause-initial position), (nd is prohibited in
infinitival and adjunct clauses, (iii) and (iv).

(i) a. *GIANNI suai madre ha sempre apprezzafoon Piero).
Gianni his mother has always appreciated Pieto
b. Giannii, suaimadre loi ha sempre apmtzz (Rizzi 1997: 290)
Gianni his mother him has always appreciated
(i) a. *A GIANNI IL LIBRO daro (non a Pre, l'articolo).
to Gianni  the book l.will.give  (not tdePo the article
b. Il libro, a Gianni,  domani, glielo daro nzé&altro. (Rizzi 1997: 290)

the book  to Gianni, tomorrow to.him.it l.wgive for.sure

(i) a. *Ho deciso, IL TUO LIBRO di rileggere (non il suo).

I.have decided the your book to reread thethis)
b. Ho deciso, il tuo libro, di rileggerlo. (Haegeman 2002c: 11)
I.have decided the your book to reread.it
(iv) a. *Se IL MIO LIBRO riesci a leggere, srprai I'esame.
if the my book you.manage to read you.wiflgp the exam
b. Se il mio libro riesci a leggerlo, supaie I' esame. (Haegeman 2002c: 12)
if the my book you.manage to read.it yoleiss the exam
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(94) Gea. ...well Hans wahrscheinlich  nichiir das Buch bezahlt.

because Hans probably not for the bogays
b. ... well Hans _flr das Buchwahrscheinlich  nicht bezahlt.
(95) Ge a. ...well wahrscheinlich___an Weihnaghtélans _hier
because probably at Christmas Hanereh
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.

PP movement is only possible with a restrictedo$etdverbial phrases: The RIP mijn opmerking
'on my remarks' may move across an adverbialrdawelijks'hardly’, (96), but not across an adverbial
like gisteren'yesterday’, (97); in contrast, SCR of a DP acgasterenis possible, (98).

(96) 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)

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

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

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

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)
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Furthermore, SCR of a PP complement across an ladl/étP is always blocked, (99), SCR of a DP
across such an adverbial PP, (100), - as welllassaan adverbial DP as in (101) - is always ptssib

(99) Dua. ..dat Jan na de vergadering opé/aviachtte.
that Jan after the meeting for Marie tedi
b. *..dat Jan _op Mariena de vergadering wachtte. (Broekhdi%222)
(100) Dua. ..dat Jan na de vergadering het baeegbracht.
that Jan after the meeting the book grataway
b. ..dat Jan _ hetboekha de vergadering wegbracht.
(Broekhuis 2006: 22)
(101) Dua. ..dat Jan deze middag dat boe#l wegbrengen.
that Jan this afternoon that book willbring-away
b. ..dat Jan _ dat boeldeze middag zal wegbrengen.

(Broekhuis 2006: 22)

Moreover, PPs that contain a definite pronoun mayerwhen the pronoun has its non-reduced form,
(102), whereas usage of a weak pronoun is impassgibscrambled position, (103). In other words, the
moved PP must be assigned stress, whereas SCR liyohas the effect of destressing the moved
element, leading Broekhuis (2006) to suggest tiRatr®vement does not involve SCR but rather focus
movement (see also DeHoop & Kosmeijer 1995). Likevement of focused DPs (compare (91) above),
PP movement may cross an intervening argument).(104

(102) Dua. ..dat Jan nauwelijks __ naar héduaisterde.
that Jan hardly to him listened
b. ..dat Jan _ naar hemauwelijks luisterde. (Broekhuis 200B: 2
(103) Dua. ..dat Jan nauwelijks __naar 'muisterde.
that Jan hardly to him listened
b. *..dat Jan _naar'm nauwelijks luisterde. (Broekhuis 2008} 2
(104) Dua. ...dat ik gisteren___het boe&an de jongemegeven heb.
that | yesterday the book to the boygiiven have
b. ...dat ik aan de jongen gisteren _het boek gegeven heb.
c. .. dat ik aan de jongerhet boek gisteren gegeven heb.

(De Hoop & Kosmeijer 1995: 150)
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Under the assumption that PP movement in Dutcmisnatance of focus movement, Dutch SCR is
similar to Icelandic OS in that it is cannot apfycomplex adverbials.

2.3 Summary

As shown in this chapter, there is cross-linguisticiation in which types of elements may undergo
movement, weak pronouns vs. complex phrases, amsnas. adverbials. All types of weak pronominal
elements, i.e. arguments and adverbials, may uadergvement in all OS and SCR languages.
Movement of complex phrases, by contrast, may dake place in certain languages: While it is
prohibited in MSc, complex phrases may undergo mm&re¢ in Icelandic and the SCR languages.
However, while in German movement of a complex pérs independent of its grammatical function,
movement of complex phrases is restricted to DRragyts in Icelandic and Dutch.

Moreover, pronominal elements and complex phrasgts th the obligatoriness of movement. While
movement of a weak pronoun is obligatory if possifgxcept for Swedish and some south-eastern
dialects of Danish where pronoun movement is optiand the Swedish dialect Alvdalsmalet and
Finland Swedish where pronoun movement is ungramatgtmovement of complex phrases seems to
be optional in all languages that allow for thipeyof movement at all. Furthermore, it was shown in
chapter 1 that pronominal elements and complexsglsran Dutch differ in their ability to move acrass
intervening argument.

® The hypothesis that SCR of complex phrases isictest to arguments in Dutch would seem to forcéousssume that also
movement of an adverbial likgisteren'yesterday' to a position to the left of a serigdmtdverbial as in (i) represent instances
of focus movement; but see also footnote 12.

(i) Du a. Jan heeft waarschijnlijk __gisteren Marie gekust.
Jan  has probaby yesterday  Marie kissed
b. Jan heeft _ gisteramaarschijnlijk Marie gekust.
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MSc Ic Du Ge
. argument| vV v v v
pronominal element dg viall J J J
- adverbia
availability of movement { J J J
argumen
complex phrase g :
adverbial| * * * v
. argument * * v v
pronominal element dg oiall " J J
. . adverbia
movement if verb i situ l " J J
argument -
complex phrase g :
adverbial| - - - v
. argument * * v v
pronominal element dg oiall " J J
. . adverbia
movement across intervening element
complex phrase argumeny - - - v
P adverbial| - - - v

("-" indicates that movement would be ungrammatagiway)

Under the assumption that the dependency of obj@etement on verb movement in the Scandinavian
languages is due to a linear restriction, it mayrbated on a par with the prohibition against nmoget
across an intervening argument. In other wordstethmight be a more general prohibition against
movement across a linearly intervening non-adveddeanent. The fact that movement is independent of
verb movement, but dependent on (the absencetefyening arguments in Dutch (full DP SCR) while it
is dependent on both in Icelandic and Danish wah#ah just be a result of the contrast between V@ an

ov.

Hence, the data suggests that rather than difiaterg movement devices according to language
family (OS in the Scandinavian languages and SCBiencontinental West Germanic languages), two
movement devices should be distinguished accordirtge complexity of the moved element. The next

chapter presents an OT approach to the cross-itigudiifferences of these movement devices.
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3 OT Approach to OS and SCR

3.1 Movement constraints

As shown in the last chapters, both the Scandinalaaguages and the continental West Germanic
languages may move elements to the left of a seateadverbial. However, there is cross-linguistic
variation with respect to

- how complex a moved element may be (weak pronalmis complex phrase),
- which grammatical function it may convey (argurnes adverbial), and
- whether or not movement is blocked by an inteirvgrlement.

Since pronominal OS and full DP shift in Icelandie subject to HG, these have often been analysed a
instances of the same movement operation (e.g. bign & Platzack 1995, Holmberg 1999). By
contrast, the difference in the availability of neovent in the presence of ansitu main verb has lead
many researches to assume that OS and SCR arallyaditferent movement operations (e.g. Vikner
1994, 2005). However, subjection to the same/differestriction(s) does not necessarily imply that
deal with the same/different movement device(s).

We will assume that there is no basic differencethe movement devices in the Scandinavian
languages and the continental West Germanic lamguagand derive their contrasts from differences in
the language-specific constraint hierarchies. Rathan differentiating between OS and SCR, the
asymmetry in the mobility of an adverbial pronoun &n adverbial complex phrase in Icelandic and
Dutch as well the asymmetry in the blocking effetintervening arguments on pronoun movement vs.
movement of complex phrases in Dutch points todbeclusion that movement operations for weak
pronominal elements and complex phrases have widb@guished; in other words, these movements
have to be triggered by different constraintsiFg and $1IFTPRONOUN, see 3.1.1 and 3.1.2, respectively.
Cross-linguistic variation in the mobility of elents of different complexity (pronouns vs. complex
phrases, see 3.2.1), in the mobility of elementth wiifferent grammatical functions (argument vs.
adverbial, see 3.2.2), and in the blocking effdantervening elements (HG, see 3.2.3) is accoufded
by contrasts in the ranking of these movement caimé$ with respect to various constraints on
movement.

3.1.1 Movement of complex phrases

Movement of complex phrases was descibed as opt{dnpossible at all) in the previous sections:
Complex phrases may precede or follow a senteatiakrbial. Yet, the various sequences of sentential
adverbials and arguments correlate with differafdrmation-structural interpretations; in other deyr
they are appropriate in different contexts.
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(105) Ge a. ... weil angeblich _PeteMaria das Buch geklaut  hat.

because allegedly Peter Maria the boginched has

..weil  Peter angeblich Marialas Buch geklaut  hat.

c. ..weil Peter Maria angeblich das Budleklaut  hat.
d. ...well Peter Maria das Buch angeblich geklaut  hat.

Sentence adverbials are often described as sengitinformation structure, partitioning the clause®
focus and background, with unfocused argumentsnhato precede the adverbial (see Jacobs 1986,
Haftka 1988, Hetland 1992, 1993, Biring 1996, amothgrs). Hence, movement of complex phrases is
presumably not optional; rather defocused argumiesng to scramble, whereas arguments that are (part
of) the focus do not scramble. (Focused argumemtg umdergo focus movement which differs from
SCR in several respects, see sections 1.2.3 arab2\2.) In other words, the apparent optionaéuits
from differences in information structure.

Movement of defocused elements to a position tddfieof a sentential adverbial can be triggered by
the constraint &FT in (106)a. The constraintr&y in (106)b, by contrast, penalizes movement.

(106) a. SHIFT: A [-foc] element precedes and c-commands theshWP (of the same clause) that
contains all other VPs and all VP-adjoined advdsbia
b. Sray: Trace is not allowed. (Grimshav®719374)

The influence of information structure on word arfl@dlows from the restriction of 8FT to defocused
elements. If an element is marked as [-foc] in ithut, SHIFT requires it to move and to adjoin in a
position to the left of all VP-adjoined adverbidls.contrast, an element that is not marked favdHs
not affected by &FT1, and it is thus expected to remain in its basatipasfollowing a sentential
adverbial, due toB\v; see Tableau .

19 Note that the requirement that a defocused eleamjoin at the top of VP predicts that movemenesaflace even if it is
string-vacuous (under the ranking rankingr$ >> STAY).

(i) Ge [Warum ist Peter sauer auf dich? ‘Why iseP@tad with you?’]
Weil ich dem Vollidioten das Auto geklaut habe.

because |  the prize idiot  the car stolen have
SHIFT | STAY ex.
a Comp Subf DP-1Q 4, DO V] *1 0
= b Comp Sub@P-IQ_mC] [ve tio DO V]] *
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Tableau 1

Ge: SHIFT | STAY EX.
la Comp Subyp Adv [vp DP-1O.10q) DO V]] *| -

< 1b Comp Sub\p DP-IO10q [ve AdV [vp tio DO VI]] * (105)c

@ 2a Comp Sub\p Adv [vp DP-I0DO V]] (105)b
2b Comp Sub\p DP-IO [vp AdV [vp tio DO V]]] *| -

3.1.2 Movement of pronouns

As discussed above, movement of complex phrasesamdment of pronouns have to be differentiated.
Here, movement of pronouns will be considered toabgpecial instance of movement of defocused
phrases; i.e. it is considered to be triggered bynae specific subconstraint ofH®T, namely
SHIFTPRONOUN, that is restricted to elements that are syntallyicimple as capture by the additional
condition that the element's phrasal status has tonin = max".

(207) SHIFTPRONOUN: A [-foc] proform that is "min = max" precedesdacrcommands the lowest
VP (of the same clause) that contains all other ¥Rd all VP-adjoined
adverbials.

Remember that only weak, i.e. unfocused, non-medlifnon-conjoined, pronouns move in MSc. The fact
that focused pronouns do not move is already cagtby the restriction of T to [-foc] elements.
Furthermore, a syntactically simple pronoun, (108)#ers from a modified, (108)b, or conjoined one
(108)c, in that the phrasal status of the formemiat the one of the latter two is "min = max".

(108) a.simple pronoun b. modified pronoun c. camgai pronoun
DP /DP
D‘P ‘DP /< ‘ DP & ‘ DP
D‘0 D° P DP D° D°
hende r‘lende ‘ med brillerne mha og hende
her her with glasgks him and her

By "min = max", we thus mean that the amount ofdaikxmaterial (i.e. phonologically visible matejial
dominated by the highest XP (here: DP) must beséime as the amount of lexical material dominated by
the lowest X° (here: D°). This is fulfilled in (128 but not in (108)b,c. Hencesi8TPRON does not affect
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modified or conjoined pronouns; they are thus etgubd¢o remainin situ due to SAY (>> SHIFT) in
MScH

Tableau 2
Da: SHIFT STAY | SHIFT ex.
PRON
la Sub V{p AdV [vp ... [op=pc Pron-Obj] *| * (63)a
@ 1b Sub V Lp [pp=po Pron-Obj [ve AdV [ve ... ton]]] * (63)b
& 2a SubV{pAdV [vp ... [opz pc Pron-ObjMod]]] * (58)a
2b Sub V e [ppz oo Pron-ObjMod] [ve AdV [ve ... top]]] *| (58)b
@ 3a SubV{pAdV [vp ... [op+po Pron-Obj& Pron-Oblj]] * (59)a
3b Sub V [p [pps pe Pron-Obj& Pron-Obj [ve AdV [ve ... tob]] *| (59)b

(Note that since BFTPRON is only a more specified version oHIBT, SHIFT is always violated if
SHIFTPRONIS violated.)

The restriction of S8IFTPRON to syntactically simple elements (i.e. "min = maxyiedicts that
multiple OS as in (33)c, (79)a, and (80)f abovesdoet involve movement of one constituent including
several pronouns; rather, each pronoun has to vedmgeparately: Movement of a complex constituent
that contains several weak pronouns (that is: agghthat is not "min = max" itself but rather irizs
several elements that are "min = max") does nafgeBHIFTPRON; the elements that are "min = max" do
not c-command the relevant VP themselves, comd@&®# and (109)b.

The formulation of 8IFT and $HIFTPRON s such that in multiple OS, cf. (109)b, both ddftobjects
fulfill the condition, in that both shifted objegisecede and c-command the relevant VP.

> Note that there are elements which are "min = niathe conjoined structure in (108)c, namely esicigle conjunct, and
are thus expected to be able to move due to thénguSHIFTPRON >> STAY. However, movement out of a conjoined structure
represents an instance of an island violation.
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(109) Da a. Jeg gav.. VP

| gave / \

s ¥
ITP /\/\ AdvP VP
D° A& DP ikke .. Up
| | not
hende ty D°
her |
den
it
b. Jeg gav.. VP
| gave /\
D‘P /VP\
Do [‘)P /VP\
hende Do° AdvP VP
her ‘ A A
den ikke ..lo... bo
it ‘ \
A
Tableau 3
Da: SHIFT STAY | SHIFT ex.
PRON
a SubV [\/P Adv [Vp [DP=D° Pron-lg [DP=D° Pron-DQ]] *|* *k -
b SubV [\/p [DP:D° Pron-lg [Vp Adv [Vp ... o [DP:D° PI‘OI’]-DQ]]] *| * * -
c Sub V [\/p [Vp [Dp:Do Pron-lq [Dp:Do PI’OH-DQ] [Vp Adv . N % (34)8/
tve]] ' (109)a
= d Sub V [\/p [DP:D° Pron-lg [Vp [DP:D° Pron-DQ [\/p Adv [Vp *x (34)&/
tio too]ll] (109)b
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3.2 Constraints on Movement

3.2.1 Complexity

As shown in section 2, there is cross-linguistidateon as to how much syntactic complexity a moved
constituent may display: While in the SCR languages Icelandic, both pronouns and complex phrases
may move, movement of complex phrases is not plessiiMSc. Moreover, these vary also with respect
to whether or not pronoun movement is acceptalbyld @bligatory): While in Danish, Norwegian, and
Icelandic pronominal OS is obligatory (if possibli)is only optional in Swedish as well as somatke
eastern Danish dialects, and ungrammatical in thed®h dialect Alvdalsmalet and Finland Swedish,
compare section 2.1.1. This cross-linguistic vatatan be accounted for by differences in the laigg-
specific ranking of 8IFT and $IIFTPRONWith respect to the constraint& which penalizes movement.

In languages/dialects where neither complex phrasespronouns may undergo movemerntas
outranks both &FT and $HIFTPRON.

Tableau 4
Al/FiSw: STAY SHIFT SHIFT ex.
PRON
@ la SubV{pAdV [vp ... DP-ODbjsoq]] * -
1b Sub V [p DP-Objoq [ve AV [vp ... o]l | *! -
= 2a Sub V{pAdv [vp ... Pron-Ohjtl] * * (66)a, (67)4
2b Sub V [p Pron-Objoc [ve AdV [ve ... opl]l] | *! (66)b, (67)b,

In Swedish and the south-eastern Danish dialecesavybronominal OS is optionalf& and $HIFTPRON
might be tied STAY <> SHIFTPRON: Both relative rankings of the two constraintsSA®s >> SHIFTPRON
and $IIFTPRON >> STAY, co-exist in these languages; depending on theabcanking, movement is
required or prohibited, accounting for its optiatyal (In terms of Mdller's (2001) classification of
constraint ties, we are here dealing with an oxigiebal tie.) Movement of complex phrases is rudatl
by the unambiguous ranking & >> SHIFT.

Tableau 5
Sw/SD: Sray SHIFT SHIET ex.
. PRON
= 1a SubV fp AdV [vp ... DP-Objql] i * -
1b_Sub V frp DP-Obijfoq) [ve AV [ve .. bl | *!
@ 2a SubV{p Adv [vp ... Pron-Ohjiq]] o * (64)a
= 2b SubV [p Pron-Objsog [ve AV [ve ... oolll | * | (64)b
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In languages like Danish and Norwegian where O&afplex phrases is ungrammatical, but OS of weak
pronominal elements is obligatory (if possible}jFSPRoON outranks $AY which in turn outranks 8FT.

Tableau 6

Da/No: :EL STAY | SHIFT ex.

< la SubV{pAdV [vp ... DP-ODbjoc]] * (55)a
1b Sub V [sp DP-ODbj.toc) [ve AV [vp ... Tob]]] * (55)b
2a  Sub V{p AdV [vp ... Pron-Ohiwql] *| * (63)a

@ 2b Sub V [p Pron-Objsq [ve AdV [vp ... bopll] * (63)b

And finally, in languages that allow both movemehtpronominal elements and complex phrases, like
the SCR languages and Icelandic, batirSand $iIFTPRONoutrank SAy.

Tableau 7
Ic/Ge/Du: IEHREL SHIFT | STAY ex.
la Sub V{p AdV [vp ... DP-Objoc]] *| -
= 1b SubV [p DP-ODbj.oq [ve AQV [vp ... op]]] * (6)b, (36)b
2a Sub Vp AdV [vp ... Pron-Ohjql] *1 * (7)a, (37)b
@ 2b Sub V |p Pron-Objsoc [ve AdV [vp ... tobil]] * (7a, (37)b

In summary, the cross-linguistic variation in theaigability of movement for elements of different
syntactic complexity can be accouted for by diffexes in the ranking oft@y relative to $IIFTPRON and
SHIFT. Figure 1 shows the different rankings ohS.
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Figure 1

Al/FiSw: | STAY >> SHIFTPRON >> >> SHIFT
Sw/SD: S,lw <> SHIFTPRON >> >>  SHIFT
Da/No: $IFTPRON >> ST,lAY >>  SHIFT
unattested SHIFTPRON >> STlAY <> SHIFT
Ic/Du/Ge: SIFTPRON >> >> SHIFT >> STlAY

Since $IIFTPRON is a specialized subconstraint ofi§r, the account presented here predicts that there
cannot be a language in which only movement of masycally complex phrase is possible while
syntactically simple pronominal elements cannot eaokkven under the rankingH®T >> STAY >>
SHIFTPRON, both complex phrases and syntactically simplmelds are expeceted to move.

Out of the five logically possible types of langeagonly one is unattested: A language in which
weak pronouns move obligatorily while movement efottused complex phrases is optional.

3.2.2 Argument vs. Adverbial

The previous section showed how the contrast betwéec, on the one hand, and Icelandic, Dutch, and
German, on the other hand, in the availability @vement for complex phrases can be accounted for by
the different rankings of the constraimtaS. However, remember that not all types of complerapes
may undergo movement in the latter three languagésie Icelandic and Dutch allow movement of
complex phrases only for DP arguments, both comatguments and adverbials may move in German.
In all languages that allow movement of weak promamarguments, also weak pronominal adverbials
may move. In other words, the movement devicespfonouns and complex phrases differ in their
applicability to adverbials in Icelandic and Dutch.

The prohibition against movement of adverbials rbayconsidered to result from a more specified
version of Say:*?

(110) STAYADVERBIAL: Trace of an adverbial is not allowed (regardt#s$s syntactic category —
AdvP, PP, DP).

21n case SAYADVERBIAL is differentiated according to the syntactic catgf the adverbial, it is possible to consider PP
movement as an instance of focus movement, as steghby Broekhuis (2006), while movement of e.¢eraporal adverb
might be an instance of SCRT{ ADVERBIAL-PP>> SHIFT >> STAY ADVERBIAL-ADVP); compare note 9 above.
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In all the languages under considerationjF8PRON outranks $AYADV: If pronominals are able to
undergo movement at all (compare Alvdalsmalet amdafd Swedish, Tableau 4), they move
irrespective of their grammatical function, arguinenadverbial.

The relative ranking betweerH®T and SAYADv, by contrast, differs in the various languages: In
Icelandic (and the other Scandinavian langudyes well as in Dutch, 18yADv outranks 8IFT: The
grammatical function of a complex phrase is crutwalwhether or not it can move, while all types of
pronominals may move.

Tableau 8
Ic/Du: i‘g; SATQJ SHIFT | STAY Ex.
la Sub V Adv Pron-Opjy * * (7)a, (88)a
< 1b Sub V _Pron-Objoc AdV top; * (7)b, (88)b
2a Sub V Adv Pron-Advoq *1 * (75)a (1)
< 2b Sub V _Pron-Adysg AdV tagy * * (75)b
3a Sub V Adv DP-Objq *| -
< 3b Sub V_DP-Oljioc AdV top; * (6)b, (87)b
< 4a Sub V Adv XP-Adpiog * (81)a-(84)a, (99)a
4b Sub V XP-AdV.ioq AdV tagy *1 * (81)b-(84)b, (99)1

In German, by contrast, both syntactically simp&reents and complex phrases may move to a position
to the left of a sentential adverbial, irrespectfetheir grammatical function. These facts can be
accounted for by the dominance efiSfPrRoNand $HIFT over SAYADV (and SAY).

13 Since SAY outranks 8IFT in MSc, the ranking of the more specified constr&ray Apv with respect to SFT is not
crucial: Movement of a complex phrase is ungrameahtanyway, independent of its grammatical functiargument or
adverbial.
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Tableau 9

Ge: ?)HRIOF; SHIFT SATSJ STAY ex.
la Sub V Adv Pron-Opj * * (37)a
< 1b Sub V_Pron-Objoq AdV top * (37)b
2a Sub V Adv Pron-Advoq *| * -
@ 2b Sub V_Pron-Adysg AdV tagy * * (93)b
3a Sub V Adv DP-OBjq *| -
& 3b SubV DP-Oijoc] Adv tobj * (36)b
4a  Sub V Adv XP-AdMog *| -
= 4b Sub V XP-AdV.toc) AdV tagy * * (94)b, (95)b

Figure 2 shows the various rankings ogR8ADV that account for the influence of grammatical gatg
on the mobility of elements of different complexity

Figure 2
Da: SHIFTPRON >> STAYADV, STAY >> SHIFT
Ic/Du: | SHIFTPRON >> STAYADV >> SHIFT >> StAY
|
|
Ge: SHIFTPRON SHIFT >> STAYADV, STAY

3.2.3 Holmberg's Generalisation

Finally, there is cross-linguistic variation aswhether or not movement may cross intervening non-
adverbial elements. As discussed in section 1.¥ement in the Scandinavian languages is only plessib

if there is no intervening element (verb, partid®), irrespective of the phrasal status of the etbv
constituent, pronoun or full DP. By contrast, prons differ from full DPs in Dutch in that the formeut

not the latter are able to move across an intemgelement, resulting in reversal of the order of
arguments. (Since Dutch is OV, verbs and particiger intervene between a scrambled element and its
trace; consequently only an 10 may arise as intengeelement.) In German, none of the movement
devices is blocked by an intervening element.

As discussed above, the cross-linguistic variaitiotihe blocking effect of an intervening elemem ca
be accounted for if HG is taken to be violable dadrefer to linear order rather than c-command.
Moreover, since multiple movement should also n@nge the order of elements in Danish, Icelandic,
and Dutch, compare (34), (35), and (53) abovegctieesponding constraint is taken not only to grihi
movement across a non-adverbial VP-internal elenanstated by Holmberg's (1997) definition in (20)
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above, but movement across any linearly intervenmgadverbial element. In other words, movement is
required to retain the order of non-adverbial eletsie

(1112) HOLMBERG S GENERALISATION (HG):
If the foot of the chain of some non-adverbial edew precedes the foot of the chain of some
element3, the head of the chain afalso precedes the head of the chaif.f

In the Scandinavian languages, HG outranks botlFTBRON and S$iIFT, prohibiting movement of
elements of any complexity (if possible at all) dase there is a linearly intervening non-adverbial
element. As a result, OS is expected to dependcedmn movement: Since the Scandinavian languages are
VO-languages, i.e. the main verb precedes the phjdmase structure, an situ verb blocks OS due to
the violation of HG: Object movement would giveeri® a structure in which the veirbsitu follows the
object at the surface. OS may thus only take pfate main verb has moved itself such that thedha&fa

the verb's chain precedes the head of the chaiheohifted element. Remember that Icelandic differ
from MSc not only in that also full DPs may undef@8 in Icelandic but also in that head movement of
the finite verb also takes place in embedded clawsampare section 1.1.1 above.

4 Since the constraint HG refers to precedenceioetrather than to c-command relations, all cowestits within an
adverbial have to count as adverbial: The iBden omstaendighedéro circumstances' within the adverbial @Rler ingen
omstaendighedeilunder no circumstances' does not block pronounemewt in (ii). This is only expected if the DP is
considered to be adverbial as well; otherwise H@ld/oule out movement of the pronoun across therieining DP.

(i) Da a. Jeg leeser under ingen omsteendgghed bggerne
I read under no circumstances books-the

b. *Jeg leeser __bggerne under ingen omstaendigheder

(i) Da a. *Jeg leeser under ingen omsteendighed dem
I read under no circumstances them
b. Jeg leeser __dem under ingen omstaendigheder
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Tableau 10

Da: HG SHIFT | STAY STAY | SHIFT ex.
PRON | ADV

< la Sub Aux Adv VPron-Objo * * (12)a
1b Sub Aux Pron-Obj. Adv V top; *1 * (12)b

@ 2a Comp Sub Adv \Pron-Objso * * (3)a
2b Comp Sub Pron-Opje Adv V top | *! * 3)b
3a Sub VAdV ty Pron-Objso *1 * (2)a

< 3b Sub_VPron-Objtg AdV ty tob * (2)b

Tableau 11

Ic: HG ?R'g; iT;\J sHieT | stav | | Ex.

< la Sub Aux Adv VDP-ODbj o * (14)a
1b Sub Aux DP-Objioq AdV V top; *1 * (14)b
2a Comp Sub \Adv ty DP-ODbj.toq *| -

= 2b Comp Sub VDP-Obj.toc AdV ty top; * (8)b
3a Sub VAdv ty DP-ODbj o *| -

= 3b Sub_VDP-ODbj AdV ty top * (6)b

Furthermore, the ranking HG >SHIFTPRON, SHIFT predicts that OS may not reverse the order of
arguments: Neither can a DO shift acrossnagitu IO nor can it be placed in front of a shifted @6 of

a DO is, however, acceptable in double object coosbns if the 10 moves itself (bywh-movement,
topicalisation, or OS) and targets a position te kkft of the shifted DO such that the relative evrd
between the arguments is retained, as required H®

!> Note that in the present analysis, multiple OSsdoet necessarily involve a violation of Chomskif893) Extension
Principle, as approaches that categorically exclodevement across an intervening element have tonssssee e.g.
Holmberg 1997, 1999: If movement may never crositarvening element, movement of the DO targelswaer position
than previous movement of the 10. In the analysis@nted here, by contrast, movement of a DO aaro$d is not ruled out
as such by the ranking H&> SHIFTPRON, SHIFT; it is possible as long as at the surface, IO gies DO again. Hence, the
order of movement application does not matter.
6 Remember thaBHIFT and SHIFTPRON only require precedence and c-command of the aatevP but not movement to a
particular position. HG predicts that a shifted stitnent adjoins to VP rather than to IP where duld precede the subject
(given that the trace of the subject precedesrétoe tof the object).

Of course, other types of movement, suchwéismovement or topicalisation, do not have to maintiia order of
arguments in the Scandinavian languages and ddep#nd on verb movement. This can be accountetyfeanking the
constraints that trigger these types of movemeniS¥Ecand Toric, above HG.
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Tableau 12

Da/Sw: Ha| ST STAY oy st | | ex.
PrON | ADV

& la SubV Adv DP-1CPron-DO * * (32)a
1b Sub V Pron-DOAdv DP-IOtpo * * (32)a
2a 10V Sub Adv to Pron-DO *1 * -

& 2b 10V Sub Pron-DQAdV to tho * (33)b
3a Sub V Adv Pron-I®ron-DO *x *x -
3b Sub V _Pron-I0Adv tio Pron-DO * * * -
3c Sub V_Pron-D@ron-I0OAdV tio tho | *! ** (34)b

& 3d Sub V_Pron-10Pron-DOAdV to tho * (34)a

While in the Scandinavian languages OS may newaate HG, it depends on the complexity of the
moved element whether or not movement may crosmtanvening argument in Dutch: The order of
arguments cannot be reversed by movement of &fjlwhereas a pronoun may move across another
argument, pointing to the rankingi8TPRON>>HG >> SHIFT.>’

(i) Da a. Jeg har ikke givet _ Elsa bogen
I have not given Elsa book-the
b. Elsa har jeg ikke givet bogen
c. Bogen har jeg ikke givet _Elsa
(i) Da a. Hvem har du givet bogen
who have  you given book-the
b. Hvad har du givet _Elsa ?
what have you given Elsa

" The constraint @FT applies to defocused phrases only. However, asiomea in section 1.2.3, also focused elements may
undergo movement to a position to the left of aesgtial adverbial in the SCR languages, indicativeg there is an additional
constraint that may trigger leftward movement dbeused constituent,deus Focus movement differs from neutral SCR in
Dutch in that it may reverse the order of argumecsnpare (53) above. Moreover, remember that douprto Broekhuis
(2006), PP movement involves focus movement rath@n SCR in Dutch. This suggests that in cont@as®iFT, FOcus
outranks both HG andt8y Abv in Dutch. (Since not all focused constituents ugddeftward movement, it is possible that
there are other ways than movement to avoid atidolaof Focus For a detailed account to focus positions seeSamek-
Lodovici 1998, 2005.)
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Tableau 13

Du: ?RIOF; HG SATDAJ SHIFT | STAY Ex.

< a Comp Sub Adv DP-I®P-DQ.t0¢ V * (53)a
b Comp Sub DP-DQyq Adv DP-101tpo V *| * (53)d
a Comp Sub Adv DP-IQPron-DQ o V *| * (51)a

= b Comp Sub Pron-DQ, Adv DP-10 o V * * (51)b

The fact that an intervening element does not blodkement in German, irrespective of the syntactic
complexity of the moved element, can be accourtedy the dominance of bottHBTPRON and $HIFT
over HG.

Tableau 14
SHIFT STAY
Ge: PRON SHIFT | HG ADV STAY Ex.
a Comp Sub Adv DP-IMP-DQ toq V *| -
= b Comp Sub DP-DQ,q Adv DP-IOtpo V * * (49)b
a Comp Sub Adv DP-IQPron-DQyoc V *| *
= b Comp Sub Pron-D&, Adv DP-10tpo V * * )

The fact that in contrast to the Scandinavian laggs, object movement never depends on movement of
the main verb in the continental West Germanic laggs results from the linear conception of HG: Due
to the difference in basic verb placement (VO imr®tnavian, OV in continental West Germanic), the
two types of languages differ in whether or notirasitu main verb would linearly intervene between a
shifted element and its trace, and, consequentigtiver it may have a blocking effect on movemest, a
expected by HG. In the continental West Germamguages, the main verb is simply never in a pasitio
that could block object movemefft.

Figure 3 illustrates the different rankings of Hfatt capture the blocking effect of intervening
elements on movement of constituents of differemglexity.

18 Obviously, the constraint(s) responsible for V2stnoutrank HG in all Germanic languages: A finitaimverb is placed in
second position in main clauses even if this resnlta reversal of the basic order between the amdiits arguments.
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Figure 3

Da:| HG >> SHIFTPRON >> STAYADV, STAY >> SHIFT

Ic: H|G >> SHIFTPRON >> STAYADV >> SHIFT >> STAY
Du: SHIFTPRON >> HllG, STAYADV >> SHIFT >> STAY
Ge: SHIFTPRON SHIFT >> HlG, STAYADV, STAY

3.3 Summary

As shown in the previous sections, OT permits aoact of the movement of some element to a position
to the left of a sentential adverbial in the Scaadian languages and the continental West Gerniaric
uniform fashion. Cross-linguistic contrasts resudin differences in the constraint rankings, assiitated

in Figure 4.

Figure 4
. STAY SHIFT
Al/FS: HG, STAY  >> SHIFT
ADV, PRON,
|
|
Da: HG >> SHIFT >> STAY Stay  >> SHIFT
PRON ADv,
| | |
Ic: HG >> SHIFT >> STAY >> SHIFT >> STAY
PRON ADV
| | |
IFT AY
Du: SH >> HG, ST >> SHIFT >> STAY
PRON ADvV
| | !
Ge: SHIFT SHIFT >> HG, STAY STAY
PRON, ADV,
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Appendix: Remnant VP-Topicalisation and OS

As shown in (19) above, repeated in (112), OS sside in clauses with a non-finite main verb i th
verb occurs in clause-initial position.

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

(Vikner 2005: 431)

Holmberg (1997, 1999) assumes that HG is due tdiltke in (113) that permits pronominal objects in
front of an adverbial only if no phonological ma&¢follows.

(113) *Object Adverb X, unless X is phonologically etnp (Holmberg 1997: 206)
The fact that OS of an infinitival clause subjectass a non-finite main verb as in (114)b cannot be

rescued by subsequent VP-topicalisation (115)bslédmimberg to suggest that the filter in (113) may
be violated at any point in the course of derivatib

19 Note that not just pronominal objects may be befind when the verb occurs in clause-initial posijtbut — according to
Holmberg (1999: 10) - also epithetic DPs may barsted. "V-Topicalization requires narrow contrastigcus on V, and is
therefore most natural when other VP-constituemés 'defocused’, in which case they are most ndyuraferred to by
pronouns. [...] In terms of information structurgp@nominal epithet is equal to a pronoun, but wibard to Object Shift,
they behave like full DPs, i.e. they are generatly shifted in MSc. [...] [(i)a] featuring a pronamal epithet as object should
be as well-formed as (112)a, which indeed it istlthberg 1999: 10).

(i) Sw a. Sett har jag inte den idigtefmen jag har talat med honom pa telefon).
seen have | not thatidiot  but | havi&ed with him on phone
b. *Sett har jag den idioten inte , (men jag har talat med honoreledon)

(Holmberg 1999: 11)
However, stranding of a full DP is not only possibibr epithetic ones: non-epithetic DPs may beleftind if focused.

(i) Da Kysset har jeg ikke MARIEnen SOPHIE.
kissed have I not Marie but Sophie

The fact that full DPs can be stranded althougly tenot undergo OS apparently supports Holmbét§89) claim that
these sentences involve V°-topicalisation rathanttemnant VP-topicalisation.
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(114) swa. Jag har inte  se#t henne arbeta]

I have not seen her work
b. *Jag har _hennente settfp  arbeta]
c. Jag _sag henneinte [ arbeta]
I saw her not work (Holmberg 1997: 206)
(115) Swa. Sett _hennarbeta har jag inte.
seen her work have | not
b. *Sett _ arbeta har jag henmte. (Holmberg 1997: 206)

Holmberg (1997, 1999) concludes that the senteimc€k12) must be derived by V°-topicalisation, with
subsequent OS (compare (116) below) and cannotviev@S prior to (remnant) VP-topicalisation, see
(117)%°

(116) V°-topicalisation? Holmberg (1997, 1999): YES!

Swa. Ep har | jag printe  [p2  Kkysst hennd]]]
b. [cp [ve Kyssi har |p jag [vprinte  [vp2 hennfg]]
¢ |
C. J[cp [vo Kyssi har |p jag henne [vp1inte |vp2 1111
t |

(117) Remnant VP-topicalisation? Holmberg (1997, 1999} N

Swa. Ep har | jag bprinte  [p2  Kkysst hennd]]]
b. [cp har p jag _henne [vprinte [p2  Kysst 1
T violation
X—X—X% of HG!!!
C. [cp [vr2 Kysst | har b jag henne  [vp1inte 111
A

2 Note that OS in the V°-topicalisation analysis@sintercyclical: It targets a lower position thae previous movement of
V°, violating Chomsky's (1993) Extension Princiflenless OS is adjunction and the Extension Conditsorestricted to
specifier positions / substitution).

Moreover, the V°-topicalisation analysis involveswvament of a X° to XP-position.
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However, if VVO-topicalisation would be possible, weuld expect the sentences in (118)b-(121)b to be
acceptable, contrary to fact.

(118) Daa. Jeg har ikke __smidt den ud.
I have not  thrown it out
b. *Smidt har jegden ikke ud.
(119) Daa. Jeg har aldrig_leest den hait.
I have never read it aloud
b. *Leest har jegden aldrig __ _ haeit.
(120) Daa. Jeg har ikke __stillet det pa bordet.
I have not  put it on table-the
b. *Stillet har jegdet ikke pa bordet.
(121) Da a. 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 gest that remnant VP-topicalisation is possible,
though it is subject to certain restrictions.

Asymmetry I: Stranding of 10 vs. Stranding of DO

As Fox & Pesetsky (2005) mentions, remnant VP-tation is possible in Swedish under certain
conditions: In double object constructions, topgagion of a non-finite main verb may take along 19,
stranding the DO in shifted position, (122)a. Byntrast, stranding of an 10 pronoun alone is not
possible, (122)b. Moreover, both objects may beradong or left behind together, (123).

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

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

b. [ypLénat __  _ ] har  jag honom den inte.

lent have | him it not

(Gunl6g Josefsson, p.c.)
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(124) Daa. {p Givet hendedet] har jeg ikke.
given her it have | not
b. ?p Givet 1 har jeg hendget  ikke.

According to Fox & Pesetsky (2005), the relativdasrof elements at one Spell-out phase may not be
changed on another Spell-out phase, predictingfth@tprecedes DO at the VP-phase (i.e. inside, 4P)
must also do so at the CP-phase (i.e. inside WBmovement or topicalisation which are not subject t
HG must thus involve successive cyclic movemerd;dbnstituent moves to the the edge of VP so that
subsequenvh-movement/topicalisation does not give rise to auittory ordering statements.

The linear conception of HG suggested in the premealysis predicts the asymmetry in (122): Under
the ranking HG>> SHIFTPRON (>> SHIFT), OS is expected to be possible as long as the pFaced
relations among non-adverbial elements are maeddin?> **Hence, in contrast to Holmberg (1997,
1999), our OT approach predicts that OS may movele@nent across intervening constituents as long as
these constituents (subsequently) move to a pogiidhe left of the shifted element themselvedighat
the ordering relations are maintained, compareegabll5 with Tableau 16 below.

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

21 Note that remnant VVP-topicalisations support tpeothesis that HG refers to precedence rather theammand relations:
While the precedence relations are maintained 22)d, the c-command relations are not — the vetbthe 10 do not c-
command the shifted DO.

22 Dominance of WSpPEC and TopPic over HG predicts that wh-movement and topicalisatire not blocked by intervening
non-adverbial elements. In this respect, the pteapproach avoids one of the shortcomings of FoRdsetsky's (2005)
approach. Though their approach predicts that memtmperations that may change the base ordeei(iffiating OS from
both A-movements such as subject movement as wel'anovements such agh-movement or topicalisation) have to
proceed in a successive cyclic fashion, i.e. thasé movements have to go through the edge of #tder to prevent
contradictory ordering statements, it says notliibgut when movement through the edge of VP is blesdin other words,
the question left open is what exactly preventeadbghift from going through the edge of VP anddbg being allowed to
violate HG.

% |In German, there is also an asymmetry in strandthig's. DO by remnant VP-topicalisation. Howevergoes in the
opposite direction: Stranding of the 10 is prefdroxer stranding of the DO (though the contrasioisas sharp as in Swedish
/ Danish, (i)c being marginal but not ungrammajicad other words, changing the base order of theats as in ()b is
preferable to keeping the base order as in (i)@uremnant VVP-topicalisation in German.

(i) Ge a. Jyr Dem Manrdas Buch gegeben] hat sie nicht.
the man the book given has she not
b. e Das Buch gegeben] hat sie_dem Mann nicht.
c. ?7?{».Dem Mann gegeben]  hat sie das Buchicht.
d. ke Gegeben] hat sie _dem Mastes Buch  nicht.

As SHIFTPRONandSHIFT both outrank HG, it is expected that the order tmayghanged in German. Further research is needed
concerning the marginal status of (i)c.
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To account for the fact that also both objects rbaytaken along, (124)a, or both of them may be
stranded, (124)b, it is necessary to specify in ittt which constituents are to be placed in topic
position (= bold in the tableaux below). Strandafgan element that should appear in topic positi@m

violates Toric whereas taking along too much material does ruaté this constraint, see Tableau 17

and Tableau 18.

Tableau 15
SHIFT
Da/Sw: Topic: V & Pron-10 Toric | HG StAY ex.
PRON
a [V Pron-10 Pron-DQ Aux Sub Adv {p **| (124)a
= b [wV Pron-10 tpo] Aux Sub Pron-DQAdV typ * * (122)a
c [vwV tio Pron-DQ Aux SubPron-IO Adv typ *1 * * * (122)b
d [Vp V tio tDO] Aux SubPron-10 Pron-DOAdv tvp *| ** (124)b
Tableau 16
SHIFT
Da/Sw: Topic: V & Pron-DO Toric | HG Stay ex.
PRON
= a [vwV Pron-I0Pron-DO] Aux Sub Adv {p * (124)a
b [vpV Pron-10tpo] Aux SubPron-DO Adv typ *| * * (122)a
c [vweV tio Pron-DO] Aux Sub_Pron-IQAdV typ * * * (122)b
V 10 tbo] Aux Sub_Pron-1CPron-DO Adv
g LV toltol * xx (124)b
tvp
Tableau 17
. SHIFT
Da/Sw: Topic: V & Pron-10 & Pron-DO oric| HG PRON STAY ex.
= a [vwV Pron-10 Pron-DO] Aux Sub Adv {p ** (124)a
b [veV Pron-10 tpo] Aux SubPron-DO Adv typ *1 * * (122)a
c [vweV tio Pron-DO] Aux SubPron-10 Adv typ *1 * * * (122)b
d V 10 tbo] Aux SubPron-10 Pron-DO Adv
t[vp 1o too] - . (124)b
VP
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Tableau 18

Da/Sw: Topic: V Topic | HG SHIFT STAY ex.
PRON
a [V Pron-IOPron-DQ Aux Sub Adv ¢p *Ix (124)a
b [vwpV Pron-10tpo] Aux Sub Pron-DQAdYV typ *| * (122)a
c [vwpV tio Pron-DG Aux Sub_Pron-10Adv typ *| * * (122)b
& d [Vp V to tDO] Aux Sub Pron-ICPron-DOAdV typ ** (124)b

Similarly, the unacceptable sentence in (115)beatgrl here as (126)c, is ruled out by the rankiGgtt
SHIFTPRON. These data led Holmberg (1997, 1999) to assurae rdmnant VP-topicalisation is not

possible.

(126) Swa. Jag har inte  sett_  herarbeta.
I have not seen her work
b. [ Sett hennarbeta] har jag inte.
c. *[ve Sett arbeta] har  jag henime. (Holmberg 1997: 206)
Tableau 19
. SHIFT STAY
Sw:  Topic:V &V TopiCc | HG StAY SHIFT ex.
PRON ADV
< a [vpV PronV] Aux Sub Adv * * (126)b
b [vpV tpron V] Aux Sub_ProrAdv *| * (126)c

Moreover, the analysis predicts that strandinghefdbject is unacceptable in constructions in witheh
object is followed by other elements within VP,.drgconstructions with a particle verb, a verbhnain
additional PP-complement or with an adverbially fied VP, see (127)b-(130)b. In contrast,
topicalisation of the full VP is possible.

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

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

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

b. *[vv Sendt __ hjem] har  jeg __ demikke.
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(129) Daa. {p Stillet det pa bordet] har jeg ikke.

put it on table-the have | not

b. *[v» Stillet __ pabordet] har jeg _ det ikke.
(130) Daa. {p Leest _den hgijt] har jeg aldrig.
read it aloud have | never

b. *[vp Leest __ hgijt] har jeg __ denaldrig.

Although they occupy a right-peripheral positiorthin VP, particles, PPs and (VP-internal) advesbial
cannot be left behind (irrespective of whether ot the object is taken along by VP-topicalisation o
stranded as well). This is expected under the aisapyroposed here: Only elements whose movement out
of VP may be triggered by a constraint dominatimgyScan be stranded by remnant VP-topicalisation.

(131) Daa. *yp Smidt den ] har jeg ikke ud.
thrown it have not  out
b. *[vp Smidt ] har jeg _ den ikke ud.
(132) Daa. *[yp Leest _den | har jeg aldrig hait.
read it have | never aloud
b. *[vp Leest _ | har jeg _ denaldrig hgit.
(133) Daa. *yp Stillet det | har jeg ikke  pa bordet.
put it have | not  on table-the
b. *[vp Stillet | har jeg _ det ikke pa bordet.
(134) Daa. *p Sendt_dem | har jeg ikke  hjem.
sent them have | not home
b. *lvv Sendt __ | har jeg _ demikke hjem.
Tableau 20
Sw:  Topic:V & DP TriCc | HG SHIFT STAY STAY SHIFT ex.
PRON ADV
< a [vpV DP PH Aux Sub Adv *) (129)a
b [vpV DP tpg Aux Sub Adv PR *| * (133)a

From the discussion in the previous sections, wghiméxpect that all that matters is that the rerhnan
object is at the edge of the the VP right before WP is topicalised. However, not all objects ba tight
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edge may be left behind during VP-topicalisatioheTobject of an infinitival clause cannot be stethd
by remnant topicalisation of the main clause VRa@lgh it is the rightmost element within that VP.

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

b. *[vp Set [ ham{p fotografere [ har jeg hendkke.

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

Also with Swedish particle verbs where the particlast precede the object, and therefore would
seem not to violate HG, the object cannot be leffifed during (remnant) VP-topicalisation:

(136) Swa. {p Kastat bort _den] 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 constnrgi where the particle is topicalised and the verb
undergoes V2, cf. (30) which is repeated here 38)(1

(137) Swa. UT kastade dom _mej inte__ (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, I will feed your cat but) in let | it not

(Holmberg 1997: 209)

% The fact that stranding of the infinitival clausbject is also (close to) unacceptable if the itifial verb is topicalised
alone, i.e. if the object trace would not be tregply embedded, as in (i)d, may not be a problerthavarious topicalisations
of the infinitival clause are all rather problengati

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

b. * [p Ham [p fotografere ] sa jeg hendékke.

c. ?7? {» fotografere _hende sd jeg ham ikke.

d. ??/r {» fotografere sd jeg ham hendike.
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We would like to suggest that the shifted object caly move out of the VP in (136)b two steps, first
by adjoining to the PrtP and then by adjoininghe VP. (The VP is what undergoes topicalisation to
Spec,CP, and although the individual steps of thjeab shift violate HG, this is of no consequerze,
HG violations are only computed on the final stanej:

(138) Sw bptlve kastat [Piet [P bort ] =(136)b
thrown out

< 4 |4 |

If we furthermore assume that adjunction to thé Rstonly necessary because PrtP and VP here do not
have the ,same” head, then we have a differencevaset the above situation and double object
constructions like the following (where remnantitatisation is possible):

(139) Sw  |wpt[we gett [ve t  hennet]] =(122)a
given her
4 |
1t |

where there is no intermediary trace adjoined ®lthwer VP. We now would like to suggest that the
reason why the absence of the intermediary tradenf®rtant is that it is possible to topicalise the
(higher) VP in (139) without bringing along anyenmnediary trace (i.e. what is topicalised is theemn
segment of the higher VP). In contrast, even if iwwhadopicalised in (138) is only the inner segmeht
the VP, an intermediary trace would still have ¢one along to Spec,CP, viz. the trace adjoined tie.Pr
One possible reason why intermediary traces arallmted to come along to Spec,CP could be that the
have to be licensed by being c-commanded by thé mgker link in the chain (which does not hold
under VP-topicalisation), whereas a trace in itsebposition (which has to come along to Spec,CP in
both (138) and (139)) may be licensed in a differeay, e.g. simply by being in a thematic position.

The difference between (137) and (136) is now itn&137), only the PrtP is topicalised (the verb is
also moved, but by a different movement, V2) andh&ye does not have to be an intermediary trace
inside Spec,CP.

% |If the topicalised XP containing another XP (whigain contains the base position of the shiftgdatpcan also be the
outer segment of a VP to which an adverbial isiadph, so that leaving the inner segment of the &fRiires adjunction to this
inner segment, then we could also account for wig/impossible to topicalise remnant VPs whichénbeen adjoined to, as
in

(i) Da.a. Han har nok { omhyggeligtlaest _dén men har han forstaet den?

he has probably carefully read it but tesunderstood it?
b. ?[r Omhyggeligt {p leest. dehhar han nok, ...

c. *[ve Omhyggeligt{pt [vpleestt]]] har han _denok, ...
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Asymmetry II: Subject vs. Object

To sum up, the ranking HG >>HBTPRON (>> SHIFT) predicts that remnant VP-topicalisation may strand
an object in shifted position as long as the prened relations are maintained (and its base pos#io
not too deeply embedded). Consequently, only aeabltat is right-peripheral in VP may be left behi
giving rise to the asymmetry between strandingnoiGiand stranding of a DO.

In addition, there is an asymmetry between stranpdifh an object and stranding of a subject by
remnant VVP-topicalisation, indicating that a nomipieeral trace in the topicalised VP is not a peoblas
such. The base order of elements does not have toamntained by remnant VP-topicalisation if the
remnant occurs in subject position (as in passjwes (140)a-(143)a vs. (140)b-(143)b.

(140) Daa. *p Smidt __  ud] har jeg _ den ikke.
thrown out have | it not
b. [ Smidt __ ud] blev _den ikke.
thrown out was it not
(141) Daa. *yp Sendt __ hjem] har jeg __ demkke.
sent home have | them not
b. [y Sendt _ hjem] blev _ de ikke.
sent home were they not
(142) Daa. *jp Stillet _ pabordet] har jeg __ det ikke.
put on table-the have | it not
b. ?fp Stillet __ pabordet] blev _ det ikke.
put on table-the was it not
(143) Daa. *yp Leest _ hgit] har jeg __ denaldrig.
read aloud have | it never
b. [ Leest _ hgit] blev _ den aldrig.
read aloud was it never
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This contrast is accounted for if the constrairdtttriggers subject movement to SpecHBBJECT,
outranks HG.

Tableau 21
Da: Topic: V & Prt ®BIECT| HG SHIFT StAY STAY SHIFT ex.
PRON ADV

& la [pV Pron-ObjPrt] Aux Sub Adv * * (128)a

1b [ve V topj Prt] Aux Sub Pron-Ob " . (128)b/
Adv (140)a

2a [V Pron-SulPrt] Aux e Adv *1 * * -

& 2b [vpV tsupPrt] Aux Pron-SubAdv * * (140)b

The ranking B8BJECT>> HG is supported by the fact that movement to sulgesition does not depend
on verb movement; i.e. subject movement may crossi@rvening (unaccusative) verb. At the same
time, HG predicts that in double object constructibe 10 rather than the DO is promoted to suljject
passives, as borne out in e.g. Danish and Enflish.

(144) Daa. _Elsa har ikke _ ringet.
Elsa has not called
b. Elsa er ikke kommet
Elsa is not come
(145) Daa. Jeg har ikke givet Elsabogen
I have not given Elsa book-the
b. Elsa blev ikke givet _ _bogen
Elsa was not  given book-the
c. *Bogen blev ikke givet Elsa
(146) En a. | did not give _ Elsathe book
b. Elsa was not given __ _ the baok
c. *The bookwas not given_Elsa

% However, promotion of the direct object to subjegpassive double object constructions is possibBwedish and
Norwegian.

(i) No a. Marie gav _ham den
Maria gave  him it

b. Han ble gitt ___ _den

c. Den ble gitt ham

Vikner & Engels: Germanic SOV/SVO, part VII, p. 59



As expected by HG, promotion of the direct objecthte subject of a passive is possible if the ienips
expressed by a PP.

(147) Daa. Jeg har ikke givet bogen til Elsa
I have not given book-the to Elsa
b. Bogen blev ikke givet til Elsa
book-the was not  given to Elsa
c. *Elsa blev ikke givet _bogen il
(148) Ena. | did not give _the book to Elsa
b. Thebookvas not given to Elsa

c. *Elsa was not given_the book to

Tableau 22
Da: SUBJECT| HG SHIFT STAY STAY SHIFT ex.
PRON AbDVv
la e Aux VDP *| -

& 1b DPAuxV tpp * * (144)b
2a e AuxV DPDP *| -

& 2b DPAuxV tpp DP * * (145)b
2c DPAux V DPtpp x| * (145)c
3a e AuxV DPPP *1 -

@« 3b DPAuxV tpp PP * * (247)b
3c DPAuxV DPI[P top] FHIE * (247)c
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Asymmetry Ill: 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.

Remember that there is a contrast between mairearedded clauses in finite verb movement in
MSc and Icelandic and therefore also in the avaitalof OS.

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

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(150) Daa. Jeg spurgte hvorfor Peter e aldrigtdeeden
I asked why Peter never read it
b. *Jeg spurgte hvorfor  Peter lsesggen  aldrig .

(Vikner 2005: 396)

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

(Vikner 2005: 394)

(152) Ic a. *Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur e alddeesi hana
I asked why Pétur never read it
b. Eg spurdi af hverju Pétur_leesihana aldrei

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

(153) Da a. |, Set _ham har jeg ikke, ...
seen him have | not
... hvis jeg skal veere &erlig, men jeg har taltafeen med ham.
if I should be totally honest but | have spokephone with him

b. [y Set _harh tror jeg ikke at du har, ...
seen him 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
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Topicalisation of a remnant VP, by contrast, isygmbssible out of a main clause, (154)a, not oudrof
embedded clause in Danish: The stranded object megher follow the finite auxiliary (in its base
position), (154)b, nor may it precede it, (154)c:

(154) Daa. Ap Set___ ] har jeg _ hamikke, ...
seen have | him  not
... hvis jeg skal veere aerlig, men jeg har tallafes med ham.
if 1 should be totally honest but | have spo&karphone-the with him

b. *[vp Set | tror jeg ikke at du ve par] _ham...
seen believe | not that you have  him

c. *[vp Set | tror jeg ikke at du _ _ham [y har] ..
seen believe | not that you him have

... men du kan méaske nok have talt i telefon med.ha
but you may perhaps well have spoken in phatiehin

This asymmetry shows that stranding must involve B&ause OS requires the (stranded) object to
occur in a position to the left of the base poaitid a finite verb (8BIFTPRON), but it can only do so if this
verb has itself left its base position, (HG).

Tableau 23
. SHIFT
Da: Topic:V HG PRON STAY ex.

la [pV Pron-Ob] Aux Sub Adv {p *| (153)a
1b [Vp Vv tObj] Aux Sub Adv PI’Oﬂ-Obivp * * -

= 1c [vpV top] Aux Sub_Pron-ObAdv typ * (154)a

& 2a [V Pron-Ob] V Sub Adv Comp Sub Aux$ * (153)b
2b [vp V ton] V Sub Adv Comp Sub Aux Pron-Ohjp * *| (154)b
2¢  [p V top] V Sub Adv Comp Sub Pron-OBjux typ | *! * (154)c
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Note that remnant VP-topicalisation from embeddedses is possible in passives, i.e. if the element
left behind occurs in subject position. This folldrom SBJECT being ranked higher than HG, as in
Tableau 22 above.

(155) Da a. [»p Set | blev _han ikke, ...
seen was he not

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

The hypothesis that (a) a stranded object has dergn movement to some position to the left of the
finite verb and (b) that this movement is only plolesif the finite verb itself has left its basesu@on (i.e.
that OS has to take place) seems to be supportéueliact that Icelandic which has V°-to-I° movemen
in embedded clauses marginally permits a remngetbim VP-topicalisation out of an embedded clause
(as opposed to the Danish (154)b,c which are cdeiglangrammatical).

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