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Discussions of the structure of verb—particle constructions make up a sizeable portion of the
generative linguistic literature. But despite the fact that linguists have come up with a wealth of
detailed empirical evidence and arguments supporting specific approaches to their analysis, the
representation of verb—particle constructions still has not come close to being worked out
satisfactorily. This paper starts out by putting together some of the results of previous research on
these constructions into a general outlook on their syntactic structure, and then goes on to sort out
the restrictions on combining multiple particles with a single verb, and the syntactic vagaries of
successful combinations of a verb and more than one particle in the Germanic languages. The outcome
of the discussion will turn out to bring forth new insights into the syntactic and lexical make-up of
verb—particle constructions, as well as into the nature of the elusive EPP property of functional heads.

1 The structure of verb—particle constructions revisited'

The syntax of verb—particle constructions faces a couple of challenges. If we confine our attention to the
Germanic language family (which is not to suggest that verb—particle constructions are not found elsewhere:
they clearly are a pervasive property of human language, found all over the globe), one immediate challenge
is the word-order differential in the Germanic VO-languages, illustrated for English in (1).

(D) a. John put the book/it (right) down
b. John put (*right) down the book/*it (*right)

At least four questions arise here right away: (i) how do we account for the variability of particle placement
vis-a-vis the object; (ii) how do we explain the fact that, when the particle precedes the object, it cannot be
modified; (iii) why is it that, when the object is an unstressed pronoun, the particle must be placed to its right
(in languages in which the V-OB—-Prt order is grammatical to begin with); and (iv) what lies beneath the
variation within the Germanic VO-languages when it comes to the particle placement differential (cf. (2))?

2) variation in the Germanic VO-languages
CONSTRUCTION ENGLISH NORWEGIAN DANISH SWEDISH?
V-DP-Prt v v v *
V—pron—Prt v v v E 3
V-Prt-DP v v % v
V-Prt—pron * * * v

The Germanic OV-languages (Dutch and German and their dialects) pose challenges of their own
in the domain of their verb—particle constructions. An initial illustration of a Dutch verb—particle case is (3).
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3) a. dat Jan de bal (vlak, pal) over heeft geschoten (Dutch)

Jan has the ball right over has shot

b. dat Jan de bal (*vlak, *pal) heeft (*vlak, *pal) overgeschoten
that  Jan the ball right has right over-shot

c. Jan schoot de bal over
Jan shot  the ball over

d. *Jan overschoot de bal
Jan over-shot the bal

‘(that) Jan shot the ball (right) over the goal’

Among the questions that arise for West-Germanic, the most pressing ones concern (i) the way to account
for the fact that the particle can be included in the verbal cluster (cf. (3b)) while (ii) it cannot front to Verb
Second position along with the finite verb (cf. (3d)) or be placed to the right of the infinitival marker te,
regardless of the external syntactic distribution of the fo-infinitive (cf. (4e,f)), and (iii) the ease with which
particle verbs can serve as input to word-formation operations such as the ones illustrated in (4c—d).

@) a. Jan <*weg>liet de tegenargumenten <weg> (Dutch)
Jan away-let-PST the counterarguments away
b. het <weg>laten  van de tegenargumenten <*weg>
the away-let-INFN of the counterarguments away
c. de tekst  bevat veel  weglatingen
the text contains many away-let-ING-PL, i.e., deletions/omissions
d. de complementeerder is hier  niet  weglaatbaar
the complementiser is here  not away-let-able, i.e., omissible
e. de complementeerder is hier niet <weg> te <*weg>laten
the complementiser is here  not away to away-let-INFN
f. een uit het straatbeeld niet meer <weg> te <*weg>denken
a from the street-scene  not anymore away to away-think-INFN
voertuig
vehicle

When trying to face these challenges, it clearly will not help to assume that the particle is combined
with the verb that it ‘belongs to’ in the lexicon, forming a complex verb with it. While this would doubtless
bring forth a simple account of the Dutch facts in (4c,d), such an approach would face the insuperable
problem of the syntactic autonomy of the particle vis-a-vis the verb in the other examples reviewed above,
and illustrated in a particularly dramatic way by the familiar fact that particles can undergo syntactic fronting
operations all by themselves:

%) a. the book fell down
b. down fell the book
c. down it fell
(6) a. over zou hij de bal nooit  schieten (Dutch)
over would he the ball never shoot
b. <over>schieten zou hij de bal nooit <*over>

over-shoot would he the ball never over
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The fact that the particle can front on its own (cf. (5), (6a)) and can, alternatively, be carried along by the
verb under VP—topicalisation but cannot be left behind under VP—topicalisation (cf. (6b)) tells us something
very specific about the nature and base position of particles: they are generated as an automous maximal
projection inside the minimal VP, and they are incapable of leaving the VP via some scrambling operation
(i.e., they are ‘frozen’ inside the minimal VP). But while (5) and (6a) tell us unequivocally that particles head
their own maximal projections, the facts in (4c,d) and, depending on one’s analysis, the Verb Raising case
in (3b) as well suggest that they can also be subparts of complex verbs (V°). We find ourselves in a bind,
therefore — and not just for West-Germanic, but for the Germanic VO-languages as well. In fact, in
Scandinavian the conundrum asserts itself perhaps in an even more spectacular form because of the dramatic
word-order effect:

@) a. han <op>gav <*op> sine  studier <op> (Danish)
he up-gave up his studies up

b. han <*opp>gav <opp> sine  studier <opp> (Norwegian)
he up-gave up  his studies up

c. Bare 13 NAL-aviser oppgav at de har en beredskapsplan. Ingen av LLLA-avisene oppgav

at de har utarbeidet en beredskapsplan.

(http://odin.dep.no/aad/norsk/publ/utredninger/NOU/034005-020001/index-hov008-b-f-a.html)
‘Only 13 NAL-advisors reported that they had a plan of action. None of the LLLA-advisors
reported that they had worked out a plan of action.’

As Herslund (1984) notes for Danish, there are a few, highly lexically restricted verb—particle combinations
that allow for preverbal placement of the particle, even in Verb Second constructions (cf. (7a)). Norwegian
gi opp in the sense of ‘to abandon’ does not allow preverbal particle placement in this context (cf. (7b)); but
the lexically specialised combination of opp ‘up’ and gi ‘give’ meaning ‘to report’ in fact forces the order
Prt—V throughout (cf. (7c)), something which once again highlights the lexical specificity of Prt—V orders in
the Scandinavian languages (though I hasten to add that preverbal particle placement is more common and
much less lexically restricted in the case of participles — esp. passive participles, but past participles
occasionally allow for preverbal particle placement as well; cf. utarbeidet in Norwegian (7¢)).

We seem to have evidence, therefore, for both structures in (8). But these cannot both be underlying
representations — the fact that, for instance in Danish (7a), we get an alternation between [, Prt—V] and [y
V (...) Prt] with no (theta-)semantic difference between the two surface forms indicates, on the standard
assumption (cf. Baker’s 1988 UTAH) that theta-identical alternants have identical underlying representations,
that we should derive one of the two variants from a structure that is more closely reflected by the other
variant. Taking (8b) as the base representation for all verb—particle constructions would clearly be
problematic. ‘Releasing’ the particle from the complex verb would involve ‘excorporation’ of either the
particle (cf. Neeleman 1994) or the verb (cf. Johnson 1991). But particle excorporation would incur a chain
uniformity problem (the particle, when outside the complex verb, clearly behaves like a phrasal constituent;
cf. the particle fronting and modification facts reviewed above), and verb excorporation would involve
movement of just a segment of a bisegmental complex V, which is impossible (cf. Kayne 1994), and moreover
would leave the particle’s autonomy as a syntactic phrase in ‘excorporation’ cases difficult to account for.

®) a. particles occur as syntactically autonomous constituents
[ve V [{DP Prt}]]
b. particles occur as subconstituents of lexical elements

[vp [y <Prt> V <Prt>] DP]
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So we conclude that (8b) as an underlier for verb—particle constructions will not do. In line with my
earlier work (cf. Den Dikken 1995, based on work by Kayne 1985 and Guéron 1990, among others), I
therefore assume that the particle underlyingly projects a maximal projection and assigns a thematic role to
the object, throughout. In Guéron (1990) and Den Dikken (1995) it is argued that the 6-role assigned by the
particle to the object is an internal 6-role (and that, hence, the particle is an unaccusative/ergative element);
that assumption has rightly been criticised on the basis of pairs like John put <on> a hat <on> and John
put a hat on his head, where the 0-role assigned to a hat is arguably the same in both sentences and clearly
an external one (assigned by on, the head of the predicate on his head) in the latter example. It would
presumably be wrong, therefore, to insist that particles are systematically unaccusative/ergative — but that
does not mean that they never are: from the literature on intransitive verbs, we are familiar with a phenom-
enon that is sometimes referred to as ‘ergative shift’, whereby a verb which is otherwise unergative shifts
to unaccusative/ergative syntax in the presence of a small clause complement (John walked ~ John walked
home). I will assume that the same is true for particles: they are intransitive heads (of category P) exhibiting
unergative syntax by default and shifting to unaccusativity as a function of the syntactic context (in particular,
the presence of a small clause in their complement). This issue is largely orthogonal to our concerns in this
paper, however — I will revisit the issue in future work, here adopting representations that abstract away
from the question of whether the particle’s sole argument is projected internally or externally to the particle’s
minimal syntactic projection (whence the curly brackets in (8a), which are designed to leave open the
underlying relative order of DP and Prt).

The structure in (8a) still leaves much to be desired. So let us turn to the structure of the verb’s
complement now. I would like to propose that there are two possibilities available in principle: either (i) the
complement of the verb is a full-fledged small clause including the functional structure that small clauses
generally involve (I will refer to the functional head of the small clause as ‘X’ here; see Den Dikken forthc.
for more discussion of the internal structure of small clauses), with the projection of the particle (PrtP) as a
subconstituent of the small clause (cf. (9a)), or the verb takes as its complement the ‘bare’ projection of the
particle (cf. (9b)).

9) a. [vp V [xp Spec [X [p,p {DP Prt}]]]]
b. [vp V [pp {DP Prt}]]

I assume (cf. Den Dikken 1995) that modification of the particle involves the inclusion, in the extended
projection of the particle, of a functional projection of the (degree) modifier (I will call it ‘DegP’ here; cf.
Corver 1991). Since in (9b) the particle has no extended projection at all, there is no space for a modifier of
Prt. In (9a) the success or failure of the inclusion of a modifier of the particle depends on how the EPP
property of X is satisfied. Following the ground-breaking insight of Svenonius (1996) (who bases himself on
Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou’s 1998 account of EPP satisfaction via verb-movement to T in null subject
languages), I assume that in (9a) there are two possibilities in principle of satisfying X’s EPP property: (i)
overt raising of DP into SpecXP (cf. (10a)), which results in the outer particle order V-DP-Prt, and (ii) overt
raising of Prtup to X (cf. (10b)), which delivers the inner particle order V—Prt—DP. Since (10b) involves head
movement of the particle, Prt will have to be local to X on the assumption that head-movement past
intervening heads is impossible (cf. Travis’ Head Movement Constraint); the presence of a DegP between
X and PrtP would hence prevent the satisfaction of X’s EPP property via particle movement, which explains
the fact that in the inner particle construction, particle modification is out of the question (cf. (1b), above).

(10) a. [ve V [xp DP; [X [pegp right [pp {#; Prt}]111]
b. [vp V [xp [Prti+X [pegp *right [pp {DP 7111111
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This essentially takes care of (9a). Let us turn next to (9b), the structure in which the verb takes as
its complement the ‘bare’ projection of the particle. While in (9a) the particle is always licensed inside the
functional structure of the small clause (concretely, the formal features of the particle are checked against
the matching features of X, under Agree; overt displacement of the particle will optionally take place for EPP
purposes), in (9a) it is impossible for the particle to be licensed within the verb’s complement. The pairin (9)
is the exact counterpart, in the domain of particles, to the pair in (11), where once again N is fully licensable
inside the verb’s complement only in the a—structure thanks to the presence of functional structure between
the verb and the noun.

an a [ve V [op [D [xp N11]
b. [ve V [xe NI

Languages featuring overt ‘noun incorporation’ (such as Mohawk; cf. Baker 1988, 1996 and
references cited there) solve the problem posed by (11b) by overtly incorporating the head of the NP into
the verb, incorporation being forced by the need to license the noun. Languages like English do not have overt
noun incorporation into verbs — that is, English *John meat-eats/truck-drives is ungrammatical (cf. meat-
eater/truck-driver; see below). This could mean either of two things: either (i) English-type languages do
not have a structure of the type in (11b) at all since there is nothing they could do with it to make it come out
grammatical, or (ii) they do have (11b) and do indeed incorporate the noun into the verb, but incorporation
is covert — that is, the copy of the noun inside the NP is spelled out; the copy of the noun in V—adjoined
position is silent. I would like to take the latter option — structures of the type in (11b) are not typologically
restricted; all languages deal with the licensing problem posed by these structures in the same way, by
incorporating the head of the ‘bare’ lexical complement of the verb; but incorporation may be covert in that
the copy of the incorporated head in verb’s complement is the one that receives a phonological matrix.

So what we actually have, for (9b) and (11b), is the situation depicted in (12), with languages differing
when it comes to the question of which copy of the incorporated head is spelled out.

(12) a. [ve [v Prt; V] [ {DP Prt;}]] [ve [v Prt; V] [pp {DP Prt;}]]
b. [ve [v Ni VI [xp N Lve [v N V] [xp Nil

Two questions arise at this time. We need to know, first of all, what it means to say that the lexical head of
the verb’s complement ‘incorporates’ into the verb; and secondly, we should find out what lies beneath the
variation among languages with respect to the locus of phonological realisation of incorporated lexical heads.

It should be immediately clear that the desired distinction between English-type and Mohawk-type
languages with respect to incorporation cannot be made in terms of feature strength or the EPP: the strength
of the features of lexical heads is not parametrisable (in terms of strength), and lexical heads do not have
‘EPP properties’. This latter fact actually has broader implications. For not only does it make an account of
the difference between English and Mohawk in terms of the EPP impossible, it also tells us that it is out of
the question to say that the complex verbs in (12) are the result of syntactic movement — triggering
movement, on current assumptions, is the province of the EPP; and the EPP is active on functional heads
exclusively. In other words, ‘incorporation’ cannot be a syntactic movement operation — for the simple
reason that incorporation gua movement would be strictly untriggerable. What we are then left with is an
analysis which creates the structures of the complex verbs in (12) in the lexicon, and associates the non-
heads of these complex verbs with copies in the verb’s complement, where they will be capable of assigning
(in the case of particles) or receiving (in the case of argument nouns) the 6-roles that they are associated
with. (12), then, does not involve movement but base-generation instead.
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In particular, what we have on our hands is a situation in which a particle or noun that is part of the
numeration is merged twice — once as a subconstituent of acomplex verb (in the lexical derivation) and once
as the head of a syntactic projection. These copies are coindexed, giving rise to something which, in
representational terms, is a chain — representationally, procuring (12) via base-generation is equivalent to
deriving it viamovement. As far as syntax is concerned, therefore, there is no substantive difference between
the two ways of interpreting (12) (as movement-derived or base-generated). But there is a non-trivial
difference between the two when it comes to the lexicon: the base-generation approach, which we were left
with after having eliminated the syntactic movement account, says explicitly that the complex verbs in (12)
are the product of lexical word formation. The advantages of this in the realm of noun incorporation are
extensively discussed in Rosen (1989) (g.v. for details); for particle incorporation constructions of the type
in Danish (7a) (repeated below), the lexical word formation approach allows us to make sense of Herslund’s
observation that [Prt—V] complexes are highly lexically restricted in the Scandinavian languages, manifesting
themselves only with a handful of specific combinations of verbs and particles. I take it, therefore, that the
lexical restrictions on [Prt—V] complexes in Scandinavian are a piece of support for the base-generation
approach to ‘particle incorporation’, which I will henceforth assume to be correct.

(7a) han <op>gav <*op> sine  studier <op> (Danish)
he up-gave up his studies up

In structures of the type in (12), on a narrow definition of c-command, neither copy of the particle
or noun c-commands the other. Thus, Kayne’s (1994:96) hypothesis about copy deletion (which gives us a
choice with respect to which copy to spell out in cases in which the two copies are structurally disconnected)
gives us two possibilities, in principle, when it comes to spelling out the structures in (12) — we can lexicalise
either of the two copies of the particle/noun. It is here that we find the locus of language variation. English
is on one extreme, disallowing overt noun or particle incorporation altogether; Mohawk is at the other end of
the spectrum, making heavy use of overt incorporation. In their syntax, English and Mohawk are no different
when it comes to structures of the type in (12). Where they differ is with respect to the copy of the particle
or noun that is spelled out overtly: Mohawk (and its ilk) spell out the V-adjoined copy; English (ef al.) spell
out the PrtP/NP—contained copy.

(13) a [v [v () N=V GO e N (Mohawk)
b. [v [v ) NV T e NI (English)

I'submit that what causes this variation among languages is a morphological well-formedness condition (WFC)
of the type in (14):

(14) *y L V] where L O {A, N, P/Prt, V}

The WFC in (14) states, quite simply, that languages in which it holds prohibit complex verbs that have lexical
categories (including nouns and particles) as their non-heads.> Concretely, then, (14) prohibits verbal
compounds of the meat-eat or up-look type. This WFC is operative in English-type languages but not in
Mohawk-type languages. Hence English must choose (13b), with (13a) being the ‘elsewhere’ case.

This approach in terms of a morphological well-formedness condition localises the variation among
languages with respect to ‘incorporation’ in the lexical morphology — which is arguably a desirable result,
especially in the light of the fact that in some languages we find very specific lexical restrictions on the
construction of lexical compounds of the type in (14) —recall Herslund’s discussion of (7a), and note (15).
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(15) Dutch German Danish (Vikner 2002)
a. deelnemen teilnehmen deltage ‘to partake’
part-take part-take part-take
b. mandekken manndecken — mandsopdcekke ‘to mark someone’ (in soccer)
man-cover man-cover man-up-cover
c. echtbreken ehebrechen — ‘to commit adultery’

We expect there to be such microscopic variation precisely because of the idiosyncrasy of the lexicon. The
fact that English systematically rules out all incorporation of lexical categories into verbs is a case of a lexical
restriction sensitive only to the categorial features [+N,+V] and not to more specific lexical properties of
individual lexical items.

It is important to bear in mind that the WFC in (14) refers specifically to complex lexical heads of
category V— we clearly would not want ‘incorporation’ to be ruled out categorically in English: that would
be a bad result in view of the fact that English does allow (at least to some degree) noun and particle
incorporation into nouns:

(16) a. *to meat-eat aN the meat-eater
b. *to truck-drive bN the truck-driver
c. *to on-look cN the on-looker
d. *to 6ut-crop/flow/grow dN the 6ut-crop/flow/growth

The structure of the right-hand examples in (16) is roughly as in (17), where the verb is lexically derived into
anoun via suffixation of some nominalising suffix and the complex noun is subsequently combined with the
left-hand element (noun or particle).* The WFC in (14) has no jurisdiction over this structure since it is not
of category V.

a7 [x [npee N/Prt] [ VASFX]]

With these remarks in place, we can now return to the verb—particle structure in (9b) and reiterate
that the particle in this structure must incorporate into the verb, with ‘incorporation’ involving the lexical base-
generation of a Prt+V compound whose non-head is coindexed with a copy of itself heading the complement
of the complex verb, asin (12a). The incorporation of the particle into the verb will only manifest itself overtly
in cases in which morphological factors (in particular, the WFC in (14)) do not force the phonological
realisation of the copy in the verb’s complement. With the particle spelled out in V—internal position, we will
hear it realised as a prefix on the verb (cf. antisymmetry: the particle is adjoined to V hence pronounced prior
to its host); with the particle spelled out in the head of PrtP, it is a syntactically autonomous constituent, just
as in the structure in (9a). This latter structure has two concrete surface variants, given in (10a,b), differing
with respect to how the EPP property of the small-clause internal functional head X is satisfied: via phrasal
movement of the DP argument of the particle into SpecXP (10a), or via head-movement of the particle up
to the functional head X (10b).

This gives us acomprehensive picture of simple particle constructions — constructions in which the
verb combines with a single particle, and the particle in its turn simply has a DP argument. In Den Dikken
(1995) Idiscuss complex particle constructions in which Prt takes a small clause complement in detail; in the
remainder of this paper, I will pay close attention to complex cases in which V combines with fwo particles.
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2 Double particles

Particles generally will not combine with other particles — multiple particle constructions of the type in (18c)
are ungrammatical, in Dutch as well as in English.

(18) a. dat Jan de brieven op stuurde (Dutch)
that  Jan the letters up (‘out’) sent
b. dat Jan de brieven weg stuurde
that  Jan the letters away sent
c. *dat Jan de brieven {op weg} stuurde
Jan sent  the letters  up away sent

This fact receives a natural explanation on the basis of the analysis of verb—particle constructions outlined
in section 1: the particle is the head of the verb’s complement; the binary branching hypothesis (antisymmetry)
prevents the verb from taking more than one complement, whence the ban on multiple particles. As Hoekstra,
Lansu & Westerduin (1987) point out, this ban extends in an interesting way to Dutch verbs prefixed with be-,
ver- and ont- (cf. (19) for illustration for ver-) — these verbs refuse particles in their complements
altogether. This follows directly from the ban on multiple particles on Hoekstra, Lansu & Westerduin’s
assumption that be-, ver- and ont- are themselves (prefixal, obligatorily incorporated) particles that assign a
0-role to the object (henceforth, ‘thematic particle’ or ‘0-Prt’ for short). The ungrammaticality of (19¢) in
parallel to (18c) thus supports a particle approach to these verbal prefixes; an analysis which treats these
prefixed verbs as garden-variety verbs would leave us empty-handed when it comes to explaining why these
particular verbs, in contrast to other dynamic verbs, resist particles in their complements.

(19) a. dat Jan de brieven verstuurde
that  Jan the letters VER-sent
b. dat Jan de brieven op/weg stuurde
that  Jan the letters out/away sent
c. *dat Jan de brieven op/weg verstuurde
that  Jan the letters out/away VER-sent

Hoekstra, Lansu & Westerduin’s argument carries over to inseparable particle verbs like overkémen
‘happen’, as shown in (20) (where the acute accent indicates stress placement; inseparable overkémen
contrasts with éverkomen ‘come over, come to visit’, which is separable and has compositional semantics).

20) a. dat dat me weleens <*over> zal <over>kémen (Dutch)
that that me sometime over will over-come
b. dat dat me slecht <uit> zal <uit>komen
that  that me badly out will out-come
c. *dat dat me slecht uit zal overkomen
that  that me badly out will  over-come

There is good reason, therefore, to assume a structure of the type in (12a) (repeated below as (21))
for inseparable prefix verbs like versturen and overkémen. It is with the aid of this structure that we can
understand why these complex verbs resist particles in their complements: they already have a particle in their
complement, the one that is coindexed with the prefixed particle inside the complex V.
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(2D [ve [v Prt; V] [pp {DP Prt;}]]

In the light of the discussion in this section so far, it may now come as a complete surprise that
particles occasionally do combine. The Dutch examples in (22) are representative of the four types of double
particle constructions (cf. Koopman 1995, Booij 2002 for partial discussion of the Dutch double particle facts,
with specific reference to her- ‘re-’; cf. also Haider 1993, 2001, Hohle 1991, Vikner 2002 on German cases
like voranmelden (cf. Dutch (22a)) and urauffiihren ‘originally-up-stage, i.e., perform for the first time’).

22) a. dat ze hun  dochter vooraanmelden (Dutch)
that  they their daughter pre-on-report, i.e., preregister
b. dat ze het artikel herafdrukken
that  they the article re-off-print
c. dat ze de kamer oververwarmen
that  they the room over-VER-heat
d. dat ze het land  herverdelen

that  they the land  re-VER-distribute

How can these cases be reconciled with what was said so far?

When it comes to understanding why the examples in (22) behave differently from the ones in
(18)—(20), it is significant to note that systematically (except perhaps in some scattered cases of back-
formation®), particles to the immediate left of other particles in complex verbs of the type in (22) scope over
the entire VP: hun dochter vooraanmelden means ‘register their daughter in advance’, het artikel
herafdrukken can be paraphrased as ‘print the article out again’, het metaal oververhitten is equivalent to
‘heat the metal up too much, to an excessive degree’, etc. I agree with Koopman (1995) and Booij (2002)
in classifying the initial prefixal particle in double particle complexes as an aspectual element:®

(23) Prt, in [, Prt,—Prt,—V] is a non-0-assigning, aspectual particle (Asp-Prt)

Aspect is in the inflectional domain of the clause, c-commanding and scoping over VP; so aspectual
morphology is inflectional morphology. From the point of view of the checking approach to inflectional
morphology espoused in the minimalist program (Chomsky 1995), this leads to the base-generation of
aspectual particles on the complex V, checking features in a VP—external aspectual head (call it Asp) that
has scope over the VP, as in (24). The fact that aspectual particles are systematically inseparable from the
verb (cf. (25b)) is straightforwardly accommodated by the structure in (24): aspectual particles are not
syntactically autonomous vis-a-vis the verb, just like inflectional morphemes are not.” In what follows, I will
annotate these inseparable aspectual particles in the structures as ‘Asp-Prt’.

(24) [aspp ASP<prs () [yp [v Asp-Prt_ge, V] DP]]
25) a. dat Jan het konijn overvéerde (Dutch)
that  Jan the rabbit over-fed
b. Jan <over>voerde het konijn <*over>
Jan over-fed the rabbit over

Inseparable aspectual particles like over- in (25a,b) preempt other aspectual particles — that is, at
most one inseparable aspectual particle is allowed per verb; attempts at combining two aspectual particles
result in ungrammaticality regardless of the relative order of the aspectual particles:
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25 c *dat
that

d. *dat
that

Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan

het
the
het
the

konijn herovervoerde
rabbit re-over-fed
konijn overhervoerde
rabbit over-re-fed

10

Moreover, aspectual particles are incompatible with free-standing resultative secondary predicates as well
(cf. (26)—(28)).% A particularly interesting case is (29). In this paradigm, (29¢) shows that the Asp-Prt her-
is incompatible with the 0-Prt af when the latter is syntactically autonomous — which is the spitting image
of the ungrammatical c—sentences in (18)—(20) and (26)—(28). But interestingly, (29d) is grammatical: Asp-
Prts are compatible with otherwise separable 0-Prts, but only if the 6-Prt incorporates and thus becomes
inseparable from the verb. In this respect, combinations of Asp-Prts and 0-Prts contrast sharply with attempts
at combining two 0-Prts or two Asp-Prts. The examples in (18d)—(20d) below show that incorporating both
particles into the verb does not salvage the ungrammatical c—examples in (18)—(20).

26) a. dat
that

b. dat
that

c. *dat
that

27) a. dat
that

b. dat
that

c. *dat
that

dat
that

b. dat
that

c. *dat
that

29) a. dat
that

b. dat
that

c. *dat
that

d. dat
that

(18d) *dat
that

(19d) *dat
that

(20d) *dat
that

(28)

o

Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
Jan
dat
that

het
the
het
the
het
the
zijn
his
zijn
his
zijn
his
zich
REFL
zich
REFL
zich
REFL
zijn
his
zijn
his
zijn
his
zijn
his
de
the
de
the
me
me

konijn overvoerde
rabbit over-fed

konijn vet voerde
rabbit fat fed
konijn vet overvoerde
rabbit fat over-fed

stem overschreeuwde

voice over-shouted

stem schor schreeuwde
voice hoarse shouted

stem schor overschreeuwde

voice hoarse over-shouted

overeet

over-eats

{suf/kapot/het ziekenhuis in}
numb/to.pieces/the hospital into

{suf/kapot/het ziekenhuis in}
numb/to.pieces/the hospital into

artikel laat herdrukken

article lets re-off-print-INFIN

artikel <af> laat <af>drukken
article off lets off-print
artikel af laat herdrukken
article off lets re-print-INFIN

herafdrukken
re-off-print-INFIN

artikel laat
article lets
brieven wil

eet

eats
overeet
over-eats

opwegsturen/wegopsturen

letters wants up-away-sent/away-up-send

brieven wil
letters wants
slecht zal
badly will

{op/weg}versturen
up/away-VER-send

uitoverkomen/overuitkomen

out-over-come/over-out-come

(Dutch)
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The grammaticality of (29d) is therefore a unique property of combinations of aspectual and 0-particles.
The facts canvassed up to this point in this section thus give rise to the following generalisations:

30) a. 0-Prts are not combinable
b. Asp-Prts are not combinable
c. Asp-Prts can combine with 6-Prts only if 0-Prt incorporates

We had already established the roots of (30a) in the foregoing: the fact that the two 6-Prts would compete
for the same structural position in the complement of the verb rules out any combination of two 0-Prts,
regardless of whether they are incorporated into the verb or not. The fact that two Asp-Prts cannot combine
either (30b) is due to the fact that the aspectual functional head outside VP in the structure in (24) can only
be specified for one aspectual feature bundle at a time. Hence, generating multiple Asp-Prts on V will
inevitably result in failure of the checking of the formal features of all but one of the aspectual particles B
astraightforward violation of Full Interpretation. What now remains to be understood is how (30c) can be
made to follow from the analysis. Two questions arise here: (i) why should there be any restrictions on
combining aspectual and 6-particlesat all, and (ii) how doesincorporation of the 6-Prt facilitate combination
with an Asp-Prt?

3 Combining aspectual and thematic particles

Let me start by addressing the first question raised at the end of the preceding section ® a question whose
scopeisactually far broader than its narrow formulation suggests. For we had already seen that the ban on
combiningan Asp-Prt withanunincorporated 6-Prtispart and parcel of ageneral ban on combining Asp-Prts
with any secondary predicatein the verb' s complement: the ctexamplesin all of the examplesin (26)+(29)
areungrammatical. Thisremindsone of Keyser & Roeper' s(1992) observation that verbs prefixed with re-
will not take small clause complements, as shown by theill-formedness of the examplesin (31):

(31 a *he regave himself up
b. * he repushed his plan forward
C. *he resold hisfriend out

Keyser & Roeper' s(1992) account of theungrammaticality of English* re-V Prtispredicated onthepremise
that thereisasingle abstract clitic' positiononV, which re- and theparticlecompetefor B the particlemust
covertly incorporate into V. But the facts of West-Germanic double particle constructions illustrated in
section 2 show that double particles are possible precisely when both particles are incorporated (i.e.,
physically part of the complex verb) B recall (22) and especially the contrast between (29¢) and (29d). So
multipleparticleincorporationis legitimate. Infact, thegeneralisationisthat the 8- Prt must incorporatewhen
there is an inseparable aspectua particle on the complex verb (30c).” We hence need a different story for
why averb with an inseparabl e aspectual particle doesnot tol erate asecondary predicatein itscomplement.
Recall, first of al, the structure assigned to constructionsfeaturing verbswith inseparabl e aspectual
particles D the structure in (24), repeated here. We have seen that the aspectual functional head Asp’ is
specified for aunique set of aspectual formal features. any attempt at putting two aspectual particleson the
verb fails (cf. (25c,d)). Now observe that resultative secondary predicates in the complement of the verb
(including 6-particles) makean aspectua contribution: they delimit theevent (inthesenseof Tenny 1994 and
references cited there). Let us register this by saying that these secondary predicates possess aspectual
formal features checked against Asp’. Thus, the structure of aresultative construction will look asin (32).
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(24) [AspP ASp_gps. (...) [vp [v Asp-Prt g, V] DP]]
(32) [aspp Aspgrs () [vp V [xp DP [X [preqp Pred g 11111

Putting these two representations together, what we get when we try to combine a verb that has an aspectual
particle prefixed to it with a secondary predicate is a situation in which a single Asp—head needs to establish
an Agree relationship with two aspectual feature bundles lower in the tree, one on the Asp-Prt and one on
the head of the secondary predicate. The attempts in (33a) and (33b) both fail — (33a) because the single
Asp—node must possess a unique aspectual formal feature bundle; and (33b) because one of the two aspec-
tual feature bundles inside the VP will fail to find a match in Asp®, leading to a violation of Full Interpretation
(on the assumption that the aspectual formal features of Asp-Prt and 8-Prt are uninterpretable).'”

(33) a *[aspp ASPrisscrras () Lyp [v ASp-Prtgp, V] [xp DP [X [pp 6-Prt g, 11111
b. *[AspP ASP_gp1s/<pras () [vp [v ASP-Prtggs V] [xp DP [X [pp 0-Prt g, 11111

Now that we know what goes awry when we try to combine an inseparable aspectual particle with
a free-standing secondary predicate, let us proceed to asking why incorporation of the 0-Prt delivers a
grammatical result (recall once again (29¢) vs (29d)). To accommodate combinations of aspectual and
incorporated 0-particles like (29d), we face two tasks — we need to work out the internal structure of a
complex verb containing two particles, and we need to determine how putting both particles on the verb solves
the feature-checking problem we encountered in (33). Regarding the former question, consider what the
options are. One possibility would be to attach both particles to the verb, as in (34a). This structure is ill-
formed, however: multiple adjunction to the same head is ruled out by the LCA (Kayne 1994). So the two
particles will actually need to team up and form a constituent which is subsequently adjoined to the verb. This
still leaves us two possibilities: either the aspectual particle is adjoined to the 8-particle, as in (34b), or the -
particle adjoins to the aspectual particle, as in (34b’). Of these two structures, the former delivers the desired
surface output. The question that we now need to answer, then, is what rules out (34b’) so that we can
narrow the options down to just (34b).

(34) a. *[v Asp-Prt gy, [y 0-Prt, g, V1]
b. [v [ASp-Prt g, +0-Prt; . ] [y VI
b *[y [0-Prt, o +ASP-Prt ;. ] [v VI

Though a definitive answer to this question awaits further research, what I can tentatively offer at
this time is the following speculation.'' As Blom & Booij (2002) point out, inseparable aspectual particles are
holistic, such that verbs prefixed with an aspectual particle always take a totally affected object, with the
VP denoting an accomplishment (cf. (35)). These aspectual particles do not by themselves ‘make’
accomplishments, unlike secondary predicates (cf. (36b,c)); but they depend on accomplishments. It is the
0-Prt that turns the event into an accomplishment; and it is the aspectual particle that depends for its
distribution on the event being an accomplishment. Putting these things together, what we get is that the
aspectual particle depends on the 0-particle — and it is this, I suggest, that lies beneath the fact that the
aspectual particle is adjoined to the 6-particle rather than the other way around: (34b) reflects this dependency
of the aspectual particle on the 0-particle while (34b’) does not.

(35 a. John ran (the marathon) a’. John reran *(the marathon)
b. John attempted (to pass) the exam b’. John reattempted *(to pass) the exam

c. John arranged (to have) a meeting c'. John rearranged *(to have) a meeting
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(36) a. John ran {for/*in} an hour
b. John ran home {in/*for} an hour
c. *John reran

So when an aspectual and a 0-particle are simultaneously attached to a verb, (34b) is the only
grammatical structure. How does this structure facilitate the checking of the formal features of the two
particles? The thing to realise here is that, with the two particles teaming up in an adjunction structure, the
<FF>s of the two particles coalesce into a composite feature bundle <FF3>, such that all the formal features
of the host (6-Prt) plus those formal features of guest (Asp-Prt) for which the host is unspecified will
percolate up to the adjunction complex (cf. Selkirk’s 1982:76 Percolation Convention;'? cf. also Lieber’s 1980
Feature Percolation Convention III, and DiSciullo & Williams’ 1987 notion of ‘relativised head’) — a single
complex feature bundle including all the formal features of the two particles, checkable against a matching
<FF3> under Asp®, as in (37).

(37) [aspp ASPaprss () [vp [v [ASP-Prt gy, +0-Prt; g, ] prss [v V11 [pre {DP 8-Prt;}1]

We now have results for both of the tasks we set ourselves below (33): we know how the two
particles get to glom onto the verb, and we know how the feature-checking problem is solved. With (37) in
place and set squarely apart from the ill-formed structures in (33), we then have an answer to the question
of why it is that, when a 6-Prt combines with a verb that has an inseparable aspectual particle attached to
it, the 0-Prt must incorporate — specifically, it must serve as the host for the aspectual particle, the complex
thus created being attached to the verb, in accordance with the LCA and the dependency relationship
between the aspectual particle and the thematic particle. So whenever two particles are selected, there is no
choice but to put both on the verb, as in (34b)/(37).1

4 The comparative picture, and a generalisation about particle incorporation

So far, what we have found is that when a verb combines simultaneously with an inseparable aspectual
particle and a thematic particle, the two must both be glommed on to the verb; the 8-Prt cannot stand alone.
Iillustrated this in the foregoing with the aid of examples from Dutch, but the effect is much more general:
throughout the Germanic languages (with the exception of English, which does not allow double particle verbs
at all; cf. fn. 13) we find that combinations of inseparable aspectual particles and 6-Prts feature the latter in
verb-internal position. The examples in (38)—(41) give a comparative picture.'*

(38) daB sie das Stiick urauffiithren (German)
that  they the play  originally-on-put
‘that they perform the play for the first time’

39) at stridighederne genopblussede med  fornyet styrke (Danish)
that  hostilities-the re-up-flared  with  renewed force
‘that the hostilities flared up again with renewed force’

(40) att stridighetene  gjenoppblusset med  fornyet styrke (Norwegian)
that  hostilities-the re-up-flared  with  renewed force
[cf. (39)]

41) att vi ateruppbyggde skolan (Swedish)

that  we re-up-built school-the
‘that we rebuilt the school’
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The fact that the 8-Prt occurs directly on the verb in the Scandinavian double particle examples is quite
remarkable from the point of view of the fact that preverbal particle placement is generally highly restricted
in these languages, as we saw earlier on. It is telling that Vikner (2002) notes for Danish (a language that
seems otherwise somewhat more liberal than the other Mainland Scandinavian languages when it comes to
preverbal particles; cf. (7a,b)) that the particle op occurs to the left of the verb blusse ‘flare’ only in the
presence of an inseparable aspectual particle — that is, while (39) is grammatical, dropping gen- ‘re-’ will
result in ill-formedness with op in preverbal position:

(42) at stridighederne <*op>blussede <op> med fornyet styrke (Danish)
that  hostilities-the up-flared up  with renewed force

What this suggests is that incorporation of the thematic particle into the verb is a last resort strategy
— the particle will stand on its own two feet unless leaving it outside the verb results in a crashing derivation,
as in the case of (33).

43) incorporation of 6-Prt into V (cf. (21)) is a last resort
(21 [ve [v Prt; V] [pp {NP Prt;}]]

That particle incorporation should be a last resort is presumably a reflex of the fact that the structure in (21)
gives the particle a mix of a lexical and a syntactic treatment, involving multiple merger of the particle: it is
attached inside the complex verb in the lexicon but also merged as the head a PrtP in the complement of the
verb. In a way this is like reduplication (except that only one of the copies is spelled out phonologically, so
there is no surface reduplication of the particle). But as Gulli (2002) discusses in detail, genuine cases of
syntactic reduplication are arguably the result of syntactic movement (with spell-out of multiple copies in the
chain) rather than multiple merger. For incorporation I have argued against a movement account (primarily
on grounds of triggerability); incorporation thus seems to involve multiple merger of the same element, with
one copy merged in the word-formation component and the other in syntax. It is the multiplicity of merger in
two different components of the grammar (lexicon and syntax) that seems to be responsible for the last resort
nature of particle incorporation — you should license the particle inside the complement of the verb (via the
XP—complementation structure in (9a), above) if you can, resorting to the structure in (21) only if you are
forced to do so, either because lexical factors so decree (as in the case of Norwegian oppgayv in (7b), with
its specialised meaning of ‘report’) or because the presence of an inseparable aspectual particle prevents free
syntactic merger of the 8-Prt (cf. (33))."°

5 When particles won’t part — The V2 restriction on double particle verbs

This said, let us return to the facts in (38)—(41). These are all subordinate clauses, and so are all the Dutch
examples of double particle verbs given in the foregoing discussion. I stuck to subordinate clauses throughout
the discussion so far to suppress the effect of Verb Second. For it turns out that there is something very
peculiar going on with double particle verbs when it comes to Verb Second. While the V2 counterparts of the
Dutch examples in (22a—c) and the German case in (38) are all robustly ungrammatical with fronting of the
complex V to second position (cf. (44) and (45); Hohle 1991, Haider 1993,2001, Koopman 1995, Vikner 2002,
Mclntyre 2002), the Mainland Scandinavian examples in (46)—(48) are all fine (cf. Vikner 2002 on Danish).



Marcel den Dikken —When ParticlesWon't Part 15

44) a. *ze vooraanmelden hun dochter (Dutch)
they  pre-on-report, i.e., preregister their  daughter
b. *ze herafdrukken het artikel

they  re-off-print the article

c. Pkze oververwarmen de kamer
they  over-VER-heat the room
d. ze herverdeelden het land
they  re-VER-distributed the land
(45) *gie urauff hren das St ck (German)
they  originaly-on-putthe play
(46) stridighederne genopblussede med  fornyet styrke (Danish)
hostilities-the re-up-flared  with  renewed force
47) stridighetene  gjenoppblusset med  fornyet styrke (Norwegian)
hostilitiesthe re-up-flared  with  renewed force
(48) vi ateruppbyggde skolan (Swedish)

we re-up-built school-the

Thepicturethat weget hereisamost but not quiteoneinvolving asplit betweenthe OV + and V Otlanguages
intheGermanicfamily B almost, because Dutch and German are both OV and the Scandinavian languages
areall VO, but not quite, because (i) EnglishisaGermanic VO language but it does not have doubleparticle
verbsto begin with, and, much more importantly, (ii) not al double particle verbs behave the same way in
Dutch: while (44a,b) are both crashingly bad, (44c) is appreciably lessawful (while still not anywhere near
full grammaticality), and (44d) isjust perfect. The message to take away from thisfirst cursory inspection
of theterritory, therefore, isthat any account of the V2 restriction in terms of somebroad typological splitis
doomed to failure.

I noted in passing in the opening lines of thissection that the V 2+counterpartsto Dutch (22atc) and
German (38) are all robustly ungrammatical with fronting of the complex verb to second position, as
illustrated above. | said this because it has been noted for German double particle verbs featuring two
inherently affixal particles (cf. Mclntyre 2001) that splitting the particles, taking one along to V 2+position
and stranding the other one in the VP, results in a marginally acceptable result for some speakers. Zeller
(2001:65+66) juxtaposes the following examples (based on Mclntyre' s originals):

49 a ‘Peter milRversteht  seine  Freundin (German)
Peter mis-VER-standshis girlfriend
b. "Peter versteht seine  Freundin mif3-
Peter  VER-stands his girlfriend mis-
"Peter misunderstands his girlfriend'
(500 a  "Peter  berbewertet die  Auseinandersetzung
Peter over-BE-estimates the argument
b. ‘Peter  bewertet die Ause nandersetzung ber-
Peter BE-estimates the argument over-

“Peter overestimates the argument'

Apparently, in German the btexamplesin (49) and (50) areonly "dlightly odd' (Zeller 2001:68), andin some
cases relatively better than the non-split atcases. For Dutch, this is definitely not the case, though B the
Dutch counterpart of the German (49b) istotally ungrammatical,'® and even (51a) is pretty bad.
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1) a. “Peter misverstaat zijn vriendin (Dutch)
b. *Peter verstaat zijn vriendin mis-

But there nonetheless are cases in which splitting occasionally seems to slightly improve the result of
performing V2 on the entire [Prt—Prt—V] complex in Dutch as well — to the extent that anything goes at all
in examples like (44a) and (44b), the best result (relatively speaking) is achieved by stranding both particles
inside the VP and raising just the verb to V2—position:

52) a. Pk ze melden hun  dochter voor  aan (Dutch)
they report their daughter pre-  on
b.  "ze drukken het artikel heraf
they  print the article re-off

I hasten to add that neither of the sentences in (52) comes close to deserving the predicate ‘grammatical’;
but especially in the case of the b—examples in (44) and (52) there seems to be an improvement when the
particles are stranded.

Basically, however (setting this slight effect of stranding aside), what we are confronted with is
ineffability — cases in which nothing works. That is the conundrum that the West-Germanic double particle
verbs present us with. And beyond this ineffability problem, the even larger conundrum is that there is
variation within the set of double particle verbs in West-Germanic when it comes to V2-ability, and that the
Scandinavian languages have absolutely no problem with double particles undergoing V2. These are the
puzzles we have to face.

In our search for an account of the V2 restriction on double particle verbs, let us first draw up a fuller
picture of the empirical lie of the land for Dutch double particle verbs.!” As the paradigm in (44) already
suggests, we need to distinguish four separate types of double particle verbs, with respect to the inherent
affixality of the particles involved. In Type I (the vooraanmelden type), neither particle is inherently affixal
— i.e., both voor and aan in principle occur as free-standing particles (though aspectual voor in the sense
of pre- is always prefixal). Type Il involves a prefixal aspectual particle and a potentially free-standing 6-Prt.
Type Il is the combination of a potentially free-standing left-hand particle (although, once again, in their
incarnations as aspectual particles they are in fact always prefixal) and a prefixal 0-particle. And finally, Type
IV features two inherently affixal particles. A look at the facts in (53) reveals that Types L, Il and IV behave
uniformly with respect to V2—ability, but that Type Il is a mixed bag: some verbs in this class (like overver-
warmen in (44c)) are quite infelicitous in V2—constructions, others forcing splitting or fronting as a complex. '
(33

the four types of double particle verbs under Verb Second (Dutch)

DOUBLE PARTICLE VERB TYPE

VERB SECOND OF COMPLEX VERB

VERB SECOND WITH STRANDING

Type I (voor-aan-melden)

* (cf. (54a))

2% (cf. (54b))

Type I (her-af-drukken)

% (cf. (55a))

?? (cf. (55b))

Type lla (voor-ver-kopen)
Type b (door-ver-kopen)
Type llc (over-ver-hitten)

% (cf. (56a))
% (cf. (57a))
? (cf. (58a))

2% (cf. (56b))
v (cf. (57b))
% (cf. (58b))

Type IV (her-ver-delen)

v (cf. (59a))

* (cf. (59Db))
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Here are some representative examples of the various types of double particle verbs, with the a—examples
exemplifying fronting to V2—position of the entire complex verb and the b—sentences involving splitting.

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

a

*ze
they

*ze
they

*ze
they

*ze
*ze

vooraanmelden hun
pre-on-report  their
voorinschrijven hun
pre-in-write their
overinschrijven voor
over-in-write  for

melden hun
schrijven hun
schrijven over

herafdrukken het
re-off-print the
heropvoeren  het
re-up-lead the
herinvoeren  de

re-in-lead the
drukken het
voeren het
voeren de

voorverkopen de
pre-VER-sell  the
verkopen de
VER-sell the
doorverkopen de
on-VER-sell the
verkopen de
VER-sell the
oververhitten het
over-VER-heat the
verhitten het
VER-heat the

herverdelen de
re-VER-deal the
herbestemmen de
re-BE-destine  the
herbebossen  het
re-BE-forest the

verdelen de
bestemmen de
bebossen het

dochter

daughter

dochter

daughter

de competitie

the competition

dochter voor  aan
dochter voor in

in voor de competitie

artikel

article
toneelstuk
play
doodstraf
death penalty
artikel heraf
toneelstuk
doodstraf

herop
herin

kaartjes
tickets
kaartjes voor
tickets pre-
kaartjes

tickets

kaartjes door
tickets on
metaal
metal
metaal
metal

over
over

rijkdom

wealth

grond

ground

land

land

rijkdomher- / *ze
grond her- / *ze
land  her- / *ze

also in this set:

also in this set:

also in this set:

delen de
stemmen de
bossen het

oververwarmen
‘over-VER-warm’
uitverkopen
‘out-VER-sell’
voorverwarmen
‘pre-VER-warm’
doorberekenen
‘on-BE-count’
overbelichten
‘over-BE-light’
oververmoeien
‘over-VER-tire’

rijkdomherver-
grond herbe-
land  herbe-



Marcel den Dikken — When Particles Won’t Part 18

This tableau gives rise to the empirical generalisations in (60)."

(60) a. when 0-Prt is non-affixal, V2 fails whether Asp-Prt is affixal or not (cf. (53.I/II))
b. when Asp-Prt is non-affixal and 0-Prt is affixal, V2 is quite unstable (cf. (53.111))
c. when both Asp-Prt and 0-Prt are affixal, V2 is generally successful (cf. (53.1V))

With the tableau and the generalisations in (60) in place, the search is now open for factors that seem to
determine the subcategorisation of double particle verbs. I will start by quickly discarding two possibilities that
come to mind, and which are indeed circulating in the literature on double particle constructions: stress, and
the question of whether a given double particle verb is a back-formation or not.

5.1 Stress is not a key factor
A well-known fact about Dutch and German particle verbs is that, in single particle cases, there is a strict

correlation between lack of stress on the particle and inseparability. [ illustrate this here for the minimal pair
véorkomen ‘happen, occur’ and Voork men “prevent':

(6) a dit soort  uitwassen komen hier niet v r (Dutch)
this  sort excesses come here not PRT
“these kinds of excesses don't occur here
b. dit soort  uitwassen voork mt hij liever
this  sort Eexcesses PRT-COMES he rather
“these kinds of excesses, he would rather prevent'
(62) a dit soort  uitwassen lijken hier niet v r te komen (Dutch)
this  sort  excesses seem here  not PRT tO come
“these kinds of excesses don't seem to occur here
b. dit soort  uitwassen probeert hij te voork men
this  sort  excesses tries he to PRT-COME

“these kinds of excesses, he triesto prevent'

As the bxexamplesin (61) and (62) show, unstressed voor in voorkémen ‘prevent’ is not separated from
the verb: the complex verb fronts as a unit in V2—sentences, and the infinitival marker ze docks to the left of
the particle. By contrast, the stressed particle vodr in the a—examples is stranded under V2 and is severed
from its verbal host by the infinitival marker. Stress vs lack of stress on the particle also governs the
distribution of the prefixal part of the past participial circumfix ge-V-d/t/en: unstressed inseparable particles
are incompatible with ge-, their presence preventing ge- from appearing:*

(63) a. dit soort uitwassen zijn hier  nooit voo6rgekomen (Dutch)
this sort excesses are here never PRT-GE-come
b. dit soort uitwassen heeft  hij altijd <*ge>voor<*ge>kémen
this sort  excesses has he always PRT-come

For MclIntyre (2001), stress is the whole story: the accentuation of the particle triggers separability.
But Zeller (2001:65-68) presents a good critique of Mclntyre’s stress-obsessed account. A particularly
striking point made by Zeller in this connection is that when an inseparable particle (which would, in neutral
contexts, be unstressed) is contrastively stressed, it must still be carried along under V2: stranding the particle
results in ungrammaticality despite the fact that it is heavily stressed.?' Here are Zeller’s German examples:
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(64) a. Peter UNTERschitzt die Frauen, aber Hans UBERschitzt  sie
Peter under-estimates the women but Hans over-estimates them
b. *Peter schitzt die Frauen UNTER, aber Hans schitzt sie  UBER
Peter estimates the women under but Hans estimates them over

These examples can be reproduced in Dutch. Stress hence cannot be the whole story when it comes to
separation of particles from their host verbs.

An interesting tangle of facts which, at first, seems to confirm a stress-based approach but which,
when carried over into the realm of double particle verbs, spoils the stress-based story is the following. The
aspectual particle voor is unstressed, not stranded and incompatible with ge- when used as a particle with
the verb voelen ‘feel’, as shown in (65a); but in the noun corresponding to voorvoelen the particle is stressed
and separated from the stem by ge-, as seen in (65b). The distribution of ge- is sensitive to the question of
whether or not the particle is stressed, therefore.

(65) a. dat Jan de ellende had voor(*ge)véeld (Dutch)
that  Jan the misery had  pre-(*GE-)feel-PTC
b. een vreemd voor*(ge)voel
a strange pre-*(GE-)feely (i.e., presentiment)

From (65b), we conclude that aspectual voor ‘pre-’ can in principle be separated from its host. That means
that it cannot be lexically marked as affixal: when stressed, it must in fact be stranded, with single-particle
verbs. Now, crucially, in double particle verbs, voor is systematically stressed; the same is true for the
aspectual particle dver.”? Yet in the examples in (66a,b), stressed over and voor are inseparable from the
verb; and while aspectual vdor is occasionally separable from the ver-prefixed verb (as in (66¢), which
contrasts minimally with (66a,b)), aspecual overis never stranded at all, regardless of whetheritis unstressed
(as it is in simple particle verbs like overvderen “over-feed') or stressed (asin double particle verbs).

(66) a véor-ver-kopen *ze verkopen de kaartjes vOOr
pre-VER-sell they  VER-sell the tickets pre-

b. over-ver-warmen *ze verwarmen de kamer over
over-VER-warm they = VER-warm the room over

c. VOOr-ver-warmen ze verwarmen de oven voor
pre-VER-warm they = VER-warm the oven pre-

The key point to take away from these data is that stress is not the key when it comes to stranding:
the aspectual particle is systematically stressed in double particle verbs, yet the question of whether or not
stranding the aspectual particle results in a grammatical output seems to depend on factors entirely independ-
ent of stress.?

5.2 Back-formation is not a key factor
The triplet in (67) further confirms the conclusion reached in the previous subsection, that stress is not the

key; but I am presenting this triplet here to make a different point: that the question of whether or not a given
double particle verb is a back-formation does not lie beneath the separability differential either.
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(67) a. voor-ver-kopen *ze verkopen de kaartjes voOr

pre-VER-sell they  VER-sell the tickets pre-
b. lit-ver-kopen *ze verkopen de kaartjes uit
out-VER-sell they  VER-sell the tickets out

c. door-ver-kopen ze verkopen de kaartjes déor
on-VER-sell they  VER-sell the tickets on

Of the three double particle verbs based on kopen ‘buy’ in (67), voorverkopen and uitverkopen are
arguably back-formations, from the nouns voorverkoop ‘advance sale’ and uitverkoop ‘sale’; on the other
hand, doorverkopen seems to be a garden-variety case of adding the aspectual particle door ‘on(wards)’
to the verb verkopen. One may suspect, therefore, that the status of (67a,b) as back-formations is responsible
for the fact that splitting them under V2 is impossible. As I will show presently, however, it seems exceedingly
unlikely that it can actually be held responsible for this — and it is even less likely that the back-formation
hypothesis will be able to shed light on the ban on raising the entire double particle verb to V2—position as a
unit.

Vikner (2002) and Mclntyre (2002) make much of the back-formed nature of (some) ‘immobile’ or
‘defective’ verbs (verbs that resist V2). But there are two things that seriously erode the strength of the back-
formation hypothesis. First of all, back-formation is unlikely to lie beneath inseparability: (68b), below, shows
that dverwerken ‘work overtime’, which plausibly involves back-formation (from verwerk ‘overtime’),
resists V2 as a unit but does allow particle stranding, unlike (67a,b). Secondly, most of the cases in (53) that
resist both separation and V2-as-a-unit are non-back-formed (cf. e.g. Type II: afdruky, ‘off-print’, herdruky
‘reprint’ vs. *herafdruk,). And finally, back-formation simply will not explain the ban on raising to the V2—
position of the double particle verb as a unit: back-formed verbs like stofzuigen ‘vacuum-clean’ and
naamvalsmarkeren ‘case-mark [jargon]’ in Dutch,* and friihstiicken ‘have breakfast’ and schriftstellern
‘work as a writer’ (from Zeller 2001:66) in German, do undergo Verb Second perfectly happily (cf. (69)).%

(68) a. zich overwérken ‘overwork oneself’ b. overwerken ‘work overtime’
Jan <over>werkt zich <*over> Jan <*over>werkt vandaag <over>
Jan over-works SE over Jan over-works today over
Jan heeft zich overwerkt Jan heeft vandaag overgewerkt
Jan has SE overworked Jan has today over-GE-worked

(69) a. stofzuigen ze stofzuigt de kamer (Dutch)
dust-such, i.e. vacuum she vacuums the room
naamsvalsmarkeren T naamvalsmarkeert het onderwerp
case-mark T case-marks the subject

b. friihstiicken wir frihstiicken  zu Hause (German)

early-piece, i.e. breakfast we breakfast at home
schriftstellern Peter schriftstellert wieder

writing-put, i.e. work as writer Peter works-as-writer again

I'take it that the above suffices to discard the hypothesis that back-formation plays a key role in the account
of the facts canvassed in (53).

With these negative conclusions in place, let me proceed on a more positive note and work my way
towards an account of the double particle facts. My first stop en-route will be a brief look at two extant
accounts of the immobility of double particle verbs, Koopman (1995) and Vikner (2002).
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5.3 Extant accounts of the immobility of double particle verbs

Before turning to these accounts, let us remind ourselves of the descriptive generalisations concerning Dutch
double particle verbs and their behaviour on V2—constructions:

(60) a. when 0-Prt is non-affixal, V2 fails whether Asp-Prt is affixal or not (cf. (53.I/II))
b. when Asp-Prt is non-affixal and 0-Prt is affixal, V2 is quite unstable (cf. (53.111))
c. when both Asp-Prt and 0-Prt are affixal, V2 is generally successful (cf. (53.1V))

These generalisations should be accommodated by any descriptively adequate analysis of the empirical data.
In addition, the analysis should also allow us to understand the cross-linguistic variation within the Germanic
language family when it comes to the V2-ability of double particle verbs, laid out at the beginning of section
5 and summarisable as follows:

(70)  a. West-Germanic double particle verbs exhibit variable behaviour under V2, as shown in (60)
b. Scandinavian double particle verbs readily allow V2

This is the package that we need our analysis to cover.

Koopman (1995) concerned herself exclusively with Dutch. We will therefore look in vain for any
discussion of the cross-linguistic picture — particularly, the contrast between West-Germanic and
Scandinavian. Moreover, the fact that she confined her discussion entirely to double particle verbs with the
inseparable aspectual particle her- ‘re-’ (our type (53.11)) stands in the way of coverage of the variation
among the different types of double particle constructions that we discovered above. Nonetheless, let us look
just quickly at what Koopman has to say about the ban on V2 with verbs of type (53.1I). She assigns those
a structure of the type in (71), and says with reference to that structure:*

her- cannot attach to REC, because V does not i-command her-. It is clear that V in [(71)] cannot
undergo any further overt movement. Since P is adjoined to V, V does not i-command her-. Therefore,
her- cannot incorporate into V. Since her- does not incorporate, it remains active as the head of the
newly formed V. Therefore, V cannot get out of the projection to satisfy the tense morphology and
move on to satisfy the V2 requirement: the verb is stuck. The only option therefore is to satisfy the
base-generated morphology at LF, that is, to leave the V in situ — an option that is available only in
nonroot environments. (Koopman 1995:159)

(71) lher h€r- [y Ply[Rec 10 1lr 1111 (Koopman’s (30) on p. 158)

The key assumption, therefore, is that her- and its ilk (aspectual particles which she physically base-generates
outside VP; recall fn. 7) block the overt checking of finiteness due to the fact that the presence of the 6-Prt
prevents incorporation of the aspectual particle into the bold-faced verb. For inseparable 6-Prts (including the
affixal be-, ver-, ont- discussed by Hoekstra, Lansu & Westerduin 1987), Koopman (1995:154-55) devises
an account according to which these elements themselves incorporate into the bold-faced verb. Though
Koopman does not discuss this explicitly, it seems that when the 6-Prt incorporates, the aspectual particle may
follow suit, the result being eligible for Verb Second. It is this which will presumably guarantee the V2—-ability
of double particle verbs of type (53.1V), her-ver-delen ‘redistribute’. But if it is true that incorporation of the
0-Prtin and of itself facilitates incorporation of the aspectual particle, all double particle verbs of type (53.11I)
should be eligible for V2-as-a-unit — which, plainly, they are not: there is a great deal of variation among
verbs of type (53.1I1) when it comes to V2, variation which Koopman’s analysis can make little sense of.
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Vikner (2002) (strongly inspired by Haider 1993) focuses his account of the ban on V2 on the part
of double particle verbs on a conflict between V* and V:

complex verbs containing separable prefixes are V¥, and now I would like to suggest that the element
to which German ur-, erst-, vor-, and Dutch her- are prefixed must be interpretable as a V°. We
therefore find ourselves in ... [a] double requirement situation ... (presumably ... due to the fact that ...
these verbs come into existence through back-formation), where the -auffiihren that occurs in
urauffiihren has to conform to both the requirements imposed by the V° analysis (e.g. -auf- cannot be
left behind during verb movement), and those imposed by the V* analysis (e.g. -auf- cannot be taken
along during verb movement), which means that the -auffiihren that occurs in urauffiihren can not
[sic] occur in V2 at all, only clause-finally, and that ge- and zu can only precede -fiihren. (Vikner 2002:15)

Vikner’s approach captures the difference between (53.11) (her-af-drukken ‘re-off-print’) and (53.1V) (her-
ver-delen ‘redistribute’): in the latter, the complex verb is presumably a V° thanks to the fact that both of its
particles are affixal. It may also capture (53.I) (voor-aan-melden ‘pre-register’), on the assumption that
aspectual voor is like her-,1i.e. inseparable — an assumption, however, which, as we have seen, is not exactly
straightforward: while aspectual vooris indeed strictly inseparable in single particle verbs, it behaves variably
in double particle verbs when it comes to separability (recall the contrast between inseparable voor-ver-
kopen ‘pre-sell’ and voor-aan-melden ‘pre-register’, on the one hand, and separable voor-ver-warmen
‘pre-heat’ and voor-be-stemmen ‘pre-destine’, on the other). But Vikner’s approach, like Koopman’s, cannot
capture (53.1III): since Prt,, the 6-Prt, is inseparable, the combination of it and V must be a V?; if (to capture
(53.1)) the aspectual particle is assumed to be inseparable, that should make the complex [Prt,—Prt,—V]a V©,
which should hence be eligible for Verb Second. As we have seen, however, there is quite a bit of variation
within type (53.1I1I), variation which an approach in terms of a V’/V* distinction seems unlikely to be able to
handle successfully.”’

One thing that Vikner (2002) does specifically seek to take care of, though, is the difference between
West-Germanic and Scandinavian. With reference to the question of why a Danish example such as (72a)
is grammatical, he writes:

the requirements for V* are violated even before the new verb with gen-, e.g. genopblusse, is formed,
because V* (i.e. with a separable particle) does not allow the order particle-verb, but only verb-particle
[in Danish]. Therefore opblusse has already been forced into a V° only, and the fact that prefixation
of gen- requires opblusse to be a V° does not change anything.

(72) a. i maj genopblussede stridighederne med  fornyet styrke (Danish)
in May re-up-flared  hostilities-the with  renewed force
b. * maj opblussede stridighederne med  fornyet styrke
in May  up-flared hostilities-the with  renewed force

The problem with this is, of course, that it begs the question of why, if opblusse can be ‘forced into a V*” in
the presence of an additional aspectual particle, it apparently cannot be ‘forced into a V** by itself — that
is, Vikner’s remarks about (72a) seem to predict that (72b) should be grammatical as well, contrary to fact.

It seems clear, therefore, that a novel account of the data is called for. I will set out to develop such
an account in the remainder of this section.
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54 Towards a new account

Let me start the journey towards a new account of the Germanic double particle facts by returning to the
structure I assigned earlier in the paper to double particle constructions. The structure is reproduced below:

(37) [aspp ASPaprss () [vp [v [ASP-Prt g, +0-Prt; g, ] prss [v V11 [pre {NP 8-Prt;}1]

A key ingredient of this structure is that, inside the complex verb, the two particles form a constituent, with
the aspectual particle adjoined to the thematic particle. I argued for this structure on the basis of (i) the LCA,
(ii) the dependency of the aspectual particle on the 0-Prt, and (iii) the need to get the formal feature bundles
of the two particles to coalesce (via the Selkirk/Lieber percolation conventions) into a single, composite
feature bundle <FF3> which can be checked against the unique feature bundle under Asp’.

5.4.1 On stranding

The substructure [Asp-Prt + 0-Prt] is a subconstituent of the complex verb in (37). This structure thus
predicts that stranding of the particle complex under Verb Second should not be possible. And indeed that is
one of the robust properties of double particle constructions: for none of the four types in (53) is itever (fully)
grammatical to strand both particles under V2:

(73) a. Pk ze melden hun  dochter voor  aan (Dutch)

they report their daughter pre-  on

b.  "ze drukken het artikel heraf
they  print the article re-off

c.i *ze kopen de kaartjes voorver-
they buy  the tickets pre-VER-

cii  *ze kopen de kaartjes doorver-
they buy  the tickets on-VER-

ciii  *ze hitten het metaal overver-
they heat the metal over-VER-

d. *ze delen de rijkdom herver-
they deal the wealth re-VER-

It should be said, though, that there is a qualitative difference between the examples in (73c,d) on the one
hand, and (73a) and especially (73b) on the other: (73b) and to a lesser extent (73a) are appreciably less awful
than (73c,d).

Stranding is an earmark of syntactically autonomous behaviour. And syntactically autonomous
behaviour on the part of a particle was cast in terms of the projection of an extended syntactic projection
featuring the small-clause functional head X, as in (9a), repeated below:

(9a) [vp V [xp Spec [X [p,p {DP Prt}]]]]

Such a structure will never converge when the 0-Prt is affixal: affixal particles must incorporate (i.e., on the
assumptions laid out in this paper, they must be base-generated on V and antecede a deleted copy heading
a ‘bare’ PrtP in the verb’s complement), and incorporation is facilitated only by the XP-less, ‘bare’ PrtP
structure in (21), repeated here. The structure in (21) features a syntactically non-autonomous particle: a
particle that cannot stand on its own two feet and be stranded under V2.
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(21 [ve [v Prt; V] [pp {NP Prt;}]]

It is clear, therefore, that whenever the 0-Prt is affixal, we must base-generate it on the verb, and that hence,
when an aspectual particle is adjoined to the 6-Prt in a double particle construction of types (53.11I/IV), it will
be impossible to strand the particle complex — the structure in (37), which is the only available structure for
double particle constructions of types (53.11I/IV), rules such stranding out categorically.

However, when the 0-Prt is not affixal, as in types (53.I/I), nothing prevents it, in principle, from
standing alone, in a structure of the type in (9a). And since we know that 6-particles serve as hosts to
aspectual particles, forming a complex of the type [ ,, Asp-Prt + 0-Prt], it should, in principle, be possible
for that complex to sit in the head position of the predicate of XP in (9a) — without incorporation into V
occurring at any point in the derivation. That should result in stranding of both particles under Verb Second;
concretely, in the surface result in (73a,b). That these sentences are nonetheless less than fully grammatical
lies, I believe, in the fact that, even though the aspectual particle certainly depends on the 6-Prt, it also has
aclose relationship with the verb: after all, aspectual particles go specifically onto verbs (there is re-read but
not *re-car, *re-university, etc.). The precise way of giving this relationship formal shape is not entirely
clear to me at this time. But I believe that the deviance of the examples in (73a,b) lies in a violation of the
requirement that aspectual particles team up with a verb.

Stranding the aspectual particle by itself is often easier than stranding it together with the 0-Prt
(which never results in a perfectly well-formed output). We have seen that the aspectual particles door
‘on(wards)’ and voor ‘pre-’ can be stranded by themselves in a subset of cases of type (53.111). Examples
of this type that we have come across in the foregoing are the following:

(74) . ze verkopen de kaartjes door (Dutch)
they  VER-sell the tickets on
b. ze verwarmen de oven voor
they = VER-warm the oven pre-

These sentences are entirely unobjectionable — but they contrast with apparently similar examples which are
totally impossible:

(75) a. *ze verkopen de kaartjes voor (Dutch)
they  VER-sell the tickets pre-
b. *ze verwarmen de kamer over
they = VER-warm the room over

We have no difficulty ruling out (75) on the basis of the structure in (37). And it is also pretty clear what the
account of examples of the type in (74) should look like: the aspectual particle, in the structure of these
sentences, must not be a subconstituent of V. Instead, it will originate as a modifier of a phrasal node
dominating the verb phrase — much like the free-standing, non-particle aspectual modifiers verder ‘further’
and van tevoren ‘in advance’ in (76).

(76)  a. ze verkopen de kaartjes verder (Dutch)
they  VER-sell the tickets further
b. ze verwarmen de oven van tevoren

they = VER-warm the oven in advance
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Infn. 10, above,  commented on these free-standing, non-particle aspectual modifiers and suggested that they
sitin SpecAspP. I will continue to assume so, and suggest that the grammatical examples in (74) involve the
aspectual particles door and voor in this specifier position, necessarily stranded under V2.

This approach is particularly suitable for the aspectual particle door ‘on’, which exhibits free-standing
behaviour with single particle verbs as well. The fact that the aspectual particle voor ‘pre-’ can occasionally
be stranded all by itself in double particle constructions is more mysterious, however: in single particle
constructions, where voor is the only particle, it is generally much less felicitous to strand it.

a7 . ze lopen/praten/zingen =~ maar door (Dutch)
they  walk/talk/sing DPRT on
b.  "ze wassen de kleren voor
they  wash the clothes pre-

Questions remain, therefore, when it comes to the stranding of aspectual particles under V2. One
particularly problematic feature of the stranding of aspectual particles in type (53.11Ib) is that it specifically
happens only when the 0-Prt is affixal (be-, ver-) — stranding the aspectual particle voor in type (53.1) never
yields a perfect result (cf. (73a)). [ do not have answers to the questions posed by the stranding of aspectual
particles — that is, I do not, at this time, have any clear insight into how to distinguish the peculiar type
(53.11Ib) from the other types, which are all disallow the stranding of the aspectual particle.

5.4.2  On placement vis-a-vis the infinitival marker

Let me now move on to what I believe is an essential cue — the placement of particles vis-a-vis the infinitival
marker. In the Scandinavian languages, particles in preverbal position (like opp in Norwegian oppgi ‘up-give,
report’) are always immediately next to the verb: the infinitival marker will never squeeze itself in between
the particle and the verb. In West-Germanic, by contrast, separable preverbal particles are severed from the
verb by the infinitival marker. The examples in (78) illustrate this:

(78) a d oppgi Vs *opp d gi (Norwegian)
to up-give.INF up to give.INF

b. *te opgeven Vs op te geven (Dutch)
to up-give-INF up to give-INF

So the Scandinavian infinitival marker (d in Norwegian) is certainly outside the complex verb, arguably
lexicalising a free-standing inflectional head. The fact that adverbial material can surface between the
infinitival marker and the verb supports this.”

(79) a. aldri a sla hunden (Norwegian)
never to beat  dog-the
b. d aldri sl hunden
to never beat  dog-the

The West-Germanic infinitival markers (Dutch fe and German zu) are not separable from the verb (except
by inseparable particles), on the other hand. In this regard, they behave just like ge-, the prefixal part of the
past participial circumfix ge-V-d/t/en.” 1 follow Haider’s work (e.g. 2002), in assuming that the infinitival
marker in West-Germanic is a prefix attached to the verb — specifically, an inflectional prefix (80b).% 3!
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(80) a. [v Vinf] (Scandinavian)
b. [y te/zu+Vinf] (West-Germanic)
c. [y ge-+Vptc]

Now, importantly, there seems to be a correlation in the domain of double particle constructions
between (i) the placement of both particles to the right of ze and (ii) successful application of V2-as-a-unit.
A comparison of the tables in (53) and (81) should make this clear. Concrete examples, using the same key
verbs used in the foregoing, are given in (82). 3

(53) the four types of double particle verbs under Verb Second (Dutch)

DOUBLE PARTICLE VERB TYPE | VERB SECOND OF COMPLEX VERB | VERB SECOND WITH STRANDING

Type I (voor-aan-melden) % (cf. (54a))

2% (cf. (54b))

Type Il (her-af-drukken) % (cf. (55a)) ?? (cf. (55b))

% (cf. (56a))
% (cf. (57a))
? (cf. (582))

Type lla (voor-ver-kopen)
Type lIb (door-ver-kopen)
Type llc (over-ver-hitten)

2% (cf. (56b))
v (cf. (57b))
% (cf. (58b))

Type IV (her-ver-delen) v/ (cf. (592)) % (cf. (59b))

(81) the four types of double particle verbs in ‘to’-infinitives (Dutch)

DOUBLE PARTICLE VERB TYPE INF-MARKER PRECEDING PRT INF-MARKER FOLLOWING PRT

Type I (voor-aan-melden) % (cf. (82a)) A?) (cf. (82a))

Type Il (her-af-drukken)

% (cf. (82b))

? (cf. (82b))

Type lla (voor-ver-kopen)
Type lIb (door-ver-kopen)
Type llc (over-ver-hitten)

% (cf. (82¢c))
% (cf. (82¢))
? (cf. (82¢))

?? (cf. (82¢))
v (cf. (82¢))
% (cf. (82¢))

Type IV (her-ver-delen)

v (cf. (82d))

* (cf. (82d))

82) a vooraanmelden —  *te vooraanmelden *Dyoor aan te melden
b. herafdrukken — *te herafdrukken *heraf te drukken
c.i voorverkopen —  *tevoorverkopen "voor te verkopen
c.ii doorverkopen —  *te doorverkopen door te verkopen
c.iii oververhitten — ’te oververhitten *over te verhitten

d. herverdelen — te herverdelen *her<ver> te <ver>delen
The parallel is perfect when it comes to the middle columns of the tables in (53) and (81) — these two
columns match 100%. In the right-hand columns, there are a couple of discrepancies, ‘splitting’ overall being
somewhat more felicitous in the case of ze-infinitive than in Verb Second constructions. The overall picture
that emerges, though, is one of striking parallelism — too striking to be accidental. A particularly telling

illustration of the parallelism between V2 and te-infinitival constructions is provided in (83).
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83) a. oververhitten “over-vER-heat'
(i) ’te oververhitten
(ii)  ’hij overhitte het metaal “he over-vERr-heated the metal’
b. oververwarmen OVEf-VER-warm' Vs voorverwarmen ~pre-VER-warm'
(i) *te oververwarmen (i) voor te verwarmen
(ii)  *hij oververwarmde de kamer " ... the room’ (ii) hij verwarmde de kamer voor

Theparallel betweenthegrammaticality of V2-as-a-unit and the grammaticality of placement of the
infinitival marker te to the left of the particletverb complex extends to verbal N+V compounds like buik-
landen "belly-land' and echtbreken "marriage-break’, discussed in Booij (2002:222+23) and Vikner (2002),
among others (cf. fn. 27, above). These, too, are generally quite alergic to Verb Second B but the extent
towhich they are seemsto correl ate with the extent to which they resist ze-infinitivesin which theinfinitival
marker surfaces to the left of the entire complex verb. The examplesin (84) illustrate this:

84 a echtbreken "marriage-break, i.e. commit adultery’

(i)  *te echtbreken ~ "echt te breken

(ii)  *hij echtbrak aan de lopende band ‘he committed adultery all the time’
*hij brak aan de lopende band echt

b. buiklanden ‘belly-land, i.e. land on one’s belly’

(i) *te buiklanden ~ *buik te landen

(ii)  *het vliegtuig buiklandde ‘the aircraft landed on its belly’
*het vliegtuig landde buik

c. buikspreken ‘belly-speak, i.e. ventriloquise’

(i)  "te buikspreken ~ 'buik te spreken

(ii)  "hij buikspreekt als de besten ‘he ventriloquises extremely well’

*hij spreekt buik als de besten (cf. De Vries 1975:97)
d. prijsschieten ‘prize-shoot’
(i) "te prijsschieten ~ *prijs te schieten

(ii) ’hij prijsschiet zich naar de hoofdprijs ‘he prize-shoots himself to the main prize’
*hij schiet zich prijs naar de hoofdprijs

e. mandekken ‘man-cover, i.e. mark someone (in soccer; man-to-man marking)’

(i) te mandekken ~ *man te dekken

(ii) hij mandekte de sterspeler de hele wedstrijd lang ‘he marked the star player through-
*hij dekte de sterspeler de hele wedstrijd lang man out the match’

What we find is that the V2-ability of the N-V complex as a unit is correlated with the placement of the N
vis-a-vis the infinitival marker fe — the better the te N—V example, the better the V2 sentence involving
fronting of the N—V complex. There is no straight correlation, on the other hand, between the split infinitive
(the N te V order) and stranding of N under V2, splitting generally being easier in infinitives (which, overall,
are more felicitous than the finite forms) than in V2 contexts.*’

When it comes to V2-as-a-unit, therefore, there is a close match, throughout, with the judgement on
placement of the infinitival marker to the left of the complex verb:

(85) particles and incorporated nouns can be carried along under V2 iff they can felicitously
follow the infinitival marker (surfacing between the infinitival marker and the verb stem)
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This descriptive generalisation captures both West-Germanic and Scandinavian. For while in West-Germanic
there is variation with respect to the placement of the infinitival marker vis-a-vis non-verbal material
belonging to the verb, there is none in Scandinavian: throughout, the Scandinavian infinitival marker is outside
(i.e., to the left of) material incorporated into the verb. The generalisation in (85) thus leads us to expect that
material incorporated into the verb will always be carried along with the verb under Verb Second — and we
had already discovered that this conclusion is borne out by the facts: recall the data in (46)—(48), repeated
here:

(46) stridighederne genopblussede med  fornyet styrke (Danish)
hostilities-the re-up-flared  with  renewed force

47) stridighetene  gjenoppblusset med  fornyet styrke (Norwegian)
hostilities-the re-up-flared  with  renewed force

(48) vi ateruppbyggde skolan (Swedish)
we re-up-built school-the

The descriptive generalisation in (85) thus seems to offer the language user the key towards determining the
behaviour of a complex verb under Verb Second.

5.4.3 Analysis

How can the descriptive generalisation in (85) be reduced to independently established principles of the
theory? Two things are essential when it comes to answering this question. The first is our earlier conclusion
that the infinitival marker te/zu of Dutch and German is an inflectional affix, base-generated inside the
complex verb (not the lexicalisation of a VP—external functional head). With that assumption in place, the
placement of the infinitival marker vis-a-vis non-inflectional incorporated material gives the language user
an explicit clue with respect to the location of the inflection inside the complex verb. Concretely, in cases in
which the infinitival marker felicitously attaches outside the incorporated material, there is explicit evidence
that inflection is peripheral in the complex verb: te, the inflectional element, is to the left of, hence peripheral
to, the incorporated material. This clue offered by the te/zu-infinitive as to the location of inflection in the
complex verb can then be exploited by the language user in determining whether movement of the entire
complex verb to Verb Second position is legitimate or not.

In particular, I submit that the proper way of rendering Koopman’s (1995) basic insight that the
presence of the particles in double particle constructions interferes with the attractability of the inflected verb
to Cin V2 is as in (86):

(86) the presence of particles outside inflection prevents satisfaction of C’s head—EPP property

Verb Second is overt-syntactic raising of the finite verb to C, an operation which, on current theoretical
assumptions, must be driven by an EPP property of C. I call it a ‘head—EPP’ property to indicate that it
specifically brings about raising of a head to a C—adjoined position (as distinct from raising of a phrase to
SpecCP, which is logically independent thereof, although in the Germanic V2 languages they tend to go
together, V1 contexts aside). It is the satisfaction of this head—EPP property that goes awry in cases in which
inflection is not peripheral in the complex verb — because:

(87) the head—EPP property of (root) C must be satisfied by inflection
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The inflection on double particle constructions of type (53.I/II) is not recognisable because inflection is not
an immediate constituent of the complex head B itsimmediate constituentsare (i) the particle-complex and
(ii) the inflected verb, with the latter having inflection asitsimmediate constituent. If, then, the head+EPP
property of (root) C must be satisfied by inflection (88), and if that requires inflection to be an immediate
constituent of theelement raised to C,** theban on V2 with (53.1/11) follows. In (53.111/1V), onthe other hand,
no V2 problems arise for those forms of this type for which post-te placement of the particles is
felicitous B inflectionisoutermost for thoseforms, henceanimmediate subconstituent of the category raised
toC.

Notice that thisaccount of the ban on 'V 2-as-a-unit for double particle casesin which theinflection
isnot peripheral (asevidenced by theban on placement of theinfinitival marker totheleft of theincorporated
material) is couched entirely in terms of satisfaction of the EPP property of C. It makes no reference
whatsoever to the checking of the inflectional features themselves. As a matter of fact, nothing interferes
with the checking of those features. Thisis clear from the fact that there is no ban on finiteness for double
particle verbs of types (53.1/11): they may perfectly well be finite, provided that they are not in aroot CP.
Thus, the presence of the particles per se does not interfere with the Agree relationship between T and the
inflected verb. Thisiswhat is expected: the Agree relationship between T and the inflection on the double
particle verb could only beinterfered with by aphase boundary, but clearly the presence of two particleson
the complex verb does not introduce such a phase boundary. Agree, and hence feature checking, thus
succeed in all double particle constructions. What goes awry in asubset of double particle constructions b
aswell asnoun-incorporation casesof thetypeillustrated in (84) B isthat the head+EPP property of Cfails
to be satisfied when the inflection on the complex verb, which is what satisfies C's EPP property, is
embedded inside the complex verb and not visible on the outside of it.

For doubleparticleverbsof type(53.1V), theherverdelen “redistribute' type, thereisexplicit positive
evidence from the placement of theinfinitival marker ze to the left of the particle complex (te herverdelen)
that inflection is peripheral. Similarly, for type (53.111C), oververhitten “over-heat', the acceptability of e
oververhitten tellsthe language user that inflection is peripheral, hence Verb Second of the entire complex
verbislegitimate. For theother typesof doubleparticleverb, by contrast, positiveevidencefor the peripheral -
ity of inflectionislacking: placement of theinfinitival marker totheleft of the particlesissystematically bad;
“splitting' isnever particularly felicitouseither. ThispreventsVerb Second altogether for casesinwhichthe
infinitival marker cannot be placed either outside or inside the complex verb.

In the Scandinavian languages, thefree-standing V P+external nature of theinfinitival marker gives
thelearner no clueastotherelativeorder of attachment of inflectional morphol ogy and incorporated particles:
thereisno positive evidence that inflection is peripheral inside the complex verb, but then again, there also
isnoindication that inflection isnot peripheral. Thefactsare, quite simply, compatiblewith ahypothesisto
theeffect that inflectionisattached outside theincorporated particles: nothing standsintheway of ahypoth-
esisof thistypefor the Scandinavian languages. Asaresult, nothing preventsthe movement of the complex
verb to V2, asdesired.

L et mecomment briefly here ontheway thelanguagelearner might go about | earning thisapparently
baroquely complicated system. On the positive side of things, thereisaclear and directly hel pful cuecoming
from unsplit infinitives: whenever the sequence re X(-Y)-Vinf is grammatical (where ‘X’ and ‘Y’ are
incorporated elements, including but not restricted to particles; cf. the nouns in (84)), we can be sure that
Verb Second of the X(—Y)-V complex is grammatical as well. On the other side of the coin, however, we find
amore complicated picture. It is plainly not the case that, whenever X(-Y) te Vinfis acceptable, Verb Second
with stranding of X(—Y) succeeds equally felicitously (that is, "®heraf te drukken is substantially better than
"ze drukken het artikel heraf ‘they print the article re-off’, which is quite awkward; similarly for “voor
aan te melden and ™ze melden hun dochter voor aan ‘they pre-register their daughter’).
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The relative acceptability of splitting in infinitives does not seem to give the language user a positive
indication, therefore, that stranding of the incorporated material under Verb Second is grammatical. In fact,
the relative acceptability of placement of the infinitival marker between the incorporated material and the verb
stem seems to give the user an indication that Verb Second will basically fail categorically: nothing will come
out right when we try to perform V2 on a complex verb that is split by the infinitival marker.*” I suppose this
cue comes from the fact that, once the language user knows that splitting is (marginally) possible, (s)he will
deduce (on the assumption that there are no cases in which splitting and non-splitting are equally good*®) that
placement of the infinitival marker to the left of the incorporated material will be impossible. And we know
that, whenever the inflectional morphology is not peripheral, satisfying the EPP property of C under V2 fails.
It is via this (admittedly rather convoluted) route that the language user concludes that, when splitting is
relatively good, Verb Second will fail altogether and ineffability results.

The last question that we now need to address is why the relative acceptability of splitting in infinitives
apparently does not tell the language user that stranding of the incorporated material under Verb Second
should be grammatical. That is, why aren’t the judgements in the right-hand columns of (53) and (81) on a
par? Why do they diverge so strikingly for Types I and I1?*” And why does splitting of the infinitive go hand
in hand with stranding under Verb Second in single particle constructions like (88)?

(88) a. hij probeerde haar  op te bellen / *te opbellen
he tried her up to call to up-call

b. hij belde haar op / *hij opbelde  haar

he called her up he up-called her

The key thing to bear in mind here is that, in single particle constructions, there is nothing that forces the
particle to incorporate into the verb — an XP—complementation structure of the type in (9a), repeated below,
is grammatical in principle for any and all single particle constructions involving a 0-Prt. In double particle
constructions, by contrast, the XP—complementation structure is unavailable: (33a,b) both crash, and the
incorporation structure in (37) is the only option.

) a. [ve V [xp Spec [X [pyp {DP Prt}]]]]
(33) a *[aspp ASP<rpisscrros (-2 [vp [v ASP-Prt gy, V] [xp DP [X [pp 0-Prt g, 11111
b. *[AspP ASP_pris/<rros () [vp [y ASp-Prtgrys V] [xp DP [X [pp 0-Prtpey. 11111
(37) [aspp ASPprss () [vp Ly [ASP-Prt g, +0-Prt, g, I ppss [v VI [prp {DP 8-Prt; }]]]

It is this difference between single and double particle constructions which is responsible for the fact that
stranding in single particle constructions is entirely unproblematic while in double particle constructionsitis
ungrammatical. After all, while the particle is potentially syntactically autonomous in single particle
constructions (cf. (9a)), the particles is not syntactically autonomous in the structure in (37). The [Prt—Prt—V]
complex will hence behave as a syntactically indivisible unit: no syntactic operation will ever tease it apart.
That includes Verb Second, and also Verb Raising: as Koopman (1995:144, fn. 12) correctly observes, there
is a robust contrast between the examples in (89a) and (89b), the latter involving stranding of the particle
complex in a Verb Raising construction (recall fn. 32, above).

&9 a Pomdat ze dit programma volgend jaar  schijnen heruit te zenden
because they this  program next year seem re-out to send

b. *omdat ze dit programma volgend jaar  heruit schijnen te zenden
because they this  program next year re-out seem to send

‘because they seem to rebroadcast this program next year’
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The fact that the [Prt—Prt—V] complex is syntactically indivisible does not mean, however, that the infinitival
marker will necessarily be placed outside this complex — this would indeed follow (wrongly) if the infinitival
marker was the syntactically autonomous head of a VP—external functional projection; but the facts from
double particle constructions actually argue strongly against such an approach to the infinitival marker in
West-Germanic. Rather than heading a syntactic projection by itself, the infinitival marker of West-Germanic
is an inflectional morpheme base-generated on the verb (cf. Haider 2002). Since both the infinitival marker
and the particle complex are ‘put on’ the verb in the lexicon, there is a choice, in principle, when it comes to
which to merge first. And indeed we find that double particle constructions fall into two categories in this
respect: Types I and Il merge the infinitival marker first, then the particle complex; Types IIl and IV do things
the other way around. The choice between these two options is a function of the affixality of the rightmost
particle: whenever the rightmost particle is an affix on V, it must be merged before the infinitival marker.

6 Summary

At the end of this long and rather winding road through the forest of double particle constructions and
affiliated constructions in the Germanic languages, let me summarise the main findings.

. particles come in at least two types:
- aspectual particles (Asp-Prt) inflectional morphemes base-generated on V
- thematic particles (0-Prt) heads of maximal projections in V’s complement
. 0-Prt is licensed inside V’s complement if there is functional structure present; the EPP property of
the functional head X can be checked either by NP-movement to SpecXP (10a) or by
Prt—movement to X (10b) (cf. Svenonius 1996); in the latter case, degree modifiers of PrtP are
impossible (by the Head Movement Constraint)

(10) a. [ve V [xp Spec [X [pege right [pyp {DP Prt}]]]]]
b. [ve V [xp Spec [X [peg *right [p,p {DP Prt}]]]1]
. in the absence of functional structure (XP) in V’s complement, 0-Prt must incorporate into V (cf.

(12a)); ‘incorporation’ involves base-generation of a particle in V—adjoined position coindexed with
an identical (but silent) copy of the particle in a PrtP in V’s complement (base-generated
incorporation); ‘incorporation’ is a last resort, used when XP—structure is unavailable or lexical
factors so decree

(12a) [ve [v Prt; V] [ {NP Prt;}]]

. a verb hosting an iPrt cannot take a small clause complement (cf. (33)) — Asp cannot have multiple
aspectual <FF>bundles (33a); hence the [—interpretable] <FF> of either Prt will remain unchecked,
resulting in a violation of Full Interpretation

(33) a *[aspp ASP<rpisscrros () [yp [v ASP-Prt gy, V] [xp DP [X [pp 0-Prt g, 11111
b. *[AspP ASP_gp1s o> () [vp [v ASP-Prtggs V] [xp DP [X [pp 0-Prt g, 11111

. combinations of Asp-Prt and 0-Prt must involve base-generation of both particles on the verb, with
the former attached to the latter (by the LCA) — cf. (37); the <FF>s of the two Prts coalesce
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(37) [aspp ASPprss () [vp Ly [ASP-Prt g, +0-Prt, g, I ppss [v VI [prp {NP 8-Prt; }]]]

. the [[Prt, Prt,] V] complex will be eligible for V2 iffinflection attaches outside the particles — only
then can the head—EPP property of root—C be satisfied via category-movement of the complex verb

(87) the presence of particles outside inflection prevents satisfaction of C’s head—EPP property
(88) the head—EPP property of (root) C must be satisfied by inflection
. the Agree relationship between T and the inflectional features of the complex verb is not interfered

with by the presence of the particles under any circumstance, whence the root/non-root dichotomy

The discussion of the syntax and morphology of double particle constructions in Germanic has led to
new insights in both domains. In particular, it has elucidated the workings and distribution of particle incor-
poration, showing that ‘incorporation’ does not actually involve movement but rather the (last-resort) multiple
merger of a single element from the numeration in two positions, at two different stages in the derivation: once
in the lexicon, as a subconstituent of a complex verb, and once in the syntax, as the head of a syntactic
projection (PrtP). By capitalising on the role played by the functional head Asp in forcing incorporation of both
particles in a double particle construction, the paper has emphasised the significance of Asp as a feature
checker in syntax. It has also emphasised the importance of the hypothesis that a single functional head (here,
Asp) can check at most a single bundle of formal features. In forcing the formation of a constituent containing
both particles (cf. (37)) instead of allowing the particles to adjoin individually to the verb, the paper has
exploited Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom; and in getting the formal feature bundles of the two
particles to coalesce, it appealed to Selkirk’s (1982) percolation conventions (cf. also Lieber 1980, DiSciullo
& Williams 1987). To the extent, then, that the account of the properties of double particle complexes holds
water, it lends support to both the LCA and these percolation conventions. Finally, the account of the ban on
V2-as-a-unit of incorporation complexes in which inflection is not peripheral confirms that there is a
difference between feature checking and the satisfaction of EPP properties, and, more specifically, that EPP
properties are satisfied by inflection.

For all these reasons, this detailed study of the syntax and morphology of double particle constructions
in Germanic has proved very fruitful. A lot remains to be worked out in fuller detail; but the results attained
so far indicate that it will be worth our while to do further work on those details in future research.

Notes

1. This paper is a first rough draft of something that grew out of classnotes for my fall 2002 Morphology
seminar at the CUNY Graduate Center. Many thanks to the participants in this class for their invaluable
feedback. Thanks also to Hubert Haider for discussion of the status of the infinitival marker in West-
Germanic, and to Susi Wurmbrand for drawing my attention to Haider’s work on zu and to Holmberg (1976).

2. As Vinka (1999) notes in an interesting discussion of Swedish verb-particle constructions (see also
Toivonen 1999 for related facts and discussion), there turns out to be an interesting exception to the
generalisation that the Theme can never surface between the verb and the particle in Swedish: precisely those
particles which can be predicated of a noun phrase in a copular sentence can surface to the right of a
pronominal Theme in a transitive verb-particle construction. In other words, there is a correlation between
the grammaticality of the b—examples and that of the c—examples in (i) and (ii):
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@) a. jag drack <upp> vinet <*upp> (Swedish)
I drank up  wine-the up
b. jag drack <upp> det <*upp>
I drank up it up
c. *vinet ar upp
wine-the is up
(i1) a. jag satte  <pa> TVn <*pa>
I switched on TV-the on
b. jag satte  <pa> den  <pa>
I switched on it on
c. TVn ar pa

TV-the is on

3. Languages may vary with respect to the subset of lexical categories they pick out in reference to (14)
— ‘L’ in (14) does not necessarily stand for the entire class of lexical categories. If, however, there are no
category distinctions among the lexical categories and we are dealing instead with category-neutral roots (cf.
e.g. Marantz 1997), (14) automatically generalises across the entire spectrum of lexical roots (‘ L’). The
question of whether languages vary with respect to the coverage of (14) is an empirical one; I have no
contribution to make to this typological question at this time.

4, See Hoekstra, Van der Hulst & Van der Putten (1988) for discussion of the fact that N1 in meat-
eater type compounds is not an argument of the verbal subpart of N2: cf. e.g. container ~ garbage
container ~ garbage can, a triplet showing (i) that container can be used without a ‘containee’ even though
verbal contain is obligatorily transitive (*this can contains), and (ii) that garbage in garbage container
is no more an argument of contain than it is in garbage can, where there is no chance of relating garbage
to a verbal 0-role assigner.

5. The verb onderverhuren ‘sub-VER-rent, i.e., sublet’ is such a case: onder does not in any obvious
sense scope over the VP in dat hij zijn appartement onderverhuurt ‘that he sublets his apartment’; onder-
verhuren is in all likelihood a back-formation from the noun onderverhuur.

6. Mclntyre (2002) refers to the reading assigned to German iiber and unter (as in iiberschdtzen
‘overestimate’ and underschdtzen ‘underestimate’) as the scalar reading. Reference to scalarity only picks
out a subset of the relevant particles, however (it does not capture her- ‘re-’and vo(o)r ‘pre-"). Grouping
them all under the rubric of aspectual particles yields a more comprehensive picture.

7. While I agree with Koopman (1995) in identifying the inseparable particles as inseparable particles,
I do not follow her in base-generating the aspectual particles as heads of a VP—external AspP; instead, I treat
them as inflectional affixes checking features against Asp’. Koopman’s approach fails to deliver the desired
morpheme order: if, in keeping with antisymmetry (Kayne 1994), all adjunction is left-adjunction, verb raising
up to Asp should (with Asp-Prt situated under Asp®) result in suffixation rather than prefixation of the particle.

8. Verbs prefixed with an aspectual Prt also tend to be obligatorily transitive — while eten allows un-
specified object deletion (like its English cognate eat), overeten demands a ‘fake reflexive’ in its complement.
An especially telling minimal pair in this context is *(zich) overwérken ‘work too much’, with an aspectual
Prt and an obligatory ‘fake reflexive’, and dverwerken ‘work overtime’, featuring a separable particle.
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9. In cases in which the aspectual particle is a free-standing, separable particle, the 6-Prt does not have
to incorporate; see fn. 10, below, for brief discussion.

10. Whenever the aspectual modifier is a free-standing element, we get a grammatical result even when
the 0-Prt does not incorporate — cf. (ib), with an adverbial aspectual modifier, and the Flemish case in (ii)
(provided to me by Guido Vanden Wyngaerd, p.c.), with the separable particle ferug instead of the aspectual
prefix her- (note that German riick ‘back’ in things like riickvergiiten ‘re-imburse’, in contrast to ferug, is
a bound form and not strandable; it will not accompany the verb under V2 either; cf. Mclntyre 2002:6). I
postulate the structure in (iii) for these examples. A derivation built on this structure converges: Prt gets its
uninterpretable <FF2> checked against Asp’s <FF2>; [ assume that the formal features <FF1> of the adverb
or separable aspectual particle are [+interpretable] and not in need of checking; hence, Asp® need have no
more than one <FF> set. An analysis along the lines of (iii) may also be right for the Old French example in
(iva) (from Dufresne et al. 2002:18), where the aspectual prefix re- combines with the free-standing 0-Prt
sus (which in turn combines with a resultative, as in Den Dikken’s 1995:Chapter 2 complex particle
constructions). The fact that Old French re- is compatible with unincorporated 6-Prts is no doubt related to
the fact that Old French re- allowed fmesis (cf. (ivb), also from Dufresne et al. 2002; see also Den Dikken
1995:91 and references cited there), arguably a case of clitic climbing: Old French re- is a clitic (cf. also the
fact that it can be ‘doubled’ by free-standing aspectual arriere ‘back’: retorner arriere ‘return back’;
Dufresne et al. 2002:28), and thus exhibits at least some degree of syntactic autonomy.

@) a. dat ze het artikel af laten  (*her)drukken
that  they the article off let re-print
b. dat ze het artikel op/-overnieuw af laten  drukken
that  they the article anew off let print
(i1) ze voeren de doodstraf terug in

they lead the dead penalty back in
‘they are reintroducing the death penalty’

(ii1) [aspp OP-/0vernieuw/terug gy [aspp ASPaprs> () [vp [v VI [xp NP [X [pip Prt g, 11111
@iv) a. il resaut sus en contrement (Old French)
he re-jumps up upwards
‘he jumps up in the air again’
b. tu me redevroies dire
you  me re-should tell

‘you should tell me again’
11. Thanks to Christina Tortora for instigation and discussion of this line of thought.

12. The relevant part of Selkirk’s (1982) Percolation Convention is given here as (i) (where ‘[uF]” means
‘not specified for the feature F’):

@) if a non-head has a feature specification [«F,], and the head has the feature specification
[«F.], then the mother node must have the feature specification [«F,]

13. Though English does have inseparable aspectual particles (cf. fo outgrow, to overindulge, to
underperform, to reread), it does not have double particle constructions at all. This follows from the fact
that the English lexicon abides by the generalised morphological well-formedness condition (WFC) in (14),
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above: no verb-internal antecedents are allowed at all in English. (English does allow nominalisations with N,
or Prt; (cf. truck-driver and outgrowth, onlooker vs *truck-drive, outgrow, onlook): recall that the WFC
in (14) is category-specific, referring explicitly to complexes of category V.) Contrast this with other
Germanic languages — double-particle verbs are grammatical in all Germanic languages except English, and
so are N—incorporation cases like the ones in (15); a subset of these resist Verb Second, just like a subset of
double particle verbs (cf. Vikner 2002 for some discussion of the N—incorporation cases, and the next section
for illustration and discussion of the Verb Second restriction).

14. German (38) is based on Hohle (1991), Haider (1993); Danish (39) is an adaptation of an example
in Vikner (2002); Norwegian (40) was constructed for me by Arild Hestvik (p.c.) on the model of Danish
(39); and Swedish (41) is an adaptation of sentences turned up by a web-search with the aid of a general-
purpose search engine.

15. Notice that the choice between the syntactically free-standing particle construction in (9a) and the
incorporation structure in (21) is not one that can be evaluated in terms of economy: they involve different
numerations (with (9a) featuring X and (21) lacking it).

16. It actually sounds like a very bad linguistic joke.

17. I concentrate on Dutch here because it is my native language; the judgements on double particle
constructions in V2 constructions in West-Germanic are notoriously unstable in some cases (cf. Vikner 2002),
so it is important to have direct access to the facts.

18. Here are some actual examples of Types Illc and IV, culled from the web (these are all V—fronting
cases, with the double particle verb italicised in all examples; I forgo glossing the individual examples, in the
interest of space).

@) a. ‘De Orionnevel was zo helder dat deze zelfs het hele negatief overbelichtte!’

(allserv.rug.ac.be/~jvrsluys/puimichel98.html)
b. ‘Dit schreef Eric Outshoorn (de Volkskrant) o.a. op een e-mail die ik stuurde n.a.v. een stuk
van het ANP, enige tijd geleden, waarin het ANP m.i. de Palestijnse kant van het conflict
onderbelichtte. (www.bintjan.com/~risala/log/archive/2001_06_10_archive.php)
(ii) a. ‘Daarom oververtegenwoordigen wij deze sectoren met o.a. basismaterialen en industri€le
waarden.’ (www.dexia.be/docs/investment/UBspecial2001.pdf)
b. ‘Wij ondervertegenwoordigen de defensieve sectoren, zoals utilities en consumer staples.’
(www.dexia.be/docs/investment/Global_Investment_Strategie NL0203.pdf)
c. ‘Deze onderverhuurt de diverse ruimtes aan de scouting en de groep vrijwilligers van het
jeugd- en jongerenwerk.” [only 1 V2—example] (www.jeugdhuus.nl/org_info.htm)
(i)  a. ‘Ze herverdeelden de bezette gebieden over de boerengemeenschappen die de gronden ooit
waren kwijtgespeeld.’ (dwm.ngonet.be/bijlagen/bijlage8.html)
b. ‘Wanneer herverdeel (lees ‘geef’) je genoeg?’ (www.tgl.be/discus/reactie6-2.htm)

c. ‘Herverdeel ongebruikte software met het oog op een meer doeltreffend gebruik.’
(www.bsa.org/netherlands/freetools/handleiding/gsm.phtml)
@iv) ‘Hef een deel van de woonfunctie op de begane grond op en herbestem dit deel voor horeca

met terras.’ (www.zeeburgnieuws.nl/borneo.html)
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V) ‘Herbebos het lokale medialandschap.”  (www.kbs-frb.be/code/page.cfm?id_page=125&ID=137)
(vi) ‘Daartoe heronderhandelt Distrigas periodiek haar gasinkoopcontracten.’
(www.tractebel.be/download/rapport/nl-pdf/1998/Activito.pdf)

There may be a Holland/Belgium split here (note the ‘.be’ URLs for Belgium): (iia,b) sound somewhat
awkward to me; some of (iii)—(v) do as well. Also, Type IV in V2—position seems to be particularly common
in imperatives (where, on the surface, we have V1) — cf. (iiic), (iv) and (v). The relevance of this remains
unclear but may be substantial; on standard assumptions, imperatives involve V-movement to the same
position as in V2—constructions in Germanic.

19. Recall that by ‘non-affixal’ I mean ‘not necessarily/inherently affixal’: particles like her- and ver-
are always affixal but particles like voor and over are not; the latter type of particle is what is referred to
here as a ‘non-affixal particle’.

20. As Koopman (1995:141, fn. 9) notes, inseparable her- and ge- occasionally co-occur, in which case
her- systematically follows participial ge- and is stressed; cf. gehérwaardeerd/*hergewaardeerd ‘re-
valued’. We can elaborate on this point a little bit further. her- in single particle verbs is typically stressed
and resists ge- in the past participial form; ier- in double particle verbs, on the other hand, is variably stressed
or unstressed, and in cases in which the 0-Prt is non-affixal, the presence of her- never blocks ge-. Stress
does not affect V2-as-a-unit but does seem to marginally affect stranding of her+Prt:

@) a. het toneelstuk héropvoeren / "her6épvoeren ‘re-perform the play’
b. dedruk "héropvoeren / herépvoeren ‘re-heighten the pressure’
c. *we {hérop/her6p }voeren DP we hebben NP {hérop/herép}*(ge)voerd
d. we voeren DP {*hérop/herép} - herop marginal with de druk as the direct object

Notice that (ib) shows perhaps particularly clearly that Vikner’s (2002) claim that ‘immobile’ verbs (i.e., verbs
which refuse to undergo V2, including double particle verbs) are ‘not semantically transparent’ is incorrect.

21. Mclntyre (2001) himself notes a problem for his stress-based approach as well: complex verbs back-
formed from compound nouns like friihstiicken ‘have breakfast’ resist stranding even though they are
stressed. I will return to this point further below, in connection with the back-formation discussion in 5.2.

22. This is part and parcel of a broader generalisation, highlighted by McIntyre (2002) for German but
equally valid for Dutch, that the aspectual particles receive stress whenever they are followed by a weak
syllable. This includes all double particle cases but also covers cases like overdoseren (Dutch)/iiberdosieren
(German) ‘to overdose’ and untertrainieren (German) ‘to undertrain’.

23. Mclntyre (2002) admits that his stress-based account would seem to predict that splitting would
always occur in cases in which the aspectual particle is stressed: a stressed aspectual particle is a legitimate
phonological word, hence on McIntyre’s assumption that splitting occurs whenever no other factors intervene
(his ‘minimal V2), speakers should generally strand the stressed aspectual particle in double particle cases,
contrary to fact. MclIntyre claims that the problem with double particle verbs with a stressed aspectual
particle in initial position is that they confuse speakers: aspectual particles in single particle verbs are
systematically unstressed (clitics, for Mclntyre); but in double particle verbs they are suddenly stressed; that
clash with the clitic hypothesis for aspectual particles, combined with the low frequency of double particle
verbs, ‘leave[s] speakers ignorant as to how to use the prefixes’. But whatever the merit of this claim for
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German, for Dutch this is clearly nonsensical: speakers are by no means confused about examples like those
in (66) and (67), the judgements are crystal clear. The problem does not lie in speakers’ confusion; the fact
of the matter is that some double particle verbs with stressed initial aspectual particles split while others do
not, and that this distribution has nothing whatsoever to do with stress. This, it seems to me, firmly defeats
any attempt at devising a stress-based account for the splittability of double particle verbs.

24. The case of naamvalsmarkeren ‘Case-mark’ is an interesting one, featuring as it does the ‘linking-s’
characteristic of nominal compounds in the West-Germanic languages: naamval-s-markeren. This s strongly
suggests a back-formation analysis for this verb, from the noun naamval-s-markering ‘Case-marking’.
Mclntyre (2002) points out for German that back-formations from compounds featuring a linking morph resist
separation ‘with close to 100% certainty’. For German, raising such back-formations to V2—position as a unit
generally seems difficult as well: thus, Holmberg (1976:64—65), in her statistical study of N-V ‘pseudo-
compounds’ (‘Pseudokomposita’) in German, found that only 3% of her informants accepted kettenraucht
‘chainsmokes’ (with alinking n) in V2 (the ‘splitting’ alternative raucht Kette being accepted by 16%). Dutch
naamvalsmarkeren is clearly inseparable (the split version would place naamval in an adjunct-PP: T
markeert het onderwerp voor naamval ‘T marks the subject for Case’), and behaves like the German cases
with linking morphs in this respect; however, integral V2 is grammatical, as the second example in (69a)
illustrates (cf. also English o Case-mark, head-move, pied-pipe).

25. Mclntyre (2002) does not categorically forbid separation or integral V2 of back-formations — though
his story is not explicitly an OT—analysis, it employs a variety of constraints (including ‘BACKFORMATION
INTEGRITY’, ‘MORPHOLOGICAL INTEGRITY’, ‘CONSTITUENCY INTEGRITY’, ‘AVOID AMBIGUITY’, ‘INDE-
CISION’) which allow a certain amount of violation. Holmberg (1976:78) notes that the back-formation
staugsaugen ‘dust-suck, vacuum’ exhibits variable behaviour, with 53% of the speakers she interviewed
(university and highschool students and faculty) raising the inflected complex to V2—position as a unit and
27% splitting it (and capitalising the N, treating it as V’s object (which explains the tendency to interpret the
split version literally: ‘he sucks dust’) and disallowing an additional direct object; er saugt (*den Teppich)
Staub ‘he sucks (*the rug) dust’); a further 20% of informants rejected the finite V2—construction altogether
for staubsaugen.

26. ‘REC’ is a ‘receptor’ for particle incorporation. The details of Koopman’s analysis of incorporation
need not concern us here; they are beside the point of the main-text discussion.

217. Vikner presents the fact that his account of their immobility does not rely on the fact that double
particle verbs have two prefix-like parts (unlike Haider’s 1993 account, in turn inspired by Hohle 1991) as
a key asset of his analysis: it allows him to capture the immobility of certain cases with a single prefix-like
element — like German bauchlanden ‘to belly-land, land on one’s belly’ — as well. Note, however, that in
this department the facts are once again not at all uniform. Holmberg (1976), in her detailed statistical study
of German N-V ‘pseudo-compounds’, has found that, apart from a high rejection rate overall, there is often
a good deal of variation among speakers when it comes to V2-ability as a unit or with stranding. For
bauchlanden, only 18% of her informants accept the finite form at all, and the split form is rejected
categorically; for notlanden ‘to emergency-land’, on the other hand, a total of 72% accept a finite form, with
62% selecting the ‘V2-as-a-unit’ option (es notlandete ‘it emergency-landed’) and 10% opting for the split
case (es landete not). (In fn. 35, below, I reproduce some more of Holmberg’s statistical data in the form
of tables.) In Dutch, we find similar variation. While buiklanden ‘to belly-land’ is both immobile and
inseparable (like its German counterpart given above), the verb buikspreken ‘belly-speak, ventriloquize’ has
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been reported in the literature (De Vries 1975:97, quoted in Booij 2002:222) to allow splitting (its German
equivalent bauchreden, according to Holmberg’s study, allows splitting for only 3% of speakers), and
mandekken ‘man-cover, mark someone (in soccer)’, in my Dutch, is perfectly happy to undergo V2 as a unit
(cf. (1)). I will return to these data later in this section.

@) a. *het vliegtuig buiklandde *het vliegtuig landde buik
the aircraft belly-landed the aircraft landed belly
b. *hij buikspreekt  graag *hij spreekt graag buik
he belly-speaks  gladly he speaks gladly belly
c. ze mandekten hem  aldoor *ze dekten hem aldoor man

they  man-covered him  all-the-time they covered him  all-the-time man

28. Svenonius’ (1996:18) observation (cf. also Beukema & Den Dikken 1989) that there is Scandinavian-
internal variation with respect to (60) (such that (60a) is out in Swedish, and (60b) in Danish), variation which
seems to be linked to the variation within Scandinavian with respect to particle placement (Swedish mustraise
0-Prt up to X in (9a), and must raise its infinitival marker up to a higher F-head; Danish disallows both
movements), further supports the syntactic autonomy of the infinitival marker in Scandinavian.

29. This is not to say that the infinitival marker and the ge- prefix of the participial circumfix behave the
same way and are in the same structural position. In fact, te and ge- are arguably not in the same position
vis-a-vis the verb: while be-, her-, ont-, ver- cause omission of ge-, they follow ze. Note also that splitting
double-particle verbs with ge- is generally much easier than splitting them with ze.

@) a. vooraangemeld ~ "yoor aan te melden / *te vooraanmelden

b. oververhit (no ge-) ~ ’te oververhitten / *over te verhitten

C. heringevoerd ~  "herin te voeren / "te herinvoeren

c'. terug ingevoerd ~ terug in te voeren / *te terug invoeren

d. herverdeeld (no ge-)  ~ te herverdelen / *her<ver> te <ver>delen
30. The morphological constant in West-Germanic infinitives is the suffix -en; ‘bare’ infinitives are

morphologically marked solely with -en, the infinitival marker fe/zu showing up only in select syntactic
contexts. I do not think this necessarily disqualifies an analysis of te/zu as an inflectional element (contra
Zwart 1993) — the prefixal part of the past participial circumfix ge-V-d/t/en is not systematically present
either (cf. its absence on inseparable prefix verbs), which, however, has not prevented scholars from
analysing itas an inflectional element. That fe/zu is not alexicalisation of an inflectional F-head in (standard)
Dutch and German is clear from its inseparability from the verb (except by elements which are arguably base-
generated on V), as noted in the main text, as well as from the fact that coordination under fe/zu is generally
impossible, as noted already in Bech (1955:16) (cf. (i)). Haider (2002) concludes from (i) that ‘the infinitival
marker is verbal morphology rather than an independent functional element, as in English’.

@) er hat begonnen zuviel zu trinken und *(zu) rauchen
he has begun too-much to drink and to  smoke

Zwart (1993:103-104) notes that in Dutch such coordination is successful (for many but not all speakers)
under certain circumstances (in particular, when all verbs involved are intransitive or share the same
complement), and he takes the success of coordination under fe in such cases to plead against an analysis of
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te as a verbal prefix. That conclusion, however, seems not to be warranted: in precisely the kinds of context
in which Dutch allows te to drop in the second conjunct (e.g., in shared object coordinations), it also allows
aspectual particles (which are unquestionably verbal prefixes; cf. the discussion above) to drop.

(i1) om het land te overbemesten en ((te)  over)bewateren
COMP the land to over-BE-fertilise and to over-BE-water
(iii) dat ze het land  overbemesten en (over)bewateren
that  they the land  over-BE-fertilise and over-BE-water
31. ‘Migrant’ infinitival particles in Ziiritiititsch (Cooper 1989; cf. (i)—(ii)) and southern Dutch/Flemish

dialects (Vanacker 1969, Zwart 1993:102-103; cf. (iii)) are not necessarily in conflict with this; they do,
however, lead one to question the analysis of verb clustering in these dialects, and more generally.

@) a. er hit verschproche, d Chind schtudiere Z laa
he has tried the children study to let
b. er hat verschproche, d Chind la z schtudiere
he has tried the children let to study
(i) a. um gerdchtigkeit chone z haa
COMP justice can to have
b. ohni de Telefonhorer i de Hand miiese z haa
without the receiver in the hand must to have
(iii) voor komen fe werken
COMP come to work

‘(in order) to come and work’

Less easily amenable to an analysis in terms of e as a verbal prefix are the facts of the Groningen dialect
(Schuurman 1987), where, unlike in the standard varieties of West-Germanic, sizeable chunks of non-verbal
material can squeeze themselves in between the infinitival marker and the verb — chunks that cannot easily
be analysed as incorporated material:

@iv) hest volk  genog te heu in schuur bringen?
have-2SG people enough to hey in barn  bring
‘do you have enough people to take the hey into the barn?’

Iagree with Zwart (1993:104, fn. 14) that e in the Groningen dialect is a free-standing element, presumably
in a functional head outside VP. The same is arguably the right approach for the Orange River Afrikaans
infinitival marker fe discussed in Rademeyer (1938), Van Rensburg (1989) and Slomanson (1994). In Orange
River Afrikaans (which contrasts in this respect with standard Afrikaans), the infinitival marker can surface
in either of two positions: adjacent to the infinitive (as in the standard variety), or adjacent to the infinitival
complementiser om (which is impossible in other varieties); a combination of the two patterns, with double
surface occurrence of te, is grammatical as well (examples from Van Rensburg 1989:146):

) a. om die plek te kry
coMP that spot to get
b. om te die plek  kry

COMP to that  spot  get
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(vi) a. leer om die taal te praat
learn coMP that language to speak
b. leer om te die taal te praat
learn COMP to that  language to speak

Interesting though they certainly are, these Groningen and Orange River Afrikaans data donot have anything
to say, however, about the status of fe in varieties of Dutch and Afrikaans in which splitting of the type
illustrated in (iv) and (vb)/(vib) is ungrammatical. For those varieties, as well as for German, I will follow
Haider (2002) (contra e.g. Wilder 1988, Evers 1990, Zwart 1993, IJbema 2002) in analysing the infinitival
marker as a verbal prefix.

32. Koopman (1995:144, fn. 12) notes correctly that, when it comes to fo-infinitives, ‘the judgments are
not crystal clear’. She gives the examples in (i) as an illustration.

@) a. @omdat ze dit programma volgend jaar  schijnen heruit te zenden
because they this  program next year seem re-out to send

b. *omdat ze dit programma volgend jaar  heruit schijnen te zenden
because they this  program next year re-out seem to send

‘because they seem to rebroadcast this program next year’

I agree with Koopman that (ib) is impossible (though perhaps not meriting a full star); I find (ia) somewhat
less good than she does, though — as reflected in the table in (81) and in the judgement I gave for (82b), I
find her-Prt te V generally rather awkward (whence the ‘?°); but clearly, te her-Prt-V is much worse.

33. The facts from German N-V ‘pseudo-compounds’, as catalogued in Holmberg’s (1976) statistical
study, confirm this picture overall. In German, as in Dutch, splitting the infinitive is not correlated with
stranding under V2 — though for verbs like brustschwimmen ‘breast-swim’ and haushalten ‘housekeep’
types, there does seem to be a correlation between a preference for N—zu—Vinf and a preference for splitting
in V2 constructions, there is no overall correlation between the two: for verbs like bauchlanden ‘belly-land’,
notlanden ‘emergency-land’ and bauchreden ‘belly-speak, ventriloquise’, the N—zu—Vinforder is accepted
at a substantially higher rate than the zu—N—Vinforder, but stranding the N under V2 is virtually categorically
rejected. All of the above examples of N—V compounds, according to Holmberg (1976:28), evince ‘increasing
unclarity’ (‘zunehmende Unklarheit’; p. 28) when it comes to the placement of the formatives zu and past-
participial ge-, and they show a very high overall rejection rate, generally over 50%. It is not advisable,
therefore, to take these as one’s model. On the other hand, N-V compounds with a strong preference for
the zu£N+Vinf order like nachtwandeln ‘night-walk’ both show a much higher overall acceptance rate than
N-V compounds of the other types identified by Holmberg, and reveal a significant correlation between that
preference for zu—N—Vinf order and a preference for V2-as-a-unit. The bottom line, therefore, seems to be
thatin German, as in Dutch, zu—N-Vinfis correlated with V2-as-a-unit (while no obvious correlation between
N—zu—Vinf and behaviour under V2 manifests itself).

34, Think of this as a ‘once removed’ restriction: the checker of the EPP—feature can be one of the
immediate subconstituents of the raised category but it cannot be more deeply embedded; this is in the spirit
of Chomsky (1993).
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35. The same seems to be the case in German N-V ‘pseudo-compounds’. For cases in which the split
N—zu—Vinforder is preferred in infinitives (like bauchlanden ‘belly-land’, bergsteigen ‘mountain-climb’ or

sackhiipfen ‘sack-hop’), Holmberg (1976) generally finds very high rejection rates for the finite forms:

@) bauchlanden ‘belly-land’ (Holmberg 1976:40)
FORM TYPE EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE ACCEPTED PERCENTAGE REJECTED
FINITE bauchlandet 18% 82%
landet ... bauch 0%
INFINITIVE | zu bauchlanden 23% 45%
bauchzulanden 32%
(ii) bergsteigen ‘mountain-climb’ (Holmberg 1976:64)
FORM TYPE EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE ACCEPTED PERCENTAGE REJECTED
FINITE bergsteigt 0% 96%
steigt ... Berg 4%
INFINITIVE | zu bergsteigen 11% 48%
bergzusteigen 41%
(i1i) sackhiipfen ‘sack-hop’ (Holmberg 1976:68)
FORM TYPE EXAMPLE PERCENTAGE ACCEPTED PERCENTAGE REJECTED
FINITE sackhiipft 0% 80%
hiipft ... Sack 20%
INFINITIVE zu sackhiipfen 10% 58%
sackzuhiipfen 32%

By contrast, rejection rates for the finite forms are much lower with N—V compounds whose infinitives prefer
placement of the infinitival marker outside the complex, such as nachtwandeln — for that particular case,
in fact, the acceptance rate for the finite form is higher (100%) than for the infinitive (85%).

36. Indeed, I have not found any cases in which splitting and non-splitting give equal results: it always
seems to be the case that one of the two options is distinctly better than the other. Holmberg’s (1976)
statistical study of German N-V ‘pseudo-compounds’ likewise reveals that speakers always have a clear
preference for either splitting or non-splitting (to the extent that they accept the forms at all).

37. I'had already commented, in section 5.4.1, on Type IlIb; see above for discussion, which is irrelevant
in the context at hand.
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