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Abstract

In this paper | investigate the environments in chhiScandinavian Object Shift OS
(Holmberg 1986) is (in-)applicable based on infatiora structure (Lambrecht 1994, Kiss
1998, Blring 1997, Vilkuna 1995). | show that Sve&diOS can apply in sentence-focus,
predicate-focus, contrastive verb-focus, verb-fopcaad argument-topic, whereas it is
inapplicable in argument-focus, contrastive argurfecus, and contrastive topic. With these
results, |1 claim that semantics of OS is not nealgsified into the dichotomy between the
position that an object occupies and the interpicetahat the object receives as argued by
Diesing (the Mapping Hypothesis; Diesing 1992, )9@nd that the derivational mechanism
of OS that (tacitly) assumes the hypothesis (Chgm26l01) makes a wrong prediction. With
data of Negative/Quantifier Movement awti-OS in Icelandic, | claim that bare pronominal
forms, including bare quantifiers/negatives ancelvénrpronouns, tend to move obligatorily
or optionally in Icelandic. | also claim that fiNIP shift in Icelandic may be triggered only by
either the property of Icelandic present tense thabrmally receives generic reading or
focalization on a main verb. To account for OSptraduce a new notion, thexhaustive
identification domainEID, the syntactic domain which corresponds toubsst of the set
which  exhaustive identification (Kiss 1998) opesate on and  which
semantic/information-structural properties are as=ilito be reflected on. With this notion, |
formulate (in-)applicability of Swedish OS as folle: a pronominal object can appear
anywhere either inside or outside the EID, but caranoss the EID. | propose the Object
Shift Parameter as follows: a pronominal object rfleglandic) or cannot (Swedish) cross the
EID. | also argue that Holmberg's Generalizatiomlfhberg 1986) that OS is available when
a main verb also moves can be accounted for asafeilmain verb movement triggered by
the V2 constraint extends or transports the ElD¢clvpaves the way to availability of OS.
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1. Introduction

The traditional assumption in generative grammathet the semantic and phonological
components are part of syntax; those component;pue to actual semantic interpretation
and actual phonological realization. This has tradally been represented as the (reversed)
Y-model (Chomsky 1981, 1995):

(1) Y-model:
Syntax

Semantics Phonology

This syntactic model yields a theoretical assunmptisince a resulting syntactic structure
receives an interpretation, the position that gument occupies in a grammatical structure
should coincide with the interpretation that thguanent receives. A predominant study based
on this assumption is that of the cartography (R18297, Cinque 1999): it is claimed that
positions of arguments, whether they are base-gttin or move to the positions, make a
hierarchy that is universally determined, regamslles whether a language realizes (one or
some of) the positions in the hierarchy.

The Scandinavian languages have a peculiar mavepienomenon called Object Shift
(0S), in which a pronominal object moves out of ¥#®Imberg 1986, 1999):

(2) a. Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not

‘I didn’t kiss her.’

b. Jag kysste henne in{g kysste henne]
(Holmberg 1999:1,(1))

It is widely claimed that only pronouns can movetle Scandinavian languages except

“Part of the paper is presented at NELS 36, Unityec§iMassachusetts, Amherst, 28-30 October 200&uld
like to thank the audience at NELS 36 for their coents. Special thanks to Anders Holmberg and Halido
Sigurdsson for a lot of helpful comments and sutigies. The investigations are made under very éichit
conditions. Throughout this paper, judgement of @gfeis owed to Anders Holmberg, and that of Icéiario
Halldor A. Sigurdsson, by personal communicatiorgept when citation is notated. The judgments are
sometimes quite context-sensitive and complicategfer to as many of those informants’ observatias
possible in addition to the judgments. | take aBponsibilities for interpretation of their judgnerand any
other errors.
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Icelandic (3a), whereas not only pronouns butNiifls can optionally shift in Icelandic (3b).

(3) a. Dom kéanner honom/*Gunnar alla. (Swe.)
they know him Gunnar all
‘They all know him/Gunnar.’
(Holmberg 1986:223,(193))

b. Jbn keypti hann/bokina  ekki. (Ice.)
Jon bought it the-book not
‘Jon didn't buy itf/the book.’
(Holmberg 1986:229,(205); 217,(172))

OS has not been an exception in the above tradibegsing (1992) proposes the Mapping
Hypothesis, claiming that an object that is newh® discourse and focused stays within VP
whereas an object that is defocused having oldrnmftion moves out of VP. Most of
proposed mechanisms deriving OS (tacitly) assuraevtapping Hypothesis (e.g. Chomsky
2001).

In this paper | tackle the fundamental questidmetiver semantics of OS is so neatly
classified into a dichotomy between the positicett n object occupies and the interpretation
that it receives, by investigating the environmentsvhich OS is (in-)applicable based on
information structure. This paper is organized@®ws. In section 2 | introduce a previous
analysis on semantics of OS, the Mapping Hypothegdisch is proposed by Diesing (1992,
1997); | also introduce Holmberg’'s (1999) accounO&, and a derivational mechanism of
OS that (tacitly) assumes the Mapping Hypothestso(sky 2001). In section 3 | introduce
information structure, its definition and eight &gof information structure, on which | base
my investigation (Lambrecht 1994, Kiss 1998, Buri®P7, Vilkuna 1995). In section 4 |
investigate the environments in which OS is (inplagable based on those information
structures. | show that Swedish OS occurs or dagsoocur in the cases in which the
Mapping Hypothesis does not predict. | also shaat finonominal OS is almost obligatory in
Icelandic, but full NP shift is in fact limited twnly a few cases. From these data, | claim that
semantics of OS is not so simple as claimed by Nfagping Hypothesis, and that a
derivational mechanism that assumes the hypotheskes a wrong prediction. In section 5 |
discuss relevant facts on OS: Long OS, reflexivesyement of pronominal adverbials,
expletives/quasi-arguments, adverbial interming(thd.ong OS), and OS ipes-noquestion.
Concerning Icelandic OS, | claim that bare pron@ahinforms, including bare
quantifiers/negatives and bas-pronouns, tend to move obligatorily or optionalith data
of Negative/Quantifier Movement anegh-OS. | also argue that full NP shift may be trigger
only by either property of Icelandic present tetiss it normally receives generic reading or
focalization on a main verb. In section 6 | propaseossible account of pronominal OS,

! But see Nilsen (1997), who claims that full NPfisisi not impossible in the Scandinavian languageer than
Icelandic, and Josefsson (2003) for a counterargtiagainst this claim.
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introducing a new notion, thexhaustive identification domaimnd also a parameter that
distinguishes Swedish OS from Icelandic OS. | gisesent an account of Holmberg’s
Generalization (Holmberg 1986) with that notionskttion 7 | conclude the paper.

In the rest of this section, | mention basic $aatt OS. Holmberg (1986) originally accounts
for OS as follows: OS can apply when main verb moset takes place too (Holmberg’s
Generalization):

(4) a. Jag kysste henne intg kysste henne].
| kissed her not
‘I didn't kiss her.’

b. (*)Jag kysste inte henne.

(5) a. *Jag har henne intgakyssthenne].
I have her not  kissed

b. Jag har inte kysst henne.
‘I haven't kissed her.’

(6) a. *...attjag henne inte4 kysstehennel].
that| her not kissed

b. ... attjag inte kysste henne.
‘... that | didn’t kiss her’
(Holmberg 1999:1,(1a-c))

A pronominal object is allowed to move when a manb also moves (4a); in Swedish and
some varieties of Norwegian an object can be se@reben if it is wedk in Danish, most
varieties of Norwegian, and Icelandic it cannotlég if it is unstressed and simple (4b).
When a main verb does not move, an object canneeraher: an Aux(iliary) verb is present
(5); verb movement does not occur in an embeddadsel (6). Icelandic differs from the other
Scandinavian languages concerning (6): Icelandscrhain verb movement in an embedded
clause; thus, OS can take place in an embeddesectad:

2 See Josefsson (2003) for an argument for optiowad&h OS based on a quantitative investigation.
3 Icelandic has a construction introducedfag ‘there’. Arguments may be located in differentitioss in this
construction:
i) Pad hefur (“einhver kéttur) verid{ einhver kéttur) i eldhisinu.
there has some cat been some catheikitchen
‘There has been some cat in the kitchen.’
A transitive verb may appear in this constructidrafisitive Expletive Constructin
i) Pad hefur einhver kottur étid  mysnar.
there has some cat eaten the-mice
‘Some cat has eaten the mice.’
(Both from Vangsnes 2002:44-45,(1,3))



(7) ... ad hann pekki hana ekki.
that he knows her not
‘... that he doesn’t know her’
(Holmberg and Platzack 1995:144,(6.7))

2. Previous analyses of Object Shift
2.1 Semantics of Object Shift

Diesing (1992, 1997) claims that presence of ohjeovement depends on definite/specific
status of nominals. Diesing’s (1992) argument stiram two kinds of reading that indefinites
can be assigned:

(8) Firemen are available.

One possible reading is that there are firemen areocavailable ‘at some point in time’ (i.e.
existentialreading); the other reading is that firemen arailale as their general attribute
(i.e. genericreading) (Diesing 1992:17-18). It is stated tina first reading locates the accent
on a subject (9a), whereas the second readingewdain a predicate (9b) (Diesing 1992:50).

(9) a. FIREMEN are available.
b. Firemen arevAlLABLE .
Diesing proposes the Mapping Hypothesis, as below:

(10) The Mapping Hypothesis:
1. VP maps into the Nuclear Scope (the domain of existl closure).
2. IP maps into the Restriction (of an operator).

According to this hypothesis, an indefinite is ®dbjto an unmarked processistential

closure within the nuclear scopean indefinite that receives existential readinghell as an

argument that is non-specific, new to the discquasel/or focused is mapped inside VP.
Existential closure does not apply to an indefititat receives generic reading; it is mapped
into the restrictive clause IP. In addition, a d#é is old information and receives referential
interpretation; being incompatible with existentédsure, a definite is forced to move out of
VP. A pronoun is essentially definite and old imf@tion with respect to the discourse; it must

I do not discuss this construction in this paper.
4 Following Heim (1982), Diesing claims that an indé&€é is not inherently quantified, but only intnaces a
variable that is bound by an existential operatds not an indefinite phrase, but the variableitoduces, that
is bound by an existential operator and actuallyjextt to existential closure. | somewhat simplifye tentire
argument here.
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move out of a base position to escape inappropeaistential closure. When a definite
receives contrastive stress or reading, it is albwo receive interpretations other than
referential reading (e.g. new or unexpected infdiond and stay in situ (Diesing 1992:50-51,
1997).

Specifically, the following patterns of OS areegicted according to the Mapping
Hypothesis:

(11)a. Hann las (*baekur) ekk?fbaekur). (Ice.)
he read books not books
‘He didn’t read books.’
(Diesing 1997:412,(71a-b))

b. EgL.es beekur ekki ...
| read books not
‘I don’tReAD books (, but onlguy them).
(Diesing 1997:412,(71d))

(12) J6n keypti PbokinaP pessa bok) ekki{bokinaPpessa bok). (Ice.)
Jon bought the-book  this book not  the-botkis book
‘Jon didn’t buy the book/this book.’
(Diesing 1997:417-418,(78,81))

(13)Jeg har ingen paraply, men jeg keper (*en) mulig8fesn) i morgen. (Nor.)
| have noumbrellabut | buy one possibbne tomorrow
‘I have no umbrella, but | will possibly buy @tomorrow.’
(Diesing 1997:413,(74-75))

(14)Hann las P¥paer) ekki (*peer). (Ice.)
heread them not them
(Diesing 1997:413-414,(76))

An indefinite that is subject to existential closuemains in situ (11a); it may move when it
receives quantificational/specific interpretatiatilf). Though not impossible, an unshifted
definite NP is awkward for a familiar, referentgthtus, and must move out of VP to avoid
inappropriate existential closure; this improvesewhan unshifted definite NP takes
contrastive interpretation (12). An indefinite pooam must stay in situ for a novel status; it is
subject to existential closure within VP (13). Afidgée pronoun cannot remain within VP,
since it is familiar to the discourse; it must mag of VP to escape inappropriate existential
closure (14).

Diesing’s claim that an object that has a famil@esupposed status moves has tacitly,
widely been accepted so far in the analyses of ©& Holmberg 1999, Chomsky 2001,
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Broekhuis 2001, Erteschik-Shir 2005). What the MaggHypothesis claims is a dichotomy
on a relation between the position that an objextupies and the interpretation that it
receives. One predicts the following two, regardjpgonominal) OS: i) an object (pronoun)
that receives a new and unexpected informationdcoat move; and ii) an object (pronoun)
that is familiar and presupposed in the discoursalgvnot remain in situ. | show below that
both predictions are not tenable.

2.2 Proposed derivational mechanisms of Object Shif

In this section I introduce Holmberg’s (1999) aaebof OS, and a derivational mechanism of
OS that (tacitly) assumes the Mapping Hypothesi®(@sky 2001).

Holmberg (1999) states that OS is blocked noy eriien a main verb does not move but
when any visible category is left VP-internally:

(15)a. *Jag talade henne inte niedmne.
| spoke her not with

b. Jag talade inte med henne.
‘| didn’t speak with her.’

(16)a. *Jag gav den inte Elsanne.
I gave it notElsa

b. Jag gav inte Elsa den.
‘| didn't give it to Elsa.’

(17)a. *Dom kastade mej inte utme;.
they threw me not out

b. Dom kastade inte ut mej.
‘They didn’t throw me out.’
(Holmberg 1999:2,(2a-c))

A preposition (15a), an indirect object (16a), anderb particle (17a) all prevent an object
pronoun from being shifted.

Based on the facts above, Holmberg (1999) prapasgystem on application of OS that
consists of the following three: i) when OS is Japplicable; ii) what kind of objects can shift
when OS can apply; and iii) what licenses a movgdad. They are formulated respectively
as follows:



(18)a. Object Shift cannot apply across a phonololyicasible category asymmetrically
c-commanding the object position except adjunétsiriberg 1999:15)

b. Object Shift affects only nominal objectsi@h are [-Foc]. (Holmberg 1999:22)
c. [-Foc] must be governed by [+Foc]. (Holnth&99:25)

(18a) is a generalization that an object cannotenwelren any visible category remains inside
VP. When all VP-internal categories move, (18b)li@sp determining whether OS actually

takes place. OS applies only to an unstressed pmrw a nominal that is definite, specific,

light, and defocused, as illustrated in Icelandic:

(19)a. Jobn keypti ekki békina/bok.
Jon bought not the-book/a-book
‘Jon didn’'t buy the book/a book.’

b. Jon keypti békina/*bok ekki.

It is argued that an argument with [+Foc] can stathe focus domain, whereas an argument
with [-Foc] must be licensed by the argument witkdc] in the focus domain, or must move
to a position where it can be licensed by the dattbich is what (18c) states. Namely, when a
category remains inside VP, the object with [-Fisclicensed by the category with [+Foc];
when none of such categories remains inside ViBbgtt must move to a position adjacent
to a licensing category with [+Foc] (Holmberg 198825). Based on Halle and Marantz
(1993), Holmberg claims that [tFoc] is introducedieam phonological features are also
introduced, that is after syntax, and feeds a ppstactic/PF operation (Holmberg 1999:29).
Beyond an account of only OS, Chomsky (2001)tti integrate it into an account of
difference between OS languages and non-OS languaggeneral, tacitly assuming the
Mapping Hypothesis. The core idea is that only wlaerobject rejects the interpretation that
it should receive in the first Merge (i.e. baseayated) position does OS apply. Under the
phase theory, which assumes that properties of locaditg attributed to v*P and CP,
Holmberg’'s (1999) formulation (18a) is reformulatederms of thgohonological borderin
a phasep Spec [H XP]], XP is at the phonological border whmhase-internal constituents,
Spec and H, move from inside the phase (i.e. [Sgec, [4p Spec [H XP]]]). With the EPP,
the property that is assumed to trigger movemegtjsdormulated as follows:

5 Holmberg gives several reasons for which OS is aop#ration. First, OS does not license parasitigsga
which shows that OS is not A-movement. Second,d0&s not affect binding of anaphors, which showas @S
is not A-movement either. Finally, it is arguedttiS violates the Extension Condition (Chomsky 1298),
that is, it does not obey strict cyclicity, baseddata ofVerb-Topicalization See Holmberg (1999) for detailed
discussions and relevant data. | turn to Verb-Tal@ation later.
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(20)a. v*is assigned an EPP-feature only if thatdrasffect on outcome.
b. The EPP position of v* is assigned Int.

c. Atthe phonological border of v*P, XP isigmed Int’.
(Chomsky 2001:35,(61))

(20a) is the economy principle for both OS and @&{anguages; it is combined with the
principle (20b) to restrict optional operationstt® cases in which a new interpretation is
produced. (20c) is the parameter distinguishing f@®n non-OS languages. Difference
between OS and non-OS languages is accounted foll@ss®:

(21) Non-OS languages:
a. ...Neg{p Vv*[ve VIV Obj]]
tInt/Int’
b. ... Neg» ODbj [y V* [vp VIV Obj]]]
Tint

(22) OS languages:
a. ...Neg{p V*[vpV ODbj]]

tInt/Int’
b. ... Negp ODbj [p V* [ve V Obj]]]
TInt
c. ...Negp Vv*[vpV ODJ]]
Tnt’
d. ... Negp Obj [\p V¥ [ve V Obj]]]
TInt

The parameter (20c) does not apply to non-OS lagegjathus, either Int or Int’ is freely
assigned to the object in the first Merge positiether VP is vacated or not (namely,
whether an object is at the phonological borderad) (21a). When a new semantic effect that
an object cannot obtain in situ is produced (e.whaobject), v* can be assigned the EPP
under (20a); a new semantic effect is assignetidécobject that moves to [Spec,v*P] under
(20b) (and it moves up to [Spec,CP]) (21b). Whenid/Rot vacated (that is, when an object is
not at the phonological border) in OS languages,résult is the same as that of non-OS
languages: since the parameter (20c) does not,agfilgr Int or Int’ is freely assigned to the
object in the first Merge position (22a). When #&fjeat receives the interpretation likén that

it cannot obtain in the original position, v* issegned the EPP under (20a); the object moves
to [Spec,v*P] to receive a new interpretation un@@b) (and it further moves up to
[Spec,CP]) (22b). When an object is at the phoricdgborder after movement of all

6 Here, | make Neg a representative of sententiadddvwith which presence of OS can be investigated.
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VP-internal categories, the parameter (20c) alloptsons. Namely, the object is assigned Int’
that it receives in the first Merge position, remag in situ (i.e. [Jon keypti ekkif Jén
keypti bokina]]) (22c¢). If the object rejects Int’, v* essigned the EPP under (20a); the object
moves to [Spec,v*P] to receive the interpretatioat it cannot obtain in situ, namely Int: [...
[vp inte henne fp jag kysste hemne]]] (22d) (Chomsky 2001:34-36). It is claimed thatOS,
an object firstly moves to [Spec,v*P], then to ghwer surface position at the phonological
componentDisl(ocation) Chomsky 2001:30); it appears that the entireupgcbf OS is taken
to be a mixed operation at syntax and post-symtakis systen.

An obvious prediction from (22c-d) is that théldaving case would be excluded:

(23)*... Neg [+ ODbj [y [ve VV Obj]]]
Tnt’

Int’ is the interpretation that an object should reject to receive in the first Merge position.
Thus, a shifted object would not be assigned mt/i's EPP position. More specifically, the
case in which an object that is assigned Int’ apgpeeossing over Neg with application of
Disl would not be observed. | show later that fiisdiction is untenabl®.

3. Information structure

I introduce information structure, its definitionceight types of information structure, in this
section.
Lambrecht (1994) defines information structurécisws:

(24) INFORMATION STRUCTURE That component of sentence grammar in which sibpos
as conceptual representations of states of affaies paired with lexicogrammatical
structures in accordance with the mental statemteflocutors who use and interpret

7 Notice that according to Chomsky’s system, objeot/@ment from the first Merge position to [Spec,vi®]
string vacuous: the movement is not reflected oedi order. Consider the fact that shift of an nessed
pronoun is optional in Swedish and some dialectdrttberg 1999, Josefsson 2003):

i) Jag kysste¥‘henne) intethenne). ‘I didn't kiss her.’

The post-adverbial object case would be analyzddllasvs:

i) [Jag kysste }p inte [~ henne p jag v* [vp kysste hemme]]]]]

Rejecting Int’ that should be assigned in the fivgrge positionhennewould move to [Spec,v*P], where it is
assigned Int; the construction would only lack Disthe surface position over the negation. How ossible
to distinguish string vacuous derivation from cav®S as below, which would yield a semantic propert
acquired at [Spec,v*P] with the phonological mathan object left in situ?

i) [Jag kysste [p inte [-p henne [+ jag v* [vp kysste henne]]]]]

Chomsky claims that covert OS is not found (Chon2894:115). The reason is possibly as follows:cforert
OS to take place, the proposed matching operattmeden a head (v* here) and an object Agred is required
to occur twice; the second Agree cannot take pédter VP is spelled out, though, as it is assunied the
components within a spelled out domain cannot loessed in further operations (i.e. Plgase Impenetrability
Conditior). His claim is based on the assumption that phases/*P and CP. If, as claimed by Sigurdsson
(2007), only CP is a phase, however, Chomsky'sragni on absence of covert OS would be refutecdirs to
me that accounts of OS by the phase system malanthie picture complicated.

8 Concerning other proposals, see Erteschik-Shir§R€fr a purely phonological account of OS. See &od
Pesetsky (2005) for an account of OS by their Cyalearization system.
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these structures as units of information in givesta@urse contexts.
(Lambrecht 1994:5)

According to Lambrecht (1994:5), ‘the relationshiptween a given sentence form and the
function of the sentence in discourse is direcéyedmined by grammatical convention’ in
discourse pragmatics; ‘the information structureaentence is the formal expression of the
pragmatic structuring of a proposition in a diss&ir There are no sentences that do not have
information structure. Among the most importanegatries of information structure are topic
and focus, which are related to a speaker’s evaluain whether a relation between a
proposition and a given discourse situation camredicted. Information structure enters all
levels that have meanings like morphology, syntaxiuding lexical selection and word
ordering, and prosody (Lambrecht 1994:5-6).

| follow Lambrecht’s definition of information rstcture except the following point. | take
the ability to recognize information structure te khe faculty to recognize contextual
components like topic and focus that can be redlim® only in actual language use between
two speakers but in one’s mind. Thus, | do not m&sthat application of the definition of
information structure always involves notions likese’, ‘communication’, and ‘utterance’,
that imply presence of more than one speaker. leuglet types of information structure
introduced below as a kind of diagnosis that ingaseés the ability to recognize contextual
components.

Lambrecht proposes three kinds of informationctire:

(25)a. Sentence-focus
What's up? —|c John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].

b. Predicate-focus
What did John always do? — He alwaysKissed me].

c. Argument-focus
Who does John kiss every day? — He alwassekif,. her].

Nothing is presupposed in a question (25a); an ansgports an event, being presentational.
The answer contains only new information, thattli®e entire answer sentence carries the
focus. A subjectJohn is already presented in a question (25b); the ipaesl whose
information is missing in the question is identifiem an answer, carrying the focus. The
subject carries a topic, and the predicate makesnmanent of the subject in the answer. A
guestion is a presupposed open proposition in whidermation on an argument
corresponding to avh-phrase is missing (25c); the information is preddnd identified in
an answer (Lambrecht 1994:222-223).

I would like to refer to difference between fazation and topicalization. Lasnik and
Stowell (1991) claim that there are two kinds dfWard movement, based on data of Weak
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Cross-Over:
(26)a. ?3oHN, his mother likesohmn.
b. John his mother likedohn.

It is awkward for a pronouhis to corefer withJohnin (26a), whereas such a coreference is
possible in (26b). Based on their claim, Rizzi (292) proposes that (26a), focalization, is
quantificational, whereas (26b), topicalization,nst. | maintain this distinction between
focalization and topicalization based on thosedii@e. | call topicalizatiorgument-topic
and present data in the following manner:

(27) What's wrong with you? —f, Me], Prof. Z. didn’t recommend.

Kiss (1998:245-246) proposes distinction betwagument-focus illustrated by (25c¢) and
contrastivefocus like (26a): argument-focus simply marks mpoaesupposed information,
whereas contrastive focus acts as a quantificdtioparator in syntax, binding a variable
within its scope. Biring (1997) suggests that @amstive focus should not be confused with
contrastive topic as the former is ‘used in cormt and contradictions’ (Buring
1997:179,ft.7), as below:

(28) A: Did you kiss Mary?
B: I didn’t kiss [oc HER], but kissed goc LUCY].

Contrastive topic, on the other hand, is observedadr instance, an answer to a multiple
wh-question. Imagine a situation in which Speakerndws that Fred and Bill attended a
party and asks Speaker B, who attended the panty to

(29) A: Who ate what?
B: [1op Fred] ate foc theBeans], and frp Bill] ate [roc thepoTaTOES.

In an answer to a multipl@h-question, contrastive topic denotes each membarsafient set
(Fred andBill), whereas focus denotes a member of the latt€theebeansandthe potatoes

| present data of contrastive focus (hereattentrastive argument-focus the form of (28);

| provide data of contrastive topic, presentingaliest set of alternatives in a question, as
below:

(30) Did you kiss her and her sister?
— | kissed+{, hersisTeR, but | didn’t kiss fop HER].

Vilkuna (1995:249-250) claims that a finite vedo has an information status in the same
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way as arguments. According to her, whereas nonairgadiments are distinguished only for
context-new/old, finite verbs are distinguished mmtly for context-new/old but for
polarity-new/old. She argues that polarity-newnisssinderstood as an answer tyes-no
question. | assumeerb-focusfor context-new/old (31a), andontrastive verb-focugor
polarity-new/old (31b).

(31)a. What did John always do to Mary? — He alwayskjssed] her.
b. Did you kiss Mary? — | didn’t{. kiss] her, but foc HELD] her tight.

A gquestion is a presupposed open proposition irckvimformation on the event carried out
by John and Mary is missing (31a); the event information is proddand identified in an
answer. The information on the event carried ouydnyandMary presented in a question is
negated and corrected fasldin an answer (31b).

| summarize the eight types of information stanetbelow:

(32)a. Sentence-focus
What's up? —|c John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].

b. Predicate-focus
What did John always do? — He alwaysKissed me].

c. Verb-focus
What did John always do to Mary? — He abvay kissed] her.

d. Contrastive verb-focus
Did you kiss Mary? — | didn’t{c kiss] her, but Foc HELD] her tight.

e. Argument-topic
What's wrong with you? -, Me], Prof. Z. didn’t recommend.

f. Argument-focus
Who does John kiss every day? — He alwesgek §.c her].

g. Contrastive topic
Did you kiss her and her sister?
— | kissed+},p hersisTer, but | didn’t kiss fop HER].

h. Contrastive argument-focus
Did you kiss Mary? — | didn’t kissof HER], but kissed focLUCY].

9 | make a detailed discussion of these informattounctures in section 6.
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| hereafter assume these eight types of informasioncture, based on which | investigate
(in-)applicability of OS.

4. Investigation of the environments in which Objghift is (in-)applicable
4.1 Swedish Object Shift

| investigate in which information structures oRJ30S applies/does not apply in Swedish.
Sentence constructions relevant to OS are as fsllow

(33)a. Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
‘I didn’t kiss her.’

b. Jag kysste inte henRefNE.
‘| didn’t kiss hemrer.’

c. Kysst har jag henne inte (bara hallit heinnbanden).
kissed have | her not onlyheld herlisyhand
‘I didn’tkiss her (, but onlyHeLD her by the hand).’
(Holmberg 1999:7,(11))

OS takes place in (33a), but not in (33b). (33dyasb-Fronting, a verb-focus construction in
which a past participle moves to the sentenceainitiosition and OS also appligs.l
establish each information structure of (32) bysprging questions, and investigate which
construction(s) among (33a-c) can be an appropaiasever form as answers. The results are
as follows™

(34)a. Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].
i) Jan kysser mej alltid.
Jan kisses me always
i) Jan kysser alltid mej.

10 Holmberg (1999) calls this constructiderb-Topicalization To lessen a gap between what the terminology
invokes and an actual semantic effect the congbrut¢tas, | hereafter use a neutral téremb-Fronting See his
paper for detailed discussions of participial moeem
11 All test sentences are made with eith@e ‘not’, alltid ‘always’, oraldrig ‘never’, since the Scandinavian
words corresponding to those are the only senteadigerbials with which presence of OS can be tegighout
interference of comma intonation (Anders Holmbegug;.). Since Verb-Fronting construction is relevamt
verb-focus and contrastive verb-focus, | give thsuits of judgment of this construction in those wontexts
only. That construction is appropriate when a gaastontains a complex tense form ‘Aux + Past Egpig’. |
presuppose the Swedish counterpart of ‘what has abkays done to Mary?’ for the question of (33¢iénd
that of ‘have you kissed Mary?’ for the questior(®4diii).
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b.

Predicate-focus:
What did John always do? — He always kissed me].
1) Han kysste mej alltid.
he kissed me always
i) ?Han kysste alltid mej.

Verb-focus:
What did John always do to Mary? — He alwaysKissed] her.
i) Han kysste henne alltid.
he kissed her always
i) Han kysste alltid henne.
iii) ?Kysst har han henne alltid.
kissed has he her always

Contrastive verb-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’jckiss] her (, but f.c HELD] her tight).
i) Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste inte henne.
iii) Kysst har jag henne inte.
kissed has | her not

Argument-topic:
What's wrong with you? —§, Me], Prof. Z. didn’t recommend.
i) Prof. Z. reckommenderade mej inte.
Prof. Z. recommended me not
i) Prof. Z. rekommenderade inte mej.

Argument-focus:
Who does John kiss every day? — He always Kissgisdr].
i) *Han kysser henne alltid.
he kisses her always
i) Han kysser alltid *hennaENNE.

Contrastive topic:
Did you kiss her and her sister?
— (I kissed {op hersisTer, but) I didn'’t kiss fop HER].
i) *Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste inte *henneNNE.
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h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’t kisgd. HER] (, but kissed{ycLucCY]).
1) *Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste intelENNE.

OS can apply in sentence-focus (34a), predicatesf (34b), verb-focus (34c), contrastive
verb-focus (34d), and argument-topic (34e), inalgdverb-Fronting constructions (34c-diii);
an object pronoun can either move or stay in thgr@ position. On the other hand, OS
cannot apply in argument-focus (34f), contrastyaid (34g), and contrastive argument-focus
(34h); a pronoun must remain in situ in these mfation structures. | summarize
(in-)applicability of OS in Swedish below:

(35) Applicability of OS (Swedish):

Applicable: Sentence-focus Inapplicablegment-focus
Predicate-focus Contrastive topic
Verb-focus Contrastive argata®cus

Contrastive verb-focus
Argument-topic

4.2 Icelandic Object Shift

In this section | investigate in which informatistructures (32) OS applies/does not apply in
Icelandic. | investigate which sentence form(shexi with or without OS, can be appropriate
as an answer form to the questions in the eiglorimfition structures. (Note: Icelandic does
not have a Verb-Fronting construction.) Since naly g@ronouns but full NPs can move in
Icelandic, | present data of the pronouns, indefg)iand definites, in turn. The results of
pronominal OS are as follows:

(36)a. Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].
i) Jon kyssir mig alltaf.
Jon kisses me always
ii) *J6n kyssir alltaf mig.

b. Predicate-focus:
What did John always do? — He always kissed me].
I) Hann kyssti mig alltaf.
he kissed me always
i) *Hann kyssti alltaf mig.
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c. Verb-focus:
What did John always do to Mary? — He alwaysKissed] her.
i) Hann kyssti hana alltaf.
he kissed her always
i) *Hann kyssti alltaf hana.

d. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’{ckiss] her (, but f.c HELD] her tight).

i) EgkyssTi hana ekki.

| kissed her not

i) *Eg kyssTi ekki hana.

e. Argument-topic:
What's up with you every day?
— [top Me], John always kisses/John always kisses me.
i) Jon kyssir mig alltaf.
Jon kisses me always
i) *Jon kyssir alltaf mig.

f. Argument-focus:
Who does John kiss every day? — He always kisgglsdr].
i) Hann kyssir hanaéna alltaf
he kissed her always
i) Hann kyssir alltaf *hana/?ANA.

g. Contrastive topic:
Did you kiss her and her sister?
— (I kissed {op hersisTer, but) I didn'’t kiss fop HER].
i) ?Eg KysstHANA ekki.
| kissed her not
i) ??Eg kyssti ekkitana.*®

h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’t kisgd. HER] (, but kissed{ycLuCY]).

12 A shifted stressed pronoun has an effect of foeatrast (Halldor Sigurdsson, p.c.).
13 Presence of OS is better than not. Cf.:
i) Eg kyssti ekki hana sjélfa.
| kissed not herself

i) HANA SJALFA kyssti ég ekki.

herself  kissed | not
It is better either that a reflexive follows thegaéion (i), or that the reflexive is located in thentence-initial
position (ii) (Halldor Sigurdsson, p.c.).
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i) Eg kysstiHANA ekKki.
| kissed her not
ii) ??Eg kyssti eKkHANA.

A pronominal object moves in all the informationustures above. Remarkable is that unlike
Swedish pronominal OS, not only a weak form butrassed pronoun almost obligatorily
move. The results of indefinite NP shift are asolwk:

(37)a. Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always scribbles a car].
i) *Jon parar  bil alltaf.
Jon scribbles a-car always
i) Jon parar alltaf bil.

b. Predicate-focus:
What does John do every day? — He alwayssEribbles a car].
i) *Hann parar bil alltaf.
he scribbles a-car always
i) Hann pérar alltaf bil.

c. Verb-focus:
What does John do to a car every day? — He alwaysckibbles] a car.
i) *Hann parar bil alltaf.
he scribbles a-car always
i) Hann parar alltaf bil.

d. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did John buy a car? — No, he didalty a car (, buBORROWEDIt).
i) *Hann keypT! bil ekki.
he bought a-car not
i) HannkeypTi ekki bil.

e. Argument-topic:
What's up with a car?
— [wopA car], (well,) John always scribbles/John alwagsbbles a cal!
i) *Jon parar  bil alltaf.
Jon scrobbles a-car always
i) Jon parar alltaf bil.

14 |t is unnatural to make an indefinite NP topicadizenless it is as an echo question, in which casegets a
stress on an object in an introducing questionedevb(Halldér Sigurdsson, p.c.):
i) A CAR, what did you say about a car? — John fired yesterday.
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f. Argument-focus:
What does John scribble every day? — He alwayblses F.c a car].
i) *Hann parar bil alltaf.
he scribbles a-car always
i) Hann pérar alltaf bibiL.

g. Contrastive topic:
Did John buy a car and a bicycle?
— (He bought+,, aBicycLE], but) he didn’t buy{,, acARr].
1) *Hann keyptisiL ekki.
he bought a-car not
i) Hann keypti ekkigiL.

h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did John buy a car? — No, he didn’'t byy.jacar] (, but bought §,c aBicYCLE]).
1) *Hann keypti BiL ekki.
he bought a-car not
i) Hann keypti ekkaiL .

Shift of an indefinite NP is impossible in any k&ndf information structure. The results of
definite NP shift are as follows:

(38)a. Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always paints this house].
i) ?? Jon malar petta hus alltaf.
Jon paints this house always
i) Jon mélar alltaf petta hus.

b. Predicate-focus:
What does John do every day? — He alwaysppints this house].
i) ??Hann malar petta has  alltaf.
he paints this house always
i) Hann malar alltaf petta hus.

c. \erb-focus:
What does John do to this house every day? — Hayalp paints] this house.
i) Hann malar petta hus allt4f.
he paints this house always
i) *Hann malar alltaf petta hus.

15 The main stress lies on a main verb (Halldor Sigsod, p.c.).
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d. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did John buy this house?
— No, he didn’t foc BUY] this house (, butslc BORROWE( it).
i) HannkeypPT petta has ekki.
he bought this house not
i) HannkeypTi ekki petta hus.

e. Argument-topic:
What's up with this house?
— [rop This house], (well,) John always paints/John abyagints this house.
i) ??Jon malar petta hius alltaf.
Jon paints this house always
i) ??J6n malar alltaf petta hus.

f. Argument-focus:
What does John paint every day? — He always pgintsis house].
i) ??J6n malar petta hus alltaf.
Jon paints this house always
i) Jon mélar alltaf petta hus.

g. Contrastive topic:
Did John buy this house and that house?
— (He bought+,, THAT one], but) he didn’t buyr§, THIS house].
i) ??Hann keyptbeTTA hls ekki.
he bought this house not
i) Hann keypti ekkbETTA hUsS.

h. Contrastive argument-focfis
Did John buy this house?
— No, he didn’t buyds THIS house] (, but boughtd: THAT one)).
i) ??Hann keyptbeTTA hs ekki.
he bought this house not
i) Hann keypti ekkbeTTA hUs.

A definite is mostly forced to stay in situ in semte-focus (38a), predicate-focus (38b),

16 |celandic uses the same word fhat andthis as below:
i) Keypti Jon petta his eda petta his?
bought Jorpettahouse angbettahouse
‘Did Jon this house and that house?’
- Hann keypti petta hus en hann keypti ekkigbktis.
he boughpettahouse but he bought npéttahouse
‘He bought this house but he didn't buy that feus
It is necessary to point to relevant houses fosth@ences to be fine (Halldér Sigurdsson, p.c.).
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argument-focus (38f), contrastive topic (38g), awwhtrastive argument-focus (38h); a
definite moves/can move in verb-focus (38c) andrestive verb-focus (38d); the situation in
argument topic (38e) is not clear.

I summarize (in-)applicability of Icelandic OS|bw:

(39) Applicability of OS (Icelandic):

Pronouns:

Applicable: All Inapplicable: None

Indefinite NPs:

Applicable: None Inapplicable: All

Definite NPs:

Applicable: verb-focus Inapplicalife sentence-focus

contrastive verb-focus predicate-focus

argument-focus
contr. topic

contr. argument-focus
4.3 Consideration of the results of the investmai

I would like to consider the results of the invgations. As stated in Section 2.1, it has widely
been assumed concerning a semantic effect of OSathabject moves when it is old
information and presupposed in the discourse, vasea® object remains in situ when it is
new to the discourse and/or carries the focus Nthpping Hypothesis, Diesing 1992, 1997;
Holmberg 1999, Broekhuis 2001, Chomsky 2001, Ehi&s8hir 2005). | suggested that the
following two are predicted from the Mapping Hypesis: i) an object (pronoun) that is new
and receives an unexpected information could notenand ii) an object (pronoun) that is
familiar and presupposed in the discourse would-@wmin in situ.

Concerning Swedish OS, though prediction (i) esplto argument-focus (34f) and
contrastive argument-focus (34h), in which an dbijleat is assigned the focus does not move,
it does not apply to sentence-focus (34a) and gaéelfocus (34b). A shifted object
constitutes part of new information in sentencasfoand predicate-focus. Since an object
should not be familiar in those information struesj it could not move, contrary to fact.
Though prediction (ii) applies to verb-focus (34a@pntrastive verb-focus (34d), and
argument-topic (34e), in which an object that ifodesed/not new to the discourse moves, it
does not appear to apply to contrastive topic (3#tginight be claimed that an object in
contrastive topic that is already presented inestjon can acquire an unexpected information
in an answer. From arguments that contrastive tdpiotes members of an already given set
(Jackendoff 1972, Arregi 2000), it seems to meialiff to argue that an object in contrastive
topic acquires a novel information. Thus, an objeett should be familiar in the discourse

17 Though the situation in argument topic is not clear
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would not remain in situ, contrary to fd€t.Namely, the investigation shows that Swedish OS
can apply both when a pronominal object is defodirse new to the discourse (verb-focus,
contrastive verb-focus, and argument-topic) and rwiite constitutes part of the focus
(sentence-focus and predicate-focus); the invegtigalso shows that OS is prevented/may
not occur both when an object pronoun carries duaid (argument-focus and contrastive
argument-focus) and when it should not be neweéadibcourse (contrastive topic).

Turning to Icelandic OS, two generalizations dam seen from the results of the
investigation: a) pronominal OS is almost obliggtor any information structures; and b) full
NP shift is in fact limited to only a few case®(idefinite NP shift in (contrastive) verb-focus).
Prediction (i) does not apply to sentence-focusa)3predicate-focus (36b), argument-focus
(36f), and contrastive argument-focus (36h) of pramal OS, in which a shifted object
pronoun is focused or is part of new informatidms tprediction does not make sense for
indefinite NP OS, since an indefinite NP cannot enam any information structures.
Prediction (i) does not apply to verb-focus (37@ontrastive verb-focus (37d),
argument-topic (37e), and contrastive topic (37gindefinite NP shift, in which an object
presupposed in the discourse does not move; thadigiion does not make sense for
pronominal OS, since a pronominal object is requite move in almost all information
structures. It would be only for definite NP sHifr which the Mapping Hypothesis would
appear to make right predictions: prediction (idoappear to apply to sentence-focus (38a),
predicate-focus (38b), argument-focus (38f), andtrestive argument-focus (38h), in which
an unshifted object carries the focus or is pame# information; prediction (ii) would also
appear to apply to verb-focus (38c), contrastivdsfecus (38d), in which a moved object is
presupposed in the discourse. Still, predictionddies not appear to apply to contrastive topic
(389) for the same reason as | stated above. Allljmt would be a great surprise to learn that
there are so few cases in which full NP shift caket place, based on the Mapping
Hypothesis.

From the results of the investigations and theggiments, | would like to claim that a
semantic effect of OS is not so simple as claimethb Mapping Hypothesis.

In Section 2.2 | introduced the derivational neubm proposed by Chomsky (2001). The
core idea is that only when an object rejects titerpretation that it should receive in the first
Merge position does OS apply. | predicted from thathanism that the case illustrated below
would not exist in which an object receives theiptetation Int’, which it should not reject
to receive in the first Merge position, in v*’'s EBBsition:

(40)*...Neg [vr ODbj [p [ve V Obj]]] (=23)
TInt’

Specifically, | suggested that the case in whiclolject that is assigned Int’ appears crossing

18 Note, in addition, that in verb-focus (34c) andtcastive verb-focus (34d), a defocused object neayain in
situ, which is another counterargument againstiptied ii). It seems to be difficult to account foptional
aspects of Swedish OS under the Mapping Hypothesis.
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over Neg with application of Disl would not be peas Concerning Swedish OS, this
prediction does not apply to sentence-focus (34a) @redicate-focus (34b). An object in
these information structures carries part of tlrisanterpretation. An object should not reject
to receive this interpretation in situ, since ihdeeely be assigned that interpretation in the
original position. Concerning Icelandic OS, thoulyis prediction appears to apply to full NP
shift, it does not apply to sentence-focus (36egdigate-focus (36b), argument-focus (36f),
and contrastive argument-focus (36h) of pronomi@&. An object in these information
structures either is part of new information (sentence-focus and predicate-focus), or carries
the focus (i.e. argument-focus and contrastive raggu-focus). Since an object should not
reject to receive this interpretation in situ,hbsld not move in these information structures,
contrary to fact.

From these arguments, | would like to argue thaxivational mechanisms that (tacitly)
assume the Mapping Hypothesis make a wrong predicti

5. Facts relevant to Object Shift
5.1 Long Object Shift

It is pointed out that an object may sometimes moessing a subject (e.g. Holmberg 1986,
1999, Hellan and Platzack 1999, Josefsson 1999%.0dng OS can apply to both reflexives
and object pronoun$®®

(41)a. lgar kammade sig Erik inte pa hela dagen.
yesterday combed self Erik not on whole thaey-
‘Yesterday Erik didn’t comb his hair for thole day.’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:132,(25a))

b. P& stationen métte henne hela slakten maexdrbéy och presenter.
at the-station met her whole family-theéhdlowers and gifts.
‘At the station the whole family met her witowers and gifts.’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:132,(25c))

19 Hellan and Platzack (1999:132-133) state that L@®) is possible when a pronoun has an object form
distinct from a subject form:
i) Nu befallde (*dom) rdnaref?tdom) att vara tysta.

now ordered them the-thief  them to be silent

‘Now the thief ordered them to be silent.’
i) Nu befallde P¥oss) ranarer{oss) att vara tysta.

now ordered  us the-thief us to be silent

‘Now the thief ordered us to be silent.’

(Hellan and Platzack 1999:133,(26-27))
Dom (3pl) has only that form, which makes Long OS isgible (i), whereas an Aasshas a distinct Nom form
vi ‘we’, which allows Long OS (ii). | leave aside tlssue on Case marking here.
20 | turn to the reflexives more in detail in the negttion.
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A reflexive sig moves crossing both a subjé&aik and the sentential negatiorte (41a). An
object pronournennemoves crossing a subjdetla slakter(41b).
| investigate in which information structuresdagl(41b) can be an appropriate answer:

(42)a. What happened (at the station)?
b. What did the whole family do (at the station)?
c. What did the whole family do regarding hertfet station)?
d. Did the whole family say good-by to her (at sit@tion)?
e. What's up with her (at the station)?
f.  *Whom did the whole family meet (at the staj@n
g. *Did the whole family meet her and her husbéatdhe stationf?
h. *Did the whole family meet her husband (at$tetion)?

(41b) is an appropriate answer to a question ofeser-focus (42a), predicate-focus (42b),
verb-focus (42c), contrastive verb-focus (42d), angument-topic (42e), whereas it is not
appropriate as an answer to a question of argufoens (42f), contrastive topic (42g), and
contrastive argument-focus (42h). This result i same as the above mentioned result of
Swedish OS.

Note that (41b) can be an appropriate answéredallowing questions:

(43)a. Who met her (at the station)?
b. Did her husband meet her (at the station)?

(43a) is a question of argument-focus of a subjetien a question (43b) is asked, (41b)
makes an answer in which a subject is contrastifcglysed. It appears to me that Long OS is
a subject focus construction, as suggested byskme{1999:750): ‘weak object pronouns in
[a postverbal position as in (41b)] require a P subject or a heavily stressed pronominal
subject’.

5.2 Reflexives

It is pointed out that monosyllabic reflexives (4, but disyllabic reflexives (44b) do not,
move in the Scandinavian languages (e.g. Ertesghik2001).

(44)a. Han s&8Y‘sig) ikke (*sig) i spejlet.
he saw self not selfin the-mirror
‘He didn’t see himself in the mirror.’

21 The intended meaning of (41b) as an answer for)(#2the whole family meHER, but not heHUSBAND'.
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b. *Han s& (*sigselv) ikké’{sigselv) i spejlet.
he saw himself not himself in the-rorrr
‘He didn’t see himself in the mirror.’
(Erteschik-Shir 2001:53,(5))

Use of sig/sigselvis not idiomatic: when available, their alternatiappears to be always
possible (Anders Holmberg, p.c.).

Let us investigate the environments in which arsheflexive and a long reflexive appear
based on information structure. Imagine a situatiowhich Mary met a terrible accident, and
her face has severely been daméged

(45)a. Sentence-focus:
What's up?
— [Foc She always sees herself in the mirror] (as ifchdirmed the damage).
i) Hon ser sej alltid i spegeln.
she sees self always in the mirror
i) ?Hon ser alltid sej i spegeffi.
iii) Hon ser  alltid sej sjalv i spegeffi.
she sees always herself in the mirror

b. Predicate-focus:
What does Mary do every day? — She alwayssees herself in the mirror].
i) Hon ser sej alltid i spegeln.
she sees self always in the mirror
i) ?Hon ser alltid sej i spegeln.
iii) Hon ser alltid  sej sjalv i spegefn.
she saw always herself in the-mirror

c. \erb-focus:
What does Mary do to herself every day?
— She alwaysH,. sees] herself in the mirror (as if she confirmeel damage).

22 | present firstly data of monosyllablic reflexivegth and without their movement, and next dataisykabic
reflexives. In verb-focus and contrastive verb-fcupresent data of Verb-Fronting too. It is pmsased that
the question form of (45ciii) is ‘what has Mary doto herself?’, and that of (45diii) ‘has Mary sdeself?’. It
is not possible to isolate a weak reflexive aspctization reading, since it is not a referentiam (Anders
Holmberg, p.c.). | exclude the case of argumenictbpre.
23 The Advsejorder appears to be generally marginal (Andersrilelg, p.c.).
24 Se sej sjalv i spegelmppears to mean that she sees herself incideimathe mirror (e.g. ‘when she walks
through the hall’). It cannot mean that she lookkaself in the mirror. With the ‘incidentally’ raging, this is
acceptable (Anders Holmberg, p.c.).
25 The same as footnote 24.
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i) Hon ser sej alltid i spegeln.
she sees self always in the mirror
i) ?Hon ser alltid sej i spegeln.
iii) *Sett har hon sej alltid i spegeln.
seen has she self always in the mirror
iv) *Hon ser alltid sej sjalv i spegeffi.
she sees always herself in the mirror

d. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did Mary see herself? — She didrétdseg herself (, but §oc HEARD] about herself).
i) Hon sag sej inte.
she saw self not
i) Hon sag inte sej.
iii) Sett har hon sej inte.
seen has she self not
iv) Hon sag inte sej sjalv.
she saw not herself

e. Argument-focus:
What does Mary see every day? — She always ggdwefself] in the mirror.
1) *Hon ser sej alltid ispegeln.
she sees self always in the mirror
i) Hon ser alltid *sej/8eJi spegelrf’
lii) Hon ser alltid sej sjalv i spegein.
she saw always herself in the-mirror

f. Contrastive topic:

Did Mary see not only the shadow of her face bsi &lerself?
— (She saw}, thesHapow of her face], but) she didn’t seg[HERSELH.
i) *Hon sag sej inte.

she saw self not
i) Hon sg inte *sej1?®
i) Hon sag inte sej sjalv.

she saw not herself

g. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did Mary see herself?
— She didn't see-{c HERSELH (, but just sawd,: thesHADOW of her face]).

26 This is unacceptable since the ‘incidental readmgnlikely here (Anders Holmberg, p.c.).
27 Focusing the short reflexive is marginal (Anderdritzerg, p.c.).
28 Though the monosyllabic reflexive can be stresseditu, the primary accent may fall on the mainbver
(Anders Holmberg, p.c.).
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i) *Hon séag sej inte.
she saw self not
ii) Hon sag inte *sej/*8E1
iii) Hon sdg inte sej sjalt’
she saw not herself

A disyllabic reflexive can be used in all the infation structures abov&.A monosyllabic
reflexive moves in sentence-focus (45a), preditatas (45b), verb-focus (45c), and
contrastive verb-focus (45d), whereas it cannot enorv cannot be used in argument-focus
(45e), contrastive topic (45f), and contrastiveuangnt-focus (45g). It seems to me that
(in-)applicability of short reflexive movement folws that of pronominal OS: a short
reflexive can move in the same environments in Whie object pronoun can be shifted too.

5.3 Movement of pronominal adverbials

Though an argument place adverbial cannot shittenScandinavian languages, it may move
when it is a pronominal form (e.g. Hellan and Pdakz1999, Josefsson 1999):

(46)a. Fortre &r sedan bodde han (*i London) ififel{ondon).
for three years since lived he in London not Lamdon
‘Three years ago he did not live in London.’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:129,(16), slightly maasii

b. Fortre ar sedan bodde han dar inte.
for three years since lived he there not
‘Three years ago he didn't live there.’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:129,(17a))

A phrasal adverb cannot move (46a), whereas a priovab adverbiadar moves crossing the
sentential adverinte (46b).

Let us see the environments in which movemeptafominal adverbials can océtr

(47)a. Sentence-focus:
What'’s the matter? +{. John always sleeps here]. (A lazy guy!)
1) Jan sover (*)har alltid.
Jan sleeps here always
i) Jan sover alltid har.

29 Use of the disyllabic reflexive is the only wayrtake a reflexive contrastive (Anders Holmberg,)p.c.
30 Though the situation is a little bit unclear in lvdocus.
31 There is dialectal variation in whether locativefprms can shift (Anders Holmberg, p.c.). It isqupposed
that the question form of (47ciii) is ‘what has dodlways done here?’, and that of (47diii) ‘hasnldiked
here?’.
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b.

Predicate-focus:
What did John always do? — He always §lept here].
1) ??Han sov har alltid.
he slept here always
i) Han sov alltid har.

Verb-focus:
What did John always do here? — He alwaysdlept] here.
i) ?Han sov har alltid.
he slept here always
i) Han sov alltid har.
iii) ??Sovit har han har alltitf.
slept has he here always

Contrastive verb-focus:
Did John live here? — He didnif LivE] here (, but onlyd,c. CAME] here).
i) Han bodde (*)har inte.
he lived here not
i) Han bodde inte har.
iii) Bott har han har inte.
lived has he here not

Argument-topic:
What happens here? r,{Here], John always sleeps/John always sleeps here.
i) Jan sover (*)har alltid.
Jan sleeps here always
i) Jan sover alltid har.

Argument-focus:
Where did John sleep? — He always sleptHere].
i) *Han sov har alltid.
he slept here always
i) Han sov alltid *hamAr.

Contrastive topic:
Did John live here and there? — He didn't livgy HErg (, but lived frop THERE]).

32 Cf.:

i) ?Sovit har han alltid har.
slept has he always here
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i) *Han bodde har inte.
he lived here not
i) Han bodde inte *hamAr.

h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did John live here? — He didn't liveof HERE] (, but lived Eoc THERE]).
i) *Han bodde har inte.
he lived here not
i) Han bodde inte *hamrAr.

Despite dialectal variation in availability of ldoge proform shift, it appears that an adverbial
pronounhdr must stay in situ in argument-focus (47f), corttvastopic (479) and contrastive
argument-focus (47h).

5.4 Expletives/quasi-arguments

Hereafter, | mention apparently problematic casaserning OS. It is pointed out that an
expletive and a quasi-argument in a small clauseenio the Scandinavian languages (e.g.
Holmberg 1999, Erteschik-Shir 2005):

(48)a. Han tar det mycket sallagcldet lugnt].
he takes it very seldom easy.
‘He very seldom takes it easy.’
(Holmberg 1999:23,(50))

b. Jeg harte det ikkeddet regne].
| heardit not rain
‘I didn’t hear it rain.’
(Erteschik-Shir 2005:62,(29))

A pleonastiaddetabove moves crossing adverbials. An expletivdf itkees not affect meaning
of a sentence. It seems to be difficult to invedtegthe information structure of the sentence
that contains an expletive in a small clause.

5.5 Adverbial intermingling (+ Long Object Shift)

It is pointed out that when there are several sest@adverbials, an object pronoun moves to a
position higher than the highest adverb in all Bmndinavian languages except Swedish;
only in Swedish may an object pronoun be locatedwéen adverbials (adverbial
intermingling*>:

33 The issue has long been discussed, associatedheitfact that a moved object pronoun may not alvimys
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(49)1 g&r  laste harPdem) ju  PXdem) allts& “dem) troligen “dem) inte ?¥dem).
yesterday read he  them indeed them thushem probably them not them
‘Yesterday he probably did not read them, yoawk’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:130,(20))

In the Scandinavian languages other than Swedrslopgect pronourdemcan only occupy
the leftmost position; in Swedish, it can occupy paosition indicated above.
It is also pointed out that adverbial interminglimay be combined with Long OS:

(50)Nu manar Xoss) ju  P¥oss) inte langre®(‘oss) ndgon myndighet att ata mer bréd.
now urges us as-you-know us notlonger uany authority to eat more bread
‘We are no longer urged by any authority toseato eight slices of bread per day.’
(Holmberg and Platzack 1995:156-157,(6.31))

An object pronouross can occupy any position above. As a subjgmjon myndigheis a
negative polarity item, it must be located to tightr of the negationnte langre Thus, an
objectossshould move crossing not only the subject butammore adverbials, as suggested
by Vogel (2004:10).

It is predicted from the investigations so faattladverbial intermingling both with and
without Long OS would not occur especially in castive contexts. | show the cases of
contrastive focus:

(51)a. Iheard he didn't read those books yesterday.
— Yesterday he probably didn’t readam (, notTHOSE), you know.
| gar laste hanX‘dem) ju P*dem) allts& {“dem) troligen ¢*dem) inte PXdem).

b. [Iheard you are urged to eat more bread.
—WE are no longer urged by any authority to eat moeadb, you know (, butHEY may be).
Nu manar{‘oss) ju £¥oss) inte langre®‘oss) ndgon myndighet att 4ta mer brod.
As illustrated above, the prediction is not tenahle object pronoun can occupy any position
indicated above for both cases. As Anders Holmlgexg) suggests, it appears that adverbials
can receive emphasis and prominence dependingeasotitexts or a speaker’s intention.

5.6 OS inyes-noquestion

We saw in 5.1. that an object may cross a subjectliong OS):

adjacent to a main verb (e.g. Holmberg and Platd8&5, Hellan and Platzack 1999). | leave asidasige on
adjacency here.
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(52) Pa stationen métte henne hela slakten med bloroniopresenter.  (=41b)
at the-station met her whole family-the withwiers and gifts.
‘At the station the whole family met her witlowers and gifts.’
(Hellan and Platzack 1999:132,(25c))

It is pointed out, however, that an object is ndiynaot allowed to cross a subject yes-no
questions:

(53)Kopte (*den) Johan“(den) inte P¥den)?
bought it Johan it not it
‘Didn’t Johan buy it?’
(Holmberg 1986:170,(17-18))

According to Vilkuna (1995)yes-noquestion is polarity-focus of a main verb. It agsethat
the construction in which an object crosses a stibje (53) (i.e. ‘k6pteden Johan inte?’)
cannot be used even as a question of contrastibefoeus®*

(54)#Didn’t Johamsuy it? — He didn’READ it.

5.7 Negative/Quantifier Movement and WH-Object Shif

In this section | mention two facts relevant tolarelic OS. It has been suggested that

negative phrases likeothingandno + NP are obligatorily located in the position which the
negation occupies in Icelandic (Rognvaldsson 188@nonius 20065:

34 1t is reported that a short reflexive (i), and exdgpronominal object (ii), may move yes-noquestion:
i) Slog (“sej) Sara{*sej)?
hurt self Sara self
‘Did Sara hurt herself?’
(Holmberg 1986:205,(138e-f))
i) Gav dejsnuten korkortet tillbaka?
gave you the cops the driving license back
‘Did the cops give you back your driving licefise
(Holmberg 1986:236,(224d))
With the claim made in section 5.1. that Long O8 &ibject focus construction, a subfeatacould be focused
in (i). Not only a subject but a direct objdgirkortetand the sentence-final adveiltbaka might be focused in
(ii). I leave these possibilities aside here.
35 Christensen (1986) states that these negative gshi@® located in the negation position also inather
Scandinavian languages:
i) Jon leser {“ingen romaner) ut (*ingen romaner). (Nor.)
Jonreads no novels out no novels
‘Jon reads no novels.’
(Christensen 1986:22,(9-10))
The formnot ... any NHs used in a complex tense case; a form like (%8Bj}ylistically marked (Christensen
1986:33,ft.9):
ii) ®Jon har ingen romaner lest.
Jonhas no novels read
‘Jon has read no novels.’
(Christensen 1986:28,(42))
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(55)a. Jon hefur{ekkert) getad lesid (*ekkert).
Jon has nothing could read nothing
‘Jon hasn't been able to read anything.’

b. Jén hefur¥‘engar baekur) lesid (*engar baekur).
Jon has no books read no books
‘Jon hasn't read any books.’

(Régnvaldsson 1987:6,(27,31))

It has also been suggested that quantifier phrasest all kinds, can move in Icelandic
(Roégnvaldsson 1987, Svenonius 2000). Rognvaldsk@si/(7) states that the more negative a
quantifier is, the more easily it tends to precaderb:

(56)a. Jon hefuritia/ < dalitio/??mikid) getad lesid (*iti8fdalitio/mikid).
Jon has little alittle much couladdittle a little much
‘Jon has been able to read little/a littledtm.’
(Rbégnvaldsson 1987:6,(29-30))

b. Jon hefur (faar baekur/??einhverjar baekur) getad (@far baekur/einhverjar baekur).
Jon has few books some books could rdad/ books some books
‘Jon has read few books/some books.’

(Rbégnvaldsson 1987:6,(32-33))

Though it is quite marked for a complex quantifarase like (56b) to move (57a), a bare
quantifier like margt ‘many’, sumt ‘some’, andfatt ‘few’ appears to easily move (57b),
especially in contrastive contexts like (57¢) (idéH Sigurdsson, p.c.).

(57)a. *Hann hefur margar baekur lesid.
he has many books read

b. 7?Hann hefur margt lesio.
he has many read

iii) Jon har ikke lest noen romaner.

Jon has not read any novels

‘Jon has not read any novels.’

(Christensen 1986:24,(18))
An exception to obligatory placement of a negafitiease in the negation position is reported:
iv) J6n sagdi (*ekkert) SveinP{ekkert). (Ice.)

Jontold  nothing Sveinn nothing

‘Jén didn't tell Sveinn anything.’

(Rognvaldsson 1987:9,(43c-d))
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c. Hann hefumarcT lesid, erFATT laert.
he has many read but few learned
‘He has read much, but learned few.’

Recall the contrast between pronominal OS and\BIkhift in Icelandic: a pronoun, which is
a bare form, moves (almost obligatorily), wheredsllaNP, which is either bare or complex,
may move only in a few cases.

I would like to mention another kind of movemehat is observed only in Icelandic:
wh-OS. In all the Scandinavian languagestaphrase moves to the sentence-initial position;
a main verb is located at the second positionpgstifollows the verb:

(58) Ven kysste jag? (Swe.)
who kissed |
‘Who did | kiss?’

In multiple wh-question, only one/h-phrase can move to the sentence-initial position:

(59)a. Hver &t hvad? (Ice.)
who ate what
‘who ate what?’

b. *Hver hvao at?
who what ate

Only hver ‘who’ moves to the sentence-initial position, weeshvad ‘what’ remains in situ
(59a). It is not possible for botiver andhvadto simultaneously move to the sentence-initial
position (59b).

Interestingly, only in Icelandic may wh-object move to an intermediate position in
multiple wh-question, whereas it must remain in situ in theeoScandinavian languages:

(60)a. ?Hver at ekki hvad? (Ice.)
who ate not what
‘Who didn't eat what?’

b. ?Hver at hvad ekki?
who ate what not

(61)a. Vem atinte vad? (Swe.)

who ate not what
‘Who didn’t eat what?’
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b. *Vem &t vad inte?
who ate what not

A wh-object in Icelandic remains in situ (60a); it nragve to an intermediate position (60b).
On the other hand, ah-object must stay in situ in the other Scandinaviamguages
(61a-b)*°

It appears that with appropriate contexts giveot, only barewh-phrases but complex
wh-phrases (i.ewhich-phrases) may move in Icelandic (62), whereasithisot possible in
the other Scandinavian languages (63).

(62)a. ?Hver &t ekki hvada mat? (Ice.)
who ate not which food
‘who didn't eat which food?’

b. ?Hver at hvada mat ekki?
who ate which food not

(63)a. Vem at inte vilken mat? (Swe.)
who ate not which food
‘who didn't eat which food?’

b. *Vem &t vilken mat inte?
who ate which food not

| turn to these facts later.

All in all, based on the investigation here, ttodlowing tendencies are observed in
Icelandic OS: i) bare pronominal forms, includihgge of bare negatives/quantifiers and bare
wh-pronouns, move obligatorily or optionally; andfiijl NP shift is quite marked and limited
to only a few cases.

5.8 What is ‘full NP shift’ in Icelandic?

The investigations of Icelandic OS have showed thitNP shift is limited to only a few
cases. In this section | would like to consider avhre called’ the cases in which full NP shift

36 |t appears to me that the factwh-OS makes a counterargument against Cyclic Linatoiz proposed by
Fox and Pesetsky (2005). According to this systdm,information that is coded in a lower phase nhest
maintained in a higher phase. It is claimed thaba-quantifier/norwh object moves without dropping at the
edge of VP in (normal) OS to keep ordering inforimatv<O in a lower phase VP, whereas a quantifieves
dropping at the edge of VP asv-phrase moves to the sentence-initial position @€V in a CP phase). Thus,
awh-object should drop at the edge of VP:
i) [cp hver &t hvad ekkip hvad 4t hvad]] (=60b)
Ordering information at VP is O<V. After both a maierb and avh-object move, ordering information at CP is
V<O. Thus, contradiction between the linearizafitiormations will arise.
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takes place more in detail. OS must be accompabiedmain verb movement; the
environments in which a main verb moves, beingngk form, are either present tense or
past tense. Recall Diesing’s (1997) example in tviaic indefinite NP moves:

(64) Eg LES baekur ekki ... (=11b)
| read books not
‘I don’t READ books (, but onlpuy them).
(Diesing 1997:412,(71d))

According to Diesing, an indefinite NP that is sdijto existential closure remains in situ,
but it may move when it receives specific intergtieih. It is argued that meaning differs
between a construction in which OS takes placetlamdne in which OS does not occur. See
the relative scope afeldomandthe longest bookelow:

(65)a. Hann les sjaldanlengstu  bdkina
he reads seldom the-longest book

b. Hann les lengstu békinajaldan.
he reads the longest book seldom
(Diesing 1997:418,(82))

The interpretation of (65a), in which OS does notu, is that no matter which group of
books he is shown, he rarely reads the longestrotimt particular group. On the other hand,
the interpretation of (65b), in which OS takes plas that there is a book that is longer than
any other books, and he rarely reads that books(Bgel997).

Note that in both cases generic reading is idpl® matter in which way length of a book
is defined, it is his general attribute that hesdnet read that book. Halldér Sigurdsson (p.c.)
suggests a very important fact. Icelandic simpsent form usually receives either a generic
or future reading (66a-b), whereas a special ‘dggiresent’ Yera ad+ infinitive) is used to
express a present or progressive reading (67).

(66)a. Jbnles aldrei neinar baekur
Jon reads never any books
‘Jon never reads any books.’

b. Jonles pessa bodk liklega aldrei/a morgun

Jon reads this book probably never/on tomorrow
‘Jon will probably never read this book/3aitl probably read this book tomorrow.’
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(67)JoOn er ad lesa /#les bdkina sem hann keypti i geer
Jonistoread reads book thathe bought ireydsy
‘Jon is reading the book that he bought yesigid
(Halldor Sigurdsson, p.c.)

Importantly, Vikner (2001) suggests that in theesagn which OS cannot take place, the
construction has both interpretations:

(68)a. [ profunum svarar hann sjaldaerfidustu spurningunni
in the-exams answers he rarely the moftudlif question

b. [profunum svarar hann erfidustu spurningunrsjaldan.
in the-exams answers he the most diffigustion rarely

c. [ préfunum hefur hann sjaldan svarad erfidustspurningunni.
in the-exams has he rarely answered mtigtudt the-question
(Vikner 2001:325-326,(17),(18a))

The interpretation of (68a) is like (65a): ‘regas8 of which exam he is taking, he rarely
answers whichever question happens to be the nfbistiid one in that particular exam’. The
interpretation of (68b) is like (65b): ‘there iseoparticular question which is more difficult
than all others ... and which appears in most orealims, and when he encounters this
question, he rarely answers it'. (68c), in which ©&not take place since main verb
movement does not occur because of presence ofuan lfas both those interpretations
(Vikner 2001:325). Use of other tense forms insteddpresent tense removes generic
reading®’ Thus, what can be said from (68a-c) is that thdaoghandic can express difference
in scope by the same construction (i.e. without imgvhe object), Icelandic has to express
the difference by moving the object only when genexading is implied in present tense.
Let us see the case in which an indefinite NPesance again:

(69) Eg LES baekur ekki ...
| read books not
‘I don’t READ books (, but onlpuy them).

It is argued that an indefinite NP is subject teseential closure for the novel status; when it
can move, an indefinite NP receives specific inadion; thus, it is not subject to existential
closure (Diesing 1997:412). In the case (69), harea main verb is focused, which causes
defocalization of an indefinite. It appears to rhattmovement of an indefinite NP is not
primarily owed to specific interpretation of an @fohite, but due to focalization of a main
verb, which invokes defocalization and specifiemtetation of an indefinite. This applies to

37 | thank Anders Holmberg for suggesting this to me.|.
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definite NP shift too: the information structures which definite NP shift is observed are
verb-focus and contrastive verb-focus, which | eggeelow:

(70)a. Verb-focus:
What does John do to this house every day? — Hayalps. paints] this house.
i) Hann malar petta has alltaf.
i) *Hann malar alltaf petta hus. (=38c)

b. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did John buy this house?
— No, he didn’t foc BUY] this house (, butslc BORROWE( it).
i) HannkeypPTi petta has ekki.
i) HannkeypTi ekki petta hus. (=38d)

It is reported that a definite NP may move@s-noquestions:

(71) Keypti J6n P¥békina) ekki P¥bokina)?
bought J6n  the-book not  the-book
‘Did J6n buy the book?’

(Holmberg 1986:208,(148a))

According to Vilkuna (1995)yes-noquestion is polarity-focus of a main verb. Notatth
complex quantifier phrase can moveygs-noquestion:

(72) Hefur J6n ¥einhverjar baekur) lesi&{einhverjar baekur) i ar?
has Jén any books read any  booksytar
‘has Jon read any books this year?’
(Rognvaldsson 1987:7,(34))

Further, recall the data afh-OS in Icelandic:

(73)a. ?Hver &t ekki hvad? (Ice.)
who ate not what
‘Who didn't eat what?’

b. ?Hver at hvao ekki?
who ate what not

(74)a. ?Hver at ekki hvada mat?
who ate not which food
‘who didn't eat which food?’
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b. ?Hver at hvada mat ekki?
who ate which food not

Grohmann (2000) states that for multipld-question to be licit in German (and possibly
Italian too), all wh-phrases must be given. According to Lambrecht 4198owever, a
sentence must have the focus. If so, a main vesbaaiay the focus in multiplesh-question,
whose detailed issues | leave for future research.

From these arguments, | would like to argue disvis: Icelandic full NP shift may be
triggered only by either a property of Icelandiesent tense that it normally receives generic
reading, or focalization on a main verb. Those factors will be correlated. Recall that
generic reading can be distinguished from existiéméading with different positions of the
accent:

(75)a. FIREMEN are available. (=9a)
b. Firemen aravAILABLE . (=9b)

Though the accent is located on a subject in edisiereading in which there are firemen
who are available at some point in time (75a),abeent is located on a predicate in generic
reading in which firemen are available as theirggahattribute (75b) (Diesing 1992:50). It is
not clear, however, whether those two factors aanrbfied into either of them. Focalization
on a main verb comprises generic reading in sonsescgd69), but not in the others
(70b,71-72). On the other hand, generic readingpcm®s focalization on a main verb in
some cases (69), but not in the others (65a-b,58a-b

In sum, the following tendencies are observett@handic OS: i) bare pronominal forms,
including those of bare negatives/quantifiers amage lbvh-pronouns, move obligatorily or
optionally; and ii) full NP shift is quite markedé limited to a few cases, being triggered
only by either a property of Icelandic present &etigat it normally receives generic reading or
focalization on a main very:*

6. A possible account of pronominal Object Shift

| would like to propose a possible account of Swiedind Icelandic OS. Taking a standpoint
that full NP shift in Icelandic is an exceptionase, | only discuss pronominal OS. | repeat
the results of the investigation of Swedish andlaldic OS and the summary of
(in-)applicability of OS below:

38 Obligatory placement of a negative phrase in tlgatien position, whether it is bare or complex, rbaythe
exception to this claim. See also footnote 35aléeaside the issues pad (‘there’)-construction here, as stated
in footnote 3.
39 Another issue on OS discussed in the literatuBoigble Object Construction (Holmberg and Platza@@5).
As stated by Holmberg and Platzack, verbs that tekeble objects behave differently among the Scawian
languages. It seems to me necessary to deal wethritire aspects of ditransitive verbs to discusgtle Object
Construction, which | leave for future research.
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(76) Swedish OS:

a.

Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].
i) Jan kysser mej alltid.
Jan kisses me always
i) Jan kysser alltid mej.

Predicate-focus:
What did John always do? — He always kissed me].
1) Han kysste mej alltid.
he kissed me always
i) ?Han kysste alltid mej.

Verb-focus:
What did John always do to Mary? — He alwaysHKissed] her.
1) Han kysste henne alltid.
he kissed her always
i) Han kysste alltid henne.
lii) ?Kysst har han henne alltid.
kissed has he her always

Contrastive verb-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’gckiss] her (, but foc HELD] her tight).
1) Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste inte henne.
lii) Kysst har jag henne inte.
kissed has | her not

Argument-topic:
What's wrong with you? —f, Me], Prof. Z. didn’t recommend.
1) Prof. Z. reckommenderade mej inte.
Prof. Z. recommended me not
i) Prof. Z. rekommenderade inte mej.

Argument-focus:
Who does John kiss every day? — He always kisgglsdr].
i) *Han kysser henne alltid.
he kisses her always
i) Han kysser alltid *hennaiNNE.
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g. Contrastive topic:
Did you kiss her and her sister?
— (I kissed {op hersisTer, but) I didn'’t kiss fop HER].
i) *Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste inte *henneNNE.

h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’t kisgdc HER] (, but kisseddocLuUCY]).
1) *Jag kysste henne inte.
| kissed her not
i) Jag kysste inteENNE.

(77)Icelandic OS:
a. Sentence-focus:
What's up? —doc John always kisses me (in presence of others!)].
1) JOn kyssir mig alltaf.
Jon kisses me always
ii) *J6n kyssir alltaf mig.

b. Predicate-focus:
What did John always do? — He always kissed me].
i) Hann kyssti mig alltaf.
he kissed me always
i) *Hann kyssti alltaf mig.

c. \Verb-focus:
What did John always do to Mary? — He alwaysHKissed] her.
i) Hann kyssti hana alltaf.
he kissed her always
i) *Hann kyssti alltaf hana.

d. Contrastive verb-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’jckiss] her (, but f.c HELD] her tight).

i) EgkyssTi hana ekki.

| kissed her not

i) *Eg kyssTi ekki hana.

e. Argument-topic:
What's up with you every day?
— [top Me], (well,) John always kisses/John always kisees
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i) Jon kyssir mig alltaf.
Jon kisses me always
i) *Jon kyssir alltaf mig.

f. Argument-focus:
Who does John kiss every day? — He always Kissgisdr].
I) Hann kyssir hanaAna alltaf.
he kisses her always
i) Hann kyssir alltaf *hana/?ANA.

g. Contrastive topic:
Did you kiss her and her sister?
— (I kissed {op hersisTer, but) I didn'’t kiss fop HER].
i) ?Eg KysstHANA ekki.
| kissed her not
ii) 2?EQg kyssti ekkHANA.

h. Contrastive argument-focus:
Did you kiss Mary? — No, | didn’t kisgd: HER] (, but kissed{ocLuUCY]).
i) Eg kysstiHANA ekki.
| kissed her not
ii) ??EQg kyssti eKkHANA.

(78) Applicability of OS:

Swedish:

Applicable: Sentence-focus Inapplicableg#ment-focus
Predicate-focus Contrastive topic
Verb-focus Contrastive argata®cus

Contrastive verb-focus
Argument-topic
Icelandic:
Applicable: All Inapplicable: None

An obvious generalization from the data of SwedxS would be to say that strong (i.e.
stressed) pronouns must remain in situ, whereak iea unstressed) pronouns can be
shifted. | would like to point out several problefos accounts in terms of phonology. First,
though this is applicable to Swedish, stressedqms can move in Icelandic, as illustrated
by the data of Icelandic OS. It would be requireddrmulate a parameter that distinguishes
Icelandic OS from Swedish OS for two items, preséatusence of weak pronoun shift and
strong pronoun shift. This does not appear to mesaable situation.

Second, the results here show that presence seneé of stress on an argument is not

40



always correlated with its interpretation. Undee thaditional (reversed) Y-model, what one
can ‘see’ in the semantic component and the phgreab component is translation of a
syntactic feature. Thus, a syntactic [focus] featigrtranslated into the focus interpretation at
the former component, and the focus accent at #tierl component (Culicover and
Rochemont 1983). According to the investigationveydowever, a shifted object pronoun
can be part of new information even if it is unssed, as illustrated in sentence-focus and
predicate-focus; an object in situ may not be nevihe discourse even if it is stressed, as
illustrated in contrastive topic. This will be ptematic on both sides of the semantic and
phonological components under the traditional sytidanodel.

Remarks are necessary for the system proposéteélgman and Reinhart (1998). In their
system, different stress placement within a semtgpiays the crucial role. The system,
however, does not associate each derivation withciunal focus. Rather, the focus is selected
in a set of possible foci, specifically IP that smts of a set of constituents that can serve as
the focus in a given context. It is widely claimiat when an object receives the focus, the
latter is projected. Thus, (79), in which an objecstressed, can be used as an answer for
either object focus (80a), VP focus (80b), or IRu® (80c). The focus set of (79) is
represented as (80d) (Neeleman and Reinhart 1998:33

(79) John kisseARy.

(80)a. Who did John kiss?
b. What did John do?
c. What's up?
d. Focus set: {IP, VP, Object}

It is also assumed i) that main stress falls omtlost deeply embedded constituent, ii) that a
DP is destressed only when it is D-linked, andfor economy, stress shifts only to derive
foci not already in the focus set (Neeleman anchiReet 1998:341-342).

| would like to point out several problems. Aatioig to this system, contrastive focus (of
constituents other than a DP object) is distingedistiom information focus that simply marks
new information merely by stress shifting, whichaisnarked operation. Kiss (1998) claims
that contrastive focus differs from information @iscin that the former acts as an operator in
syntax. This means that derivation of a contradineels construction differs from that of an
information focus construction. Hence, it does se#m to me possible to distinguish them by
stress assignment rules.

The case of an object pronoun is accounted fahénfollowing way according to this
system. Destressing operation always applies ircéise of a pronominal object according to
i) above, which makes a verb stressed. Thus, Feetiss {IP, VP, V}, in which an object,
being excluded from the set, cannot be the fodusugh a verb can be. Only when a
prononimal object exceptionally receives the foasgs stress shift operation apply, which
makes an object pronoun the only focus (Neelemath Beinhart 1998:339-341). A
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pronominal object is always scrambled in Dutch whaeradverb is present:

(81)a. #lk heb gisteren heGezien.
| have yesterday him seen

b. Ik heb hem gisteresEzien.
| have him yesterday seen
‘I have seen him yesterday.’
(Neeleman and Reinhart 1998:348,(97))

This fact is accounted for on the assumption thedrambling order can be base-generated in
the same way as a non-scrambling order: when aerlads present, the way of derivation in
which an adverb is generated before an object proi® selected to avoid destressing of the
object pronoun, which is a marked operation (Nealeend Reinhart 1998:348-349).

Let us apply this account to pronominal OS. Fitsbugh it would appear to work well for
the Scandinavian languages and dialects in whichnatressed pronoun obligatorily moves,
pronominal OS is in fact optional in Swedish and tither several varieties. Thus, for the
latter group, it would be required to assume bhbthderivation in which a marked operation
(i.e. destressing) applies to an unshifted pronamabject and the derivation in which a
sentential adverbial is generated before an opjartoun. Second, accepting the latter way of
derivation would lead to claim that a Scandina\gantence adverbial can freely be generated
before or after an object. As we saw in section Bagative phrases almost obligatorily
occupy the same position that the negation occupiegshe Scandinavian languages
(Christensen 1986, Rdognvaldsson 1987, Svenoniud)208is means that at least the position
in which the sentential negation is generatedxsdiin the Scandinavian languages. Third,
pronominal OS occurs when a main verb also movesygh scrambling can take place
regardless of verb movement. Thus, though the faicfgonominal OS would appear to be
well described, it is not clear how presence ohprainal OS is associated with that of main
verb movement in this system. From all of thesesgents, | avoid an account in terms of
phonology.

I would like to turn to the results of the invgsttion here. | firstly consider the three kinds
of information structure, argument-focus, contrastargument-focus, and contrastive topic,
in which Swedish OS is inapplicable. Kiss (1998)opgmses distinction between
argument-focus illustrated by (76f) ammntrastivefocus like (76hf° It is claimed that
argument-focus simply marks non-presupposed infoomaand does not act as an operator;
it is present in every sentence, and can appeaywhliere in a sentence. It is argued, on the
other hand, that contrastive focus overtly or clyamoves to the position from which it
takes scope; it acts as a quantificational operateyntax, binding a variable within its scope.
Contrastive focus is defined as follows: it represeand is identified as, an exhaustive subset

40 Kiss refers to argument-focus as information foeu contrastive focus as identificational focusall them
argument-focus and contrastive focus respectivetyughtout this paper.
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of the set of contextually or situationally giveleraents for which a predicate phrase can
potentially hold (Kiss 1998:245). Buring (1997) gegts that contrastive focus is ‘used in
corrections and contradictions’ (Buring 1997:179)ftas illustrated in (76h). Kiss (1998) and
Vilkuna (1995) claim that in contrastive focus tiset for part of which exhaustive
identification is made is contextually given; thiary andLucyin (76h) should already have
appeared in the context according to them. It dumsappear to me to be ensured that a
correct alternative (i.elLucy) has already been presented in the previous corttex case
holds also in the situation in which the first dpmabelieves that the addressee likes Mary,
which indicates that before the former’s questimmd(the latter’s answer) the naingy may
not have appeared in the previous context.

Contrastive topic, on the other hand, is obseimedor instance, an answer to a multiple
wh-question. Imagine, as done in section 3, a sdnath which Speaker A knows that Fred
and Bill attended a party and asks Speaker B, \iteoded the party too:

(82) A: Who ate what?
B: [+op Fred] ate foc theseans], and frp Bill] ate [roc thePoTATOES.

Implying a questiorwhat did Fred eat, and what did Bill ea(?ackendoff 1972), a multiple
wh-question makes a request to match the memberscontextually salient set (the set
composed ofred andBill) with members of a different set (the set of fgodis an answer
contrastive topic denotes each member of the sadeinfred andBill), whereas the focus
denotes a member of the latter dbe(beansandthe potatoes Then, the context needs to
provide the salient set for contrastive topic, aggested by Arregi (2000:2). Kiss (1998)
claims that contrastive topic is non-exhaustiveemglas contrastive focus is exhaustive. In an
answer to multiplevh-question (82), it is requested to match each merob¢he already
given, contextually salient set (ifered andBill) with a member of a contextually new set (i.e.
the beansandthe potatoes In that sense, it seems to me that the membfeagiven set are
required to be exhaustively identified in contrastiopic.

Therefore, | would like to make a distinction weén contrastive focus and contrastive
topic as follows: contrastive focus negates oldbimiation and exhaustively identifies a
member of the set that is not necessarily requiveappear in the previous context, whereas
contrastive topic exhaustively identifies a membethe set that is required to be already
present in the previous context.

| would like to consider argument-focus more. K{4998) claims that contrastive focus
that is exhaustive can be non-contrastive, whiclsulte in being equivalent to
argument-focu®:

41 This appears also in difference in positions thatuSed arguments occupy. Kiss (1998) states that a
whphrase is ordinarily located in the preverbal posireserved for contrastive focus in Hungariap (i
wh-question can be answered either by contrastivesfdi), or, though less common, by argument-fogiils
depending on the degree of exhaustiveness.
i) Hol jartal a nyaron?

where went-2sg. the summer-in

‘Where did you go in the summer?’
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(83)a. Ki irta aHaboru és béket?
who wrote the War and Peace
‘Who wroteWar and Peac®

b. AHaboru és békét ToLszTouirta.
the War and Peaeec Tolstoy wrote
‘It wasToLsTOoY who wroteWar and Peacé
(Kiss 1998:268,(67))

It is claimed that identification of the focus iB3) operates on an open set of writers;
identification of a subset of the set for which eedicate holds does not delineate a
complementary subset (Kiss 1998:267-268). It da@sseem to me appropriate to say that
identification of argument-focus does not delineatecomplementary subset. When one
substitutesNordsworth or any other writer, foffolstoyin the answer (83b), the former does
not match the predicate [wrote War and Peace] thighactual fact taken into account. In that
sense, it seems that argument-focus identifiedaesiof the set for which a predicate holds,
delineating a complementary subset that consistsipiother member (of an open set), in the
same way as contrastive argument-focus and congdepic.

A question arises what difference there is betwesmgument-focus, contrastive
argument-focus, and contrastive topic. As for thienier two, | claim both of the followings
simultaneously: i) identification of argument-focusperates on an open set, and
argument-focus identifies a subset delineating mptementary subset, and ii) contrastive
argument-focus identifies a member of the setithabt necessarily required to appear in the
previous context. Recall that contrastive focueepuired to negate old information. | would
like to argue that both argument-focus and contrasirgument-focus identify a member of
the set that does not need to appear in the prewdontext and their identification operation
delineates a complementary subset, and that diderdoetween them lies in presence or
absence of old information that should be negatieahely, as it is presupposed in contrastive
argument-focus that there is an old informatiobéalenied, a negated old information cannot
be among choices in identification of contrastivguanent-focus; the choices are limited to
(new) information excluding the old information. angument-focus, on the other hand, there
is no information that should be denied; thus, erigrmations are new and choices can be
made among them in identification of argument-focigrning to the difference between
contrastive argument-focus and contrastive topargued that contrastive focus negates old
information and identifies a member of the set twds not necessarily appear in the previous
context, whereas contrastive topic identifies a inenof the set that is required to appear in

il) OLASZORSZAGBANjartam.
Italy-to went-1sg.
‘It wasITALY where | went.’
iii) Jartam  OLASZORSZAGBAN
went-1sg. Italy-to
‘I went toITALY .’
(Kiss 1998:249-250,(11))
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the previous context. | claim that this means &xtaustive identification of contrastive focus
operates on both a set whose only member is ann@ddnation to be negated and a set
consisting of new information, whereas that of castive topic is made for a set composed
only of old information. I illustrate three kind$ iaformation structure as below:

(84) old new
argument-focug a,b,c,...
contrarg.-focus - a b,c,...

contr. topic a,b,c,.|.

Exhaustive identification operates on a subsehefset consisting only of new information in
argument-focus; the latter does not have a setistorg of old information for which
identification is made. In contrastive argumentu®cexhaustive identification firstly operates
on a set which consists only of an old informattonbe denied; identification is secondly
made for a subset of the set consisting of newmétion excluding the old one. Exhaustive
identification operates on a subset of the set as®g only of old information in contrastive
topic; the latter does not have a set consistingh@# information which identification
operates off?

The discussions so far have been made for tharnmattion structures that apply to
arguments. What about the other kinds of infornmatgiructure, sentence-focus (76a),
predicate-focus (76b), and (contrastive) verb-fotec-d)? Specifically, can exhaustive
identification operate on propositions, predicatasd events? It seems to me that the
answer is affirmative, with the actual fact anddospeaker’s intention taken into account in
each case. Substitution of, s&yould not pass the exafor John kissed me yesterday
(76a) will not match the proposition intended bg gecond speaker. The same applies to the
other cases: substitution bit mefor kissed man (76b) will not match the event predicate
intended by a speaker, and so forth. Thereforepulavlike to claim that focus, in general,
exhaustively identifies a subset (of propositicasgd so forth), delineating a complementary
subset.

From these arguments, | would like to presentssible account of OS. | firstly consider
argument-focus, contrastive argument-focus, andrastive topic, in which Swedish OS does
not apply. What the three information structuresrshs that exhaustive identification is made
for a subset of the set that consists of some kaidaformation, old or new. See relevant
structures (76f, g, h) once again:

42 Recall the fact that only object pronouns in argaotfecus, contrastive argument-focus, and contragtpic,
but not those in the other kinds of informatiorusture, are assigned the stress. Based on the angurare,
what object pronouns in the former three informatitructures share is the property that they abawstively
identified. It can be possible that prosodic pragnice on object pronouns is related to neither faowus
contrastiveness, but exhaustive identification.
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(85)a. Argument-focus: Han kysser alltigd {HENNE].

/

hann kysser alltig-{. HENNE]

b. Contrastive argument-focus: Jag Kysste[Hat&ENNE].

o

jag kysste inte-{c HENNE]

c. Contrastive topic: Jag kysste inig HENNE].

A

jag  Kkysste inted, HENNE]

Let us assume that syntax has a domain that comdspto a subset of the set which
exhaustive identification operates on, namely tbielflace triangle domain that a pronominal
object occupies abovf;.c HENNF in (85a-b) andwp HENNF in (85c) respectively. | call this
syntactic domain thexhaustive identification domafiID). | take the EID to be not only a
syntactic domain but the domain which semanticfimftion-structural properties are
reflected on. The fact is that a pronominal objeqirevented from moving out of the EID in
these information structures.

| secondly consider sentence-focus and predicates (76a-b), in which OS is applicable
and a shifted pronominal object is contained inftoels:

(86)a. Sentence-focus:dk Jan kyssertmej) alltid C<mej)].

2

Eoc Jan kysser (me)) alltd (me))]
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b. Predicate-focus: Hap,{kysste ©“mej) alltid C“mej)].*3

/
Han foc kysste (mej) alltid (mej)]

Based on the arguments so far, | assume that aetsobshe set for which exhaustive
identification is made corresponds to the syntagtimains of an entire sentence (86a) and a
predicate (86b) respectively: they are the EIDscdh be said from these information
structures that when a pronominal object is coethim the EID, it can appear anywhere
inside it.

Finally, | would like to turn to verb-focus (76@ontrastive verb-focus (76d), and argument
topic (76e), in which OS is applicable and a sHiffeonominal object is not contained in the
focus:

(87)a. Verb-focus: i) Hangc kysste] P¥henne) alltid {“henne).
i) foc Kysst] har hanhenne) alltid.

i). }
@X A
han foc kysste] (henne) alltid (henne) ro{kysst] har han (henne) alltid

b. Contrastive verb-focus: i) Jagckysste] £“henne) inte{“henne).
ii) [ roc Kysst] har jag (“henne) inte.

). i

>

jag Eoc kysste] (henne) inte  (henne)gokysst] ar jag (henne)

inte

43 Since an adverbiallltid has already appeared in a question, it might rakena part of the focus domain. In
a syntactic tree a VP adverb is required to beaioetl in an entire VP to make the latter a corestituthus, |
include the adverbial in the focus domain here.
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c. Argument topic: Prof. Z. rekommenderaltnej) inte £<mej).

Prof.”Z. rekommend."(mej) inte (mej)

Here too, | assume that the syntactic domains b verb and a participial in (87a-b) are
the EIDs, which correspond to subsets of the betisexhaustive identification operates on. It
can be said from these two information structutest wwvhen a pronominal object is not
contained in the EID, it can appear anywhere oatdidin argument topic, any sentential
component in a sentence except the topicalizednaggti can be focused; thus, the topic
argument is outside the EID. | claim that the samgaiment made for (87a-b) applies to (87c).
From all of what has been said above, | woulde lito propose to formulate
(in-)applicability of Swedish OS with the EID adlfovs:

(88) Exhaustive identification doma(ikID):
The syntactic domain which corresponds to a sub$ethe set which exhaustive
identification operates on.

(89) A pronominal object can appear anywhere eithedesr outside the EID, but cannot
cross an EID boundary.

(88) is the definition of the EID: exhaustive idénation is made for a subset of the set that
consists of some kinds of information, old or n€@8) states that syntax has a domain that
corresponds to the subset. (89) states i) thabaopninal object inside the EID can appear
anywhere inside it as long as it stays inside th®, k&) that a pronominal object outside the
EID can appear anywhere outside it as long as #xiduded from the EID, iii) that a
pronominal object inside the EID cannot move outtofand iv) that a pronominal object
outside the EID cannot move towards into it. Thus, argument-focus, contrastive
argument-focus, and contrastive topic, in which BEiB consists of an object pronoun only,
the latter can stay in and only inside the EID;cé@nnot move out of the EID. In
sentence-focus and predicate-focus, the EID canefstither a sentence or a predicate, both
of which contain an object pronoun; thus, a prom@hbbject can appear anywhere in the
EID, as long as it stays inside the EID; in addifid¢ does not move out of the EID. In
verb-focus, contrastive verb-focus, and argumepiti@a pronominal object is excluded from
the EID; thus, a pronominal object can appear aeya/ioutside the EID, as long as it is
excluded from the EID; in addition, it does not radewards into the EID.

| turn to Icelandic OS (77a-h). The results &f thvestigation show that pronominal OS is
mostly obligatory in any kinds of information sttures in Icelandic. Thus, the difference
between Swedish OS and Icelandic OS is the firs¢ @bove: a pronoun does not move in
argument-focus, contrastive topic, and contras@ixgument-focus, in Swedish, whereas it
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moves in those information structures in Icelantitustrate this as follows:

(90)a. Argument-focus: i) Hann kyssii,f hana#ana] alltaf. (=771

hann  kyssir hanana alltaf  [roc hana/HANA]

.~

b. Contrastive topic/argument-focus: Eg kygstiHANA] ekki. (=77g-h)

s

ég kyssti  HANA ekki Eoc HANA]

.

In Icelandic OS, a pronominal object moves fromdaghe EID. | interpret this as follows: a
pronominal object may cross the EtD1 formulate Icelandic OS as follows:

(91) A pronominal object can appear anywhere eithedesir outside the EID, and may
cross an EID boundary.

Together with the formulation of Swedish OS (91),claim that the parameter that
distinguishes Icelandic OS from Swedish OS is ¢hatonominal object either may or cannot
cross an EID boundary. | formulate this parameteolows:

(92) Object Shift Parameter:
A pronominal object may (Icelandic) or cannot (Sishlicross an EID boundary.

With the formulations (88-89, 91-92), | woulddiko turn to relevant facts of OS discussed
in section 5:

Long OS (5.1.): | claimed that Long OS takes placa subject focus construction. This is

44 The other interpretation would be that a pronomatgéct transports the EID to a higher positioncatiethat
full NP shift does not take place at least in thdsee information structures. In other words, Ei® that
consists only of an object is realized in a postakposition in an unmarked case; this differs frihim case of a
simple main verb that | introduce immediately belawwhich a simple main verb occupies C in an urkee
case whether it is focused or not. Hence, | rdfastinterpretation.

49



accounted for as follows: the EID consists of ajesttbonly; thus, a pronominal object
excluded from the EID can appear anywhere out$iddtD.

Reflexives (5.2.): | showed that whereas a londexéfe can be used in any information
structures, a short reflexive can move in the samgronments in which Swedish OS can
apply. Hence, | argue that the same argument madé&wedish OS can apply to short
reflexive movement.

Pronominal adverbials (5.3.): | showed that a profof adverbials must stay in situ at least
in argument-focus, contrastive argument-focus, eodtrastive topic. Hence, | argue that
despite dialectal variations, the same argumenteniad Swedish OS in general applies to
shift of pronominal adverbials, though the situati® not so clear in some cases.

Expletives/quasi-arguments (5.4.): | stated thatatld seem to be difficult to investigate the
information structure of a sentence that containseapletive in a small clause. Since
expletives/quasi-arguments themselves do not affexning of a sentence, however, they
cannot constitute the EID by themselves. Therefbrelaim that they are always either
contained in or excluded from the EID; thus, then @appear anywhere either inside or
outside the EID.

Adverbial intermingling (+ Long OS) (5.5.): It watated that adverbial intermingling with or
without Long OS can occur in any kind of informatistructures. Recall Anders Holmberg’s
suggestion introduced there that ‘adverbials carive emphasis and prominence depending
on the contexts or a speaker’s intention’. In othards, at least one adverbial in this
construction carries the focus, that is, compokesHiD, from where a pronominal object is
excluded. Thus, | account for the facts on thisstmmtion as follows: a pronominal object
can appear anywhere outside the EID.

OS inyes-noquestions (5.6.): It was stated that the consbmdtopte den Johan inte?
(bought it Johan not), in which an object crossesulgiect, could be used as a question of
contrastive verb-focus based on Vilkuna'’s (1998jralthatyes-noquestion is polarity-focus
of a main verb, contrary to the prediction. | agtofor this as follows: a focused main verb
kopte composes the EID by itself, a pronominal objden outside the EID tries to move
towards into the EID, which would result if¢o. kOpte den] Johanlen inte this would
violate (89).

Negative/Quantifier Movement and WH-OS in Icelan@c7.): With the claim that bare
pronominal forms, including bare negatives/quaatsiand barevh-pronouns, tend to move
obligatorily or optionally in Icelandic, | argueaththe same argument for Icelandic OS applies
to these movements: those bare pronominal formsamesg an EID boundary in Icelandic.
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| would like to turn to Holmberg’s GeneralizatifHolmberg 1986), which states that OS
takes place only when main verb movement occurs too

(93)a. Jag kyssté’(henne) inte\]s kysste (°*henne)].
| kissed her not her

b. Jag har (*henne) inted kysst P“henne)].
| have her not kissed her

c. ... attjag (*henne) inte/f kysste P“henne)].
that | her not kissed her

Though a pronominal object is allowed to move wlaemain verb also moves (93a), an
object pronoun cannot move in absence of main wesliement (93b-c). Let us see more
detailed structures in which a pronominal object/e®

(94)a. Sentence-focus:of Jan kysserX‘mej) alltid C“mej)].
CP

[ocJan  kysser (mej) alltidg kysﬁgéf"m&(hmej)]]

b. Predicate-focus: Hap,f{kysste £“mej) alltid C“mej)].
CP

VP

han dec kysste (me)) alltidye kyéé%éwh(mej)]]

(95) (Contrastive) verb-focus:
a. Jagdockysste] £“henne) inte{“henne).
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b. koc Kysst] har jag T“henne) inte.

Foc KYSST] har jag (henne) intep[ky'géf"":ﬁéM@]

In sentence-focus (94a) and predicate-focus (9dain verb movement extends the EID from
VP to a CP level, which enables a pronominal olfgeippear anywhere either inside the EID
of an entire sentence or inside the EID of a pegdicln (contrastive) verb-focus, movement
of a main verb that is assigned the focus transpgbed EID from V to either C (95a) or the

sentence-initial position (95b), where a moved \@nmposes the EID by itself. A pronominal

object, being excluded from the EID, can appeamdugye outside the EID. Let us see more
detailed structures in which OS cannot apply:

(96)a. Jag har (*henne) integ[kysst £<henne)]. (=93b)

VP

Jag har (*henne) intﬁﬂ(yédgtm?"zﬁenne)]

b. ... attjag (*henne) inta/§ kysste P¥henne)]. (=93c)

VP

att jag (*henne) intep[ky'sste"?khenne)]
Since main verb movement does not take place isetlcases, the EID cannot be extended
from VP; the EID cannot be transported from V aithe

Then, | would like to account for Holmberg's Geadezation as follows: OS is available
when main verb movement takes place, since maih wawvement triggered by the V2
constraint either extends or transports the EIDwassaw in section 2.2, OS is blocked not
only by an unshifted main verb but by any VP-ingmisible category, a preposition (97a),
an indirect object (97b), and a verb particle (97c)
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(97)a. Jag talade (*henne) inte m&enne). (=15)

| spoke her notwith her

b. Jag gav (*den) inte EIs¥‘henne). (=16)
| gave it notElsa her

c. Dom kastade (*mej) inte (tnej). (=17)

they threw me notout me
(Holmberg 1999:2,(2a-c))

It is stated that an object follows a verb partidé&wedish, whereas the former precedes the
latter in the other Scandinavian langudges

(98)a. Jeg skrev (nummeret/det) op (*nummeret/*det). Dan()
b. Jeg skrev (hummeret/det) opp (hnummeret/*det).Nor.{

c. Jag skrev (*numret/*det) upp (numret/det). €Sw
| wrote (the-number/it) up (the-number’/it)
‘I wrote the number/it down.’
(Holmberg 1999:2,(3a-c))

In all the Scandinavian languages except Swediphpr@ominal object can move crossing the
sentence adverbial:

(99)a. Jeg skrev det maske ikke op. (Dan.)
| wrote it maybe not itup

b. De kastet meg ikkeeg ut. (Nor.)
they threw me mot me out
(Holmberg 1999:2,(4a-b))

Based on these facts, | would like to argue thahmearb movement can always pave the way
to availability of OS by extending or transportitige EID in the Scandinavian languages. |
claim that the fact that a verb particle blocks @Swedish is due to peculiarity of Swedish
word order between a particle and an obféét.

45 See Holmberg (1999) for a detailed description eomiag difference among the Scandinavian languages.

46 | leave aside the fact on an indirect object h8ee footnote 39.

47 This account might recall readers of the accounO8&f made in the period in which Agr was assumed
(Chomsky 1995): verb-raising to AgrO extends thenimal domain, which enables an object to move to
[Spec,AgrOP] under the equidistance condition (Célom1995:184-185). The greatest difference froms thi
that the EID is not only a syntactic domain but dognain which semantic/information-structural pndigs are
reflected on. Thus, extension of the EID leadsamdy to that of a syntactic domain, but extensiod ehange of
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I mention the other information structures of 8iga OS. Main verb movement in a main
clause is obligatory under the V2 constraint: treeeno cases in which main verb movement
does not take place in a main clause. Thus, innaegtrtopic, an object pronoun that is
excluded from the EID can appear anywhere outdi@eBID, whether or not main verb
movement plays a role in extending or transporting EID. In the cases in which a
pronominal object composes the EID by itself (i.argument-focus, contrastive
argument-focus, and contrastive topic), an objeoh@un cannot move out of the EID in
Swedish despite presence of main verb movement.

| turn to Icelandic OS. The cases of sentencadand predicate-focus (94a-b) apply to
Icelandic as they are. Concerning (contrastivelpsfecus, only (95a) applies, since Icelandic
does not have a Verb-Fronting construction likebj9%96a), in which an Aux is present,
applies to pronominal OS ameh-OS, but not to Negative/Quantifier Movement, assa® in
the previous section. The same argument for argtitopic of Swedish OS applies to that of
Icelandic OS. In addition, an object pronoun mayssran EID boundary in argument-focus,
contrastive argument-focus, and contrastive tapicelandic due to the parameter (92). Main
verb movement takes place in an embedded clauselandic; thus, OS can take place too:

(100)... ad hann pekki hana ekki. (=6)
that he knows her not
‘... that he doesn’t know her’

The same arguments for a main clause apply tactss, except that a main verb moves from
V to T. Main verb movement can extend the EID frof to a CP level, which enables a

pronominal object to appear anywhere either infideEID of an entire subordinate clause
(101a) or inside the EID of a predicate (101b). Bloent of a main verb that is focused can
transport the EID from V to T, where a moved veomposes the EID by itself; this enables
an object pronoun to appear anywhere outside tbe(H)1c). In the cases in which an object
pronoun composes the EID by itself, it may crosseEdid boundary due to the parameter

(101d).

(101)a.

the domain which those properties are reflected on.
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VP

ad hann pekki hana ekl pekki hana]

/
ad hann pekki hana ek pekki hanal

ad hann pekkianA ekki ekl [Foc HANA]

|

7. Conclusion

In this paper | investigated the environments incWlOS, originated in Holmberg (1986), is
(in-)applicable based on information structure (baecht 1994, Kiss 1998, Buring 1997,
Vilkuna 1995). | showed that Swedish OS can applyséntence-focus, predicate-focus,
contrastive verb-focus, verb-focus, and argumepictowhereas OS is inapplicable in
argument-focus, contrastive argument-focus, andtrastive topic. | also showed that
pronominal OS is almost obligatory in Icelandict bull NP shift is in fact limited to only a
few cases. With these results of the investigatibokimed that semantics of OS is not neatly
classified into a dichotomy between the positicett in object occupies and the interpretation
that it receives as claimed by the Mapping Hypath€Biesing 1992, 1997), and that a
derivational mechanism of OS that (tacitly) assutheshypothesis (Chomsky 2001) makes a
wrong prediction. | discussed other relevant faét®©S: Long OS, reflexives, movement of
pronominal adverbials, expletives/quasi-argumeadserbial intermingling (+ Long OS), and
OS inyes-noquestion. With the data of Negative/Quantifier Mment andvh-OS, | claimed
that bare pronominal forms, including bare quaatifinegatives and baver-pronouns, tend
to move obligatorily or optionally in Icelandic. @cerning full NP shift, on the other hand, |
claimed that it may be triggered only by eitherraperty of Icelandic present tense that it
normally receives generic reading or focalizationeomain verb. For explanation of OS, |
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introduced a new notion, tlexhaustive identification domaiwhich states that syntax has a
domain that corresponds to a subset of the sethah exhaustive identification is made:

(102)Exhaustive identification domafiID):
The syntactic domain which corresponds to a subfehe set which exhaustive
identification operates on.
(=88)

With this notion, | presented accounts of Swedish a3 follows: when a pronominal object

stays inside the EID, it can stay in and only iedide EID, and can appear anywhere inside it;
when an object pronoun is excluded from the EIDgaih appear anywhere outside it, but
cannot move towards into the EID. | formulated Yapplicability of Swedish OS as follows:

(103)A pronominal object can appear anywhere eithedasir outside the EID, but cannot
cross an EID boundary.
(=89)

Based on the fact that an object pronoun almosgatolrily moves in Icelandic, | proposed
the Object Shift Parameter as follows:

(104)A pronominal object may (Icelandic) or cannot (Sishj)icross an EID boundary.
(=92).

With these claims, | argued that Holmberg’'s Gemeaibn can be accounted for as follows:
OS is available when a main verb also moves, smai@ verb movement triggered by the V2
constraint extends or transports the EID, whichegahe way to availability of OS.

Finally, | would like to make several remarkstsEi it is widely claimed in the literature
that in the environments in which OS can apply. (sentence-focus, predicate-focus,
(contrastive) verb-focus, and argument-topic, hepednominal OS is obligatory in some
Scandinavian varieties. Nothing would prevent ajecbpronoun from remaining in situ in
any of the Scandinavian languages, based on theulictere that an object pronoun can
appear anywhere either inside or outside the Elpogsible account may rely on property of
sound patterns in those languages in ErteschiKsSRi®05) sense.

Second, if full NP shift is triggered only bylesr a property of Icelandic present tense or
focus on a main verb, full NP shift is an excepdibcase. What is called Scandinavian OS
will apply only to pronominal shift, with full NP hift excluded from OS. Then, the
cross-Scandinavian parameter will not distinguisblandic from the other Scandinavian
languages, but distinguish different propertiegpdnominal shift among the Scandinavian
varieties. Turning to the question what is full Blft, a possibility from a simple conjecture
is that it is a kind of scrambling observed in otermanic languages. If so, Scandinavian
pronominal OS will be regarded as a phenomenoeréifit from scrambling; it will not be
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possible to unify both into one. | leave these essas well as discussions of an expletive
construction (i.epad-construction) in Icelandic, which | did not deaittwin this paper, for
future research.

Third, this paper started with introduction oétfreversed) Y-model traditionally assumed
in generative grammar. Since a resulting syntattiecture would receive an interpretation in
this model, the position that an argument occupiesgrammatical structure should coincide
with the interpretation that it receives. The MagpHypothesis (Diesing 1992) has supported,
and has been supported by, this traditional syictawbdel, claiming a dichotomy between the
position that an object occupies and the interpicetdhat it receives. The investigations made
here, however, showed that the Mapping Hypotheses chot apply to Scandinavian OS
whatsoever: i) in Swedish, an object pronoun camevmth when it is defocused and when it
is part of new information; a pronoun may remairsita both when it is focused and when it
should not be new to the discourse; and ii) indadic, pronominal shift is almost obligatory
(with full NP shift limited to only a few cases)h@érefore, | would like to suggest that the
facts of Scandinavian OS may be a serious cougterent against the traditional syntactic
model as well as the theoretical basis of the sthdged on it, especially that of the
cartographic study (Rizzi 1997, Cinque 1999). Masearch should be made for this peculiar
movement phenomenon in the Scandinavian langu&ges.
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