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Inflectional Morphology and the Loss of V2 in Englsh
Eric Haeberli

1 Introduction

Old English (OE) exhibits word order patterns whatke reminiscent of the Verb Second (V2)
phenomenon found in many modern Germanic languadass, fronting of some constituent
often leads to subject-verb inversion, to a wordeorin which the finite verb occurs in second
position. This is illustrated in the following exahas (if no secondary source is cited, the OE
data in this paper are taken frorhe Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of
Old English cf. Pintzuk et al. 2000).

(1) a. [Pas gifulsealdeseo ceasterwaru on Tharsum Apollonio pam tiriscan
(Apollo,16.10.16)

This gift gave the citizens in Tharsus Apollonibe Tyrian
"The citizens of Tharsus gave this gift to Apolles the Tyrian.'

b. [Him] geafda se cyngc twa hund gildenra paenega pol(@42.51.20)
Him gave then the king two hundred golden pennies
‘Then, the king gave him two hundred pence il gol

c. [On his dagum$endeGregorius us fulluht (ChroA2,18.565
In his days sent Gregory us baptism
'In his time, Gregory sent us Christianity.'

V2 patterns have been lost to a large extent imnigtery of English and the word orders found in
the OE examples in (1) would be ungrammatical irdbta English. The loss of V2 in English is
an issue which has received considerable attentiotne literature (cf. e.g. Fuss 1998, van
Kemenade 1987, Kroch et al. 2000, Lightfoot 199997, Platzack 1995, Roberts 1993,
Stockwell 1984). However, the discussions in therditure generally raise two main problems.
First of all, detailed data describing the change eare. And secondly, no satisfactory
explanation has been found so far as to why thasgé occurred.

This paper addresses the second issue, the quedtioV2 was lost in the history of English
(for a discussion of the first issue, see Haeberippear). The main proposal will be that the loss
of V2 in English is a consequence of the loss optgnexpletives and ultimately of a change in
the verbal morphology. The paper is organized #svis. Section 2 contains some general
observations concerning the loss of V2 in Engliarsection 3, two previous explanations of the
loss of V2 will be discussed and rejected, andva aecount will be developed which is based on
comparative evidence from modern Germanic. Seeishows how, on the basis of the approach
proposed in section 3, the loss of V2 can be relédea change in the verbal morphology of
English. Finally, section 5 addresses some remgiissues and section 6 summarizes the paper.

2 The Loss of V2 in English — Some General Obsertans
Before we start investigating the reasons for tes lof V2 in the history of English, a few

remarks are necessary as to what exactly was mashaw it was lost. With respect to what was
lost, we first can observe that for OE, i.e. thdiest attested period of the history of Englishot



V2 contexts have been distinguished in the liteeafa.g. van Kemenade 1987, Pintzuk 1991): (i)
V2 contexts involving a fronted operator and (ii2 Yontexts involving a fronted non-operator.
In context (i), Modern English still requires theegence of a finite verbal element in a position
immediately following the fronted operatdben (will) he (*will) leave® The main difference
between OE and Modern English is that the frontexbal element cannot be a main verb any
more in Modern English, but this restriction is t@nsequence of a more general development
affecting the movement properties of main verbsb@ts 1985) rather than a change in the
syntax of V2. The crucial context for changes ia 2 syntax of English is therefore context (ii)
in which a non-operator is fronted, as illustratedthe examples in (1) above. The Modern
English equivalents of these examples would beamagratical even if an auxiliary followed the
fronted non-operator. Thus, what was lost in tletany of English is the frequent occurrence of
V2 patterns when a non-operator is fronted.

However, if we consider the situation with respect/2 with fronted non-operators in OE
more closely, we can observe that, even at thgestanglish was not a V2 language like the
modern Germanic V2 languages. There are two maopepties which distinguish OE from
modern Germanic. First, the occurrence of V2 ordepends on properties of the subject. More
precisely, genuine V2 orders with fronted non-ops generally occur only with non-
pronominal subjects. As for pronominal subjectsythrecede the finite verb, thereby giving rise
to 'XP-subject-V' orders (V3) rather than to V2 r{dlemenade 1987, Pintzuk 1991; example
from Pintzuk 1991:202)

(2) [hiora untrymnesse] [heLealdrowian on his heortan (CP, 60.17)
their weakness he shall atone in his heart
'He shall atone in his heart for their weakness.'

The OE word order in (2) corresponds to the ordandl in Modern English and not to that found
in the modern Germanic V2 languages. Clauses witlorded non-operator and a pronominal
subject therefore do not manifest any observakdagbs with respect to their surface word order
in the history of English.

The second difference between OE and the modemmadéc V2 languages is that even with
non-pronominal subjects the V2 pattern is not ehtisystematic in OE. Thus, we regularly find
clauses in which a non-operator is fronted but Imctv the full DP subject and the finite verb are
not inverted. This again leads to V3 orders (3).

(3) a. &/[fela dinga] [swa gerad masgealdon (Law4, 448.5.4)

and many things so wise man must do
'‘And such a wise man must do many things.'

b. [Sumum monnum] [Godeledeegder ge good ge yfel gemenged, ... 1B3.21)
Some persons God gives both good and bad mixed
'‘God gives some people both good and bad things.'

c. & [from Offan kyninge] [Hygebryhtjveesgecoren (ChronA, 52.785.1)
and from Offa king Hygebryht was chosen
‘and Hygebryht was chosen by king Offa.’

Although V2 orders are much more frequent in sumhtexts than V3 orders, the frequency of
exceptions to the V2 pattern as shown in (3) i;dymeans negligible. For example, in ten text
samples taken frorithe Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki Parsed ComgfuOld English



654 clauses with non-pronominal subjects have m@tdbnon-operator in initial position. Subject-
verb inversion occurs 466 times (71.3%) whereasinearsion (i.e. V3) can be found in 188
clauses (28.7%) (cf. Haeberli to appear for a maetailed discussion of these data)on-
inversion occurs most frequently with fronted advalr elements. However, fronted arguments
also regularly do not give rise to inversion. le game ten text samples, we can find 130 clauses
with a fronted object, of which 22 (16.9%) have tbeder subject-finite verb. Similar
observations are made by Koopman (1998). In thesamples Koopman studied, 7 to 49% of
the clauses involving a fronted object lack subjerb inversion when the subject is non-
pronominal (23.7% non-inversion if the figures dfsamples are taken together).

To sum up, the context which is of interest far thscussion of the development of V2 in the
history of English is the type of clause in whicha@n-operator is fronted and the subject is non-
pronominal. In such a context, subject-verb invarss the clear majority pattern in OE whereas
in Modern English V2 is generally not possible amgre. Let us now briefly consider the
development of this change from OE to Modern Ehglis

The situation in Early Middle English (EME) islstomparable to that found in OE. Kroch
and Taylor (1997:311) discuss the frequencies bfestrinversion in seven texts from the early
13" century. These frequencies show that, as in Okersion is still predominant with full DP
subjects when a non-operator is fronted. If alKodch and Taylor's figures for the different texts
are taken together, we obtain a frequency of ineeref 71.4%. This figure is very close to the
one mentioned above for the OE text samples fitra Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Old Englis[T1.3%). Hence, the status of V2 does not seehave changed
by the beginning of the Middle English (ME) period.

During the Middle English (ME) period, howevergtiiequency of inversion (V2) decreases
considerably and, as observed by van Kemenade (I18®T7), V2 starts being lost by around
1400. This observation is confirmed by data fromt88t samples fronThe Penn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Middle Engliskhich cover the period between 1350 and 1500Haéberli to
appear for discussion). In 28 of the 33 texts,ftequency of subject-verb inversion in contexts
of non-operator fronting which would not allow img®n in Modern English is below 50%, and
in 19 out of the 33 texts this frequency is evelowe25%. By the 15 century V2 orders have
become a minority pattern, with some variation aghdifferent texts. However, as observed by
Baekken (1998), V2 orders do not disappear entiretle ME period and remaining instances of
V2 still can be found in the Early Modern Engliséripd.

Given the observations made in this section, tagmuestion that arises now is how the
loss of subject-verb inversion in the context oh+operator fronting or, more precisely, the
drastic decrease in the frequency of such consingtin the Middle English period can be
explained. This is the issue that will be addressete next section.

3 Explaining the Loss of V2
3.1 Previous Analyses

Two main types of explanation for the loss of V2English can be identified in the recent
literature. According to the first type of propgseR is lost as a consequence of a decliticization
process affecting subject pronouns (cf. Fuss 1988, Kemenade 1987, Platzack 1995, Roberts
1993). As pointed out above, subject pronouns ins@dEematically precede the finite verb when
a non-operator is fronted, thereby giving rise t8 Wrders. This is in contrast with non-
pronominal subjects which generally follow the vamlthese contexts (V2). Pronouns therefore



have been argued to be clitics in OE. Decliticcratapproaches to the loss of V2 propose that
pronominal elements lose their clitic status in Mg period and that therefore both pronominal
and non-pronominal subjects start behaving alikeymtactic terms. This assimilation of the two
types of subjects is then argued to be the caughdoelimination of the V3/V2 contrast and the
V3 option (i.e. non-inversion when a non-operasofronted) remains the only option. This basic
idea is implemented in different ways by the authquoted above, and it would lead us too far
afield to discuss each of these approaches inldete. Instead, | will simply focus on a few
problems that arise within some (problem 1) or(#lland 1ll) decliticization approaches to the
loss of V2:

() As pointed out by Lightfoot (1995:49, fn. 3ha assumption that pronominal and non-
pronominal subjects start having the same syntgumtperties does not explain why the V2
option was lost. Since pronouns are argued to tlosie clitic properties in the ME period, one
might expect them to start behaving like non-promainsubjects and hence to start occurring in
V2 structures. Such a development should havearied rather than weakened V2.

(1) Another important problem of decliticizatiopproaches to the loss of V2 is that they simply
shift the problem of explanation to another domainthe grammar. The question these
approaches raise is why subject pronouns should logt their clitic-status in the ME period but
no convincing explanations for such a developmentlbeen given in the literature.

(1) There is also some empirical evidence agaihstclaim that pronouns started behaving like
full DPs during the ME period. For example objemtrpuns show several syntactic properties
which clearly distinguish them from full DP objeotgell beyond 1400 (cf. Allen 1995:419,
Haeberli 1999a:400, 412ff, Roberts 1995). This rsehat, if there was a decliticization process
in the ME period, object pronouns were not affedigdt. However, even for subject pronouns
the assumption that they stopped being cliticshiea ME period may be problematic. Data
involving sentential negation suggest that there eontrasts between pronominal and non-
pronominal subjects with respect to their syntabgtavior even in the Early Modern English
period (cf. Rissanen 1998).

Given these problems, an analysis of the loss 2fivterms of a change in the syntactic
status of pronouns does not seem to be attradieteus therefore turn to a different type of
approach that has been proposed in the literafeording to Kroch et al. (2000) and Lightfoot
(1997), the loss of V2 in English is the resuligghmmar contact. This proposal is based on the
observation made by Kroch and Taylor (1997) andcKret al. (2000) that there may have been
dialect variation with respect to the syntax of M2MIE. Kroch et al. identify a southern dialect
of ME which is characterized by an OE type of V3teyn with a contrast between pronominal
and non-pronominal subjects and a northern diakdath exhibits a regular V2 pattern occurring
with both types of subjects. The loss of V2 is tlaegued by Kroch et al. and Lightfoot to be a
consequence of contact between the two dialectboddgh this proposal may be plausible, its
main disadvantage is that, on the basis of the tiatiaare available, it is relatively difficult to
find clear empirical evidence for or against suchcanario. The grammar contact explanation
therefore only seems to be attractive if no alteveandependent explanation for the loss of V2
can be found. In the following section, | will page that such an independent explanation is
indeed available for the loss of the V2 type foum@®E/southern ME and that it is supported by
comparative evidence from the modern Germanic lagest



3.2 An Alternative Explanation

3.2.1 The Analysis of V2 in OE

Before we turn to our analysis of the loss of V2English, some observations concerning the
analysis of V2 in the earliest attested period, Q&, are necessary. Two properties of OE V2
have played a central role in the recent literatbnest of all, as pointed out above already, V2 is
generally only possible with non-pronominal sulgelstit not with pronominal subjects when a
non-operator is fronted (cf. examples 1 and 2). Aadondly, when the fronted element is an
operator, the contrast between types of subjes@pgears and we obtain V2 orders even with
pronominal subjects (cf. van Kemenade 1987, Pin1A%). This is illustrated in (4).

(4) [hwi] sceolelwe] opres mannes niman (/LS 24.188)
why should we another man's take
'Why should we take those of another man?'

On the basis of the data in (1), (2) and (4), VD has generally not been analyzed like modern
Germanic V2. Instead two main assumptions are nf@ade Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991, Hulk
and van Kemenade 1997, Kroch and Taylor 1997, &%nt®91, 1993):

(i) V-fronting targets two possible positions, ndyn€ when an operator is fronted and a head
below C in the inflectional domain in cases of raperator fronting. As for the nature of the
lower target of V-movement, various proposals haeen made. Here, | will adopt the
proposal in Haeberli (2000) where this head is tified as Agr on the basis of some
observations related to the ME dialect variatioacdssed by Kroch et al. (northern vs.
southern ME; cf. section 3.1 above).

(i) Different types of subjects occur in diffetestructural positions. Pronouns, being clitics or
weak pronouns, have to occur in a high positioroyatthe Agr-head), full DP subjects can
remain in a lower position (below the Agr-head).

These proposals can be summarized as follows {aofj&/-movement in italics).

() [cp XP C [agre SUL Agr SU2 ... ]]]

Pronouns are always in the position SU1. They heeefore postverbal when V moves to C
(operator XP, cf. 4) but preverbal when V moves/dalAgr (non-operator XP, cf. 2). As for full
DPs, they can remain in the lower subject posi8i2. V2 orders therefore occur even with V in
Agr, i.e. with non-operator XPs (cf. 1).

3.2.2 A Parallelism between OE and Modern Germanic

What will be important for our purposes is the fdztt the contrast between pronominal and non-
pronominal subjects in OE has a very close anaiopeé modern Germanic V2 languages (cf.
Haeberli 2000). As observed sometimes in the liieea(cf. den Besten 1983, Haeberli 1999b,
Vikner 1995), some modern Germanic V2 languagesvalhe occurrence of an adjunct between
a fronted verb and a full DP subject. An illustoatiof this option is given in (6).

(6) Wabhrscheinlictwird [spater][Hansdieselbe Uhr kaufen Gérmar)
Probably will later John the-same watch buy
'Probably, John will buy the same watch later.’



However, this option is only available with full Bfabjects. Weak pronominal subjects generally
have to be adjacent to the verb (cf. den Beste,1¢&ner 1995:103ff)

(7 Wabhrscheinlictwird (er) [spater] (er) dieselbe Uhr kaufen. Gefmar)
Probably will (he) later (he) the-same watch buy
'Probably, he will buy the same watch later.’

The contrast between (6) and (7) can be analyzedtlgxiike the OE contrast in (1) and (2).
Subject pronouns obligatorily move to the highesijasct position and are therefore adjacent to
the fronted V in V2 contexts. Non-pronominal sultgehowever, can remain in a lower subject
position. Non-adjacency between the fronted verbtha subject is therefore possible.

Thus, we find the same basic contrast betweerrdift types of subjects in the modern
Germanic languages as in OE. The only differencéhés diagnostics used to identify this
contrast. In OE it is a fronted finite verb whicistthguishes the two subject positions, whereas in
modern Germanic adjuncts identify the two positiddshematically, the parallelism between OE
and modern Germanic can be illustrated as follows:

(8) a. OFE: tr XP [agre SUL V SU2 ... ]
b. Modern Germanic:cp XP V  [agr SU1 adjunct SU2 ... ]]

3.2.3 The Licensing of Subjects below AgrP

An important question that the structures in (8e&as why non-pronominal subjects can remain
in the lower subject position SU2. The answer te tjuestion is crucial for the issue of V2 in the

history of English because OE V2 can only be maieth as long as non-pronominal subjects
can occur in SU2 and do not have to move to SUlfoAthe modern Germanic languages, an
analysis of the distribution of subjects is progbse Haeberli (1999b). It is based on the

observation that 'adjunct-subject’ orders with DIF subjects, i.e. constructions with a subject
occurring in the lower position, are not possibteall modern Germanic V2 languages. For
example among the West Germanic languages, ‘aejuibgeéct’ orders are grammatical in

German, Dutch, Frisian and Yiddish but not in Westmish (WF)?

(9) a. Wabhrscheinlicvird (spaterHansdieselbe Uhr kaufen Gérmar)

b. Waarschijnlijkzal (later)Janhetzelfde horloge gaan kopen Dutch)

c. Wierskynlikwol (letter)Janitselde horloazje keapje Frigian)

d. Misschiergoa(*loater) Jantzelfste orloge kuopen WH)
Probably will (later) John the-same watch buy

e. Minastam vet (shpeter) Moyshe koyfn dem zellagyger Yiddish

Probably will (later) Moyshe buy the same watch

Interestingly, the contrast in (9) coincides witlt@ntrast concerning the licensing of expletive
pro. Empty expletives are licensed in German, Dutcisjdh and Yiddish but not in WE.



(10) a. dafpro klar ist, daf3 sie kommen wird (German

b. datpro duidelijk is dat zij komt Dutch)
c. datpro dudlik is dat sij komme wol Frisian)
d. dat *(et) dudelijk is da ze goa kommen WP

that (it) clear is that she (will) come (will)
'that it is clear that she will come'
e. Natirlekh izoro gut, vos du gekumen bist Yiddish
Of-course is good that you come are
'Of course it is good that you came.’

(11) a. dafpro Uberall getanzt wurde (German
b. datpro overal gedanst werd Dutch)
that everywhere danced was
'that people danced everywhere'

c. datproop it lan arbeide waard (Frisian)
that in the field worked was
d. dat *(er) overal gedanst wier WP

that (there) everywhere danced was

Haeberli (1999b) accounts for the correlation betwthe licensing of empty expletives and the
occurrence of 'adjunct-subject’ orders in the V@=tmanic languages observed in (9) to (11) on
the assumption that what allows a subject to renmaim position below an adjunct is the
occurrence of an empty expletive in the subjecitiposabove the adjunct. Thus, ‘adjunct-subject’
orders are possible in German, Dutch, Frisian aigdish because the SU1 position under AgrP
in (8) is occupied by an empty expletive. In WFwewer, empty expletives are not licensed and
the subject has to move to AgrP itself. 'Adjundbjeat’ orders are therefore not possible. This
analysis of the contrast between German/Dutch&fri¥iiddish and WF with respect to 'adjunct-
subject' orders is summarized in (£2).

(12) a. kp XP V. [age SUL adjunct SU2 ... ]| (cf. 8b)
b. [ce Wahrscheinliclwird [agp pro spéter Hans... ]] Germar)
C. [cp Misschien goa [age Jan loater ;... 1l WF

As for the ungrammaticality of 'adjunct-subjectiers with weak pronouns in languages like
German which allow such orders with full DP subge¢tf. 7), we may assume that weak
pronouns obligatorily move to AgrP, possibly duelitensing requirements which force weak
pronouns to move to higher positions than non-pmunal subjects (cf. e.g. Cardinaletti and
Starke 1994).

3.2.4Explaining the Loss of V2 in English

Given the parallelism between OE and modern Gemnanmmarized in (8), the analysis of
modern Germanic discussed in the previous seciomow be extended straightforwardly to the
development of V2 in English. As observerd in ther&ture (cf. e.g. Hulk and van Kemenade
1995:232) and as illustrated below, empty explstiaee licensed in OE (13) and EME (14) (the
ME data discussed in this paper are taken fronfiteeversion ofThe Penn-Helsinki Parsed
Corpus of Middle Englistcf. Kroch & Taylor 1994,



(13) a. ... paeprofor mannum gesewen weere, peet ... edDB4,77.10.77.7)
that before people seen was that ...

"...that it could be seen by people that ...

b. And eftpro is awriten, paet se bid awyrged, pe ... (AELet4,31.147)
And again is written that he is cursed who ...
'‘And again it is written that he is cursed who ...’

c. And scandlipro is to specenne peet ... (WHom3, 270.79)
And shameful is to say that
'‘And it is shameful to say that...’

(14) a. Of hiregprois zewriten: ... (Vicesl, 5.26)

Of her is written
'‘About her, it is written: ...’

b. & welprois riht pt we pe lideliche lustnin. (Sawlda.78.202)
and well is right that we you attentively listen
‘and well it is right that we listen to you atitieely.’

C. b-ezetproweren monie ma pene ... (Marga, 54.5)
Still were many more than
'Still there were many more than...

In terms of the proposals made in the previousi@edor the modern West Germanic
languages, the occurrence of empty expletives language not only means that no overt
nominal subject is required in sentences like @3 (14) but also that full DP subjects do not
have to move to the highest subject position (SUHtead, full DP subjects can remain in a
lower subject position, i.e. in OE/EME in a pogitibelow the landing site of finite verbs in
contexts of non-operator fronting. V2 in OE/EME daerefore be considered as a consequence
of the licensing of empty expletives. This is ithaged in (15).

(15) a. Ep XP [agp SUL  V SuU2 ... 1l (cf. 8a)
b. cp Pasgifu hgp pro sealde  seo ceasterwaru .]] (OE, EME cf. 1a)

The analysis in (15) has an important consequaneefor the issue of the development of
V2 in the history of English. In terms of (15b)et®E/EME type of V2 can only be derived as
long as non-overt expletives are licensed. We thereexpect that, once empty expletives start
being lost, English should also start losing Vaistinres in contexts of non-operator fronting
because the subject now has to move to the highisect position itself. This expectation is
borne out. As Hulk and van Kemenade (1995:249)wbséthe loss of verb second and the loss
of expletivepro-drop coincide" in the history of English. Varioognstructions which have been
analyzed as involving empty expletives indeed ugadehanges at the time when the frequency
of V2 structures decreases. For example, impersomasdtructions start being lost in ME (cf.
Allen 1995:290). Furthermore, the frequency of tise of the overt expletivherein existential
constructions rises rapidly after the EME period. @reivik 1990). Finally, adjectiverto-
infinitive constructions often occur without an overt nomsaject in OE/EME (cf. 13c). Such
structures become less and less frequent in MEreteilad an overt expletive subject starts being
used (cf. van der Wurff 1990:101). Thus, the Iods¥2and the loss of empty expletives seem to



coincide and this observation follows straightforsirg from the way in which | have analyzed
OE/EME V2 (cf. 15b).

In summary, the loss of V2 in the history of Egrglis a consequence of the loss of the
licensing of empty expletives. Non-pronominal setgein OE/EME can occur in the lower of
two subject positions in the inflectional domaindathis lower subject position is below the
inflectional head to which the finite verb movescontexts of non-operator fronting. Fronting of
a non-operator therefore can create V2 orders.Basgroposals made in Haeberli (1999b) for
the modern West Germanic languages, | argued thafpronominal subjects in OE/EME can
remain in a lower subject position because thedriglibject position is occupied by an empty
expletive. V2 orders with fronted non-operator©OB/EME therefore depend on the licensing of
empty expletiveS.Once empty expletives start being lost, V2 ordeite fronted non-operators
also start disappearing because the subject themohaove to the highest subject position and
thus precedes rather than follows the finite vérbreby giving rise to V3 orders.

This analysis of the loss of V2 in English has tmain advantages. First, no stipulations
have to be made which are specific to the lossdfMENglish. Instead, the diachronic variation
found in English can be analyzed in terms of prafosvhich have been made for entirely
independent reasons for synchronic variation foundhe modern Germanic languages (cf.
Haeberli 1999b). The OE/EME V2 structures are cawaiga with 'adjunct-subject’ orders in
languages like German, Dutch, Frisian or Yiddigid ¢hey cannot be derived any more in later
stages of English for the same reason that ‘adguigect' orders cannot be derived in West
Flemish. And the second advantage of our analgdisat it provides a simple explanation for the
observation that the loss of V2 and the loss oftgrappletives coincide historically.

4 Inflection and the Loss of Empty Expletives

The proposals made in the previous section sudbasthe loss of V2 is related to the loss of
empty expletives in the history of English. The sfien that arises now is what the causes of the
latter loss are, i.e. why empty expletives stadisdppearing during the ME period. The standard
hypothesis made in the literature is that the Basgnof empty pronouns is related to properties of
the verbal agreement morphology. More particulatijyas been proposed that expletpe is
found in languages with a relatively rich agreemgatadigm (cf. e.g. Platzack 1987). In this
section, | will explore to what extent such a hymsis may account for the loss of empty
expletives in the history of English and hencemétiely for the loss of V2.

Before considering what aspect of the diachronevetbpments in the inflectional
morphology of English could be relevant for theslo$ expletivepro, let us first look again at the
synchronic variation found in the modern West Gerimdanguages. As pointed out in section
3.2.3, empty expletives are licensed in languatesGerman, Dutch, Frisian and Yiddish but
not in WF. In terms of the hypothesis that the rigiag of empty expletives depends on the
richness of verbal agreement, we may wonder theat wmlakes the agreement morphology in WF
poorer than that found in the other languages. réleyant present tense paradigms are given in
(16).



(16) German Frisian Dutch WF Yiddish

Inf.  spielen meane lachen spelen redn
('to play’) (‘to mow’) (tolaugh’)  (‘to play’) (‘to speak’)

1sg ichspiee ik mean®d ik lach@ ik spelen ikh red
2sg duspiest do mearst jij lach-t gie speel- du redst
3sg  erspiet- hy meant hij lach+ zie speel er redt

1pl wir spielen  wy meane wij lach-en  wunder spekn  wir redn
2pl ihr spielt jimme meare jullie lach-en gunder spedl- ir red+

3pl sie spieen  hja meare zij lach-en  zunder spekn  zeyredn

The paradigms in (16) differ only minimally. Forawple Dutch and WF are distinguished only
by the 1sg form and, at first sight, it is not cledny the Dutch paradigm is rich enough to license
empty expletives whereas the WF paradigm is notvé¥er, as pointed out by Liliane Haegeman
(p.c.), there is one property of WF inflection whimay be crucial. In WF, the 1sg form
corresponds to the form of the infinitive. In thyer languages in (16), all the singular forms can
be distinguished from the infinitive. WF agreemtrdrefore can be argued to be impoverished in
the singular because one form contains an infaitmorpheme rather than an agreement
morphemé?

What is interesting for our purposes now is theg bbservations made for WF can be
extended to the history of English. Later ME diéfén exactly the same way from OE/EME as
WEF differs from German/Dutch/Frisian/Yiddish. Thesillustrated in (17}

a7 Old English Early Middle Later Middle
English English
Inf. -an -en -e
1sg e -e -e
2sg st -st -st
3sg p -p -p

The verbal agreement morphology does not changstanially in the Middle English period.
What changes is the ending of the infinitive, duéhie loss of the final consonant (cf. also Baugh
and Cable 1978:162). As a consequence of this ehdhg infinitive and the 1sg form become
identical. An illustration of this development ivgn in (18) (EME) and (19) (later ME).

(18) a. & letuontsweren (Kathe, 31.205; c1225)
b. ... ich peontswere (Kathe, 40.344)

(19) a. ... whanne no man mexprche (NTest, IX, 1.803; a1425 (c1395))
b. My fadir worchith til now, and Yvorche. (NTest, V, 1.356)

The loss of the final consonant in the infinitiveda hence, the assimilation of the 1sg form and
the infinitive coincide with the loss of empty eg&ples, which, as observed in section 3.2.4, also
start being lost in the ME period. Thus, exactly same correlation as observed for modern West
Germanic holds for the history of English. Emptypletives are licensed if all singular verb
forms bear clear agreement morphology (OE/EME/GefBatch/Frisian/Yiddish). If one of the
singular forms bears an ending which correspondkeanfinitival ending, empty expletives are
not licensed any more (late ME/WF).
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As in the case of WF, the presence of an infialtferm in the singular paradigm of late ME
could be argued to impoverish agreement in suctaytivat empty expletives are not licensed
any more. In terms of the analysis proposed in@e& 2.4, V2 structures then cannot be derived
any more, because V2 structures depend on thenueesd an empty expletive in the highest
subject position. The loss of V2 can therefore blated to a change in the inflectional
morphology of English.

Some evidence supporting such a conclusion cdoural once we take a closer look at the
33 ME text samples from between 1350 and 1500 estilicii Haeberli (to appear). As observed in
section 2 above, non-inversion (i.e. V3) in non+apar fronting contexts is the clear majority
pattern in most of these texts. Furthermore, nedstcontain either no infinitive ending im at
all or only a few isolated cases. There are onlyekis in which the frequency oh-infinitives is
higher than 3% and, even among those, thénfinitive is generally the clear minority form.
However, there is one main exception. In the texhge fromThe Mirror of St. Edmund
(Vernon Ms.) 382 out of 469 infinitives (81.4%) have an ending. Interestingly, the same text
is also characterized by a distinctive behaviohwéspect to inversion. Among the texts studied
in Haeberli (to appear) he Mirror of St. Edmund (Vernon Mss)the text which has by far the
highest frequency of inversion in contexts of n@emtor fronting (around 80%). Thus, the
productive occurrence of then-infinitive and, hence, the morphological distiocti between
infinitives and 1sg forms seem to go together wlith preservation of a productive V2 grammar
in The Mirror of St. EdmundThis observation can be accounted for in termshefproposal
made above that the assimilation of a singular ¥erin with the infinitive is ultimately the
source for the loss of V2 in the history of EnglighThe Mirror of St. Edmundhis assimilation
has not 1tg:tken place yet and V2 therefore remap®ductive option in contexts of non-operator
fronting:.

In summary, the observations made in this sedigggest that the licensing condition on
empty expletives can be formulated as follows: Brgpletives are licensed if all the forms in
the singular paradigm bear agreement morphologhafibh this hypothesis is tentative at this
stage and more research based on a larger ratgegofiges will be necessary to strengthen it, it
is nevertheless striking that this condition ac¢sdar both the synchronic variation found in the
West Germanic languages (German/Dutch/Frisian/$lddis. WF) and the diachronic variation
found in the history of English (OE/EME vs. Engligiiter EME). In terms of the analysis
pursued in this paper and the theme of this baatth & licensing condition on empty expletives
has an additional interesting consequence, narhatytte loss of V2 in the history of English is
ultimately a syntactic effect of a morphologicabaolge (i.e. the loss of the infinitivah-ending).

5 Reconsidering OE/EME and Late ME/Early Modern Endish
Let us conclude this paper by briefly reconsidersame issues related to the situation in

OE/EME and Late ME/Early Modern English in the tigi the proposals made in the previous
sections.

5.1 OE/EME
As observed in section 2, fronting of a non-operatoes not always lead to subject-verb
inversion in OE/EME. Instead V3 orders are fairhgquent even when the subject is non-

pronominal. Thus, the OE/EME V2 pattern is not @gdras the one found in the modern
Germanic V2 languages. Given the analysis propaseskction 3.2.4, this observation is not
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surprising. Our analysis suggests that V2 in cdst@ft non-operator fronting in OE/EME is
generally a function of an empty expletive in thghlest subject position ([Spec, AgrP]) and,
hence, of the occurrence of the subject in a Igeesition which follows the finite verb in Agr.
Suppose, however, that a derivation is based ameeration which lacks an empty expletive. In
this case, the subject has to move to AgrP itaelf, we therefore obtain V3 orders when a non-
operator is fronted. V2 and V3 with non-pronomisabjects in OE/EME therefore co-occur
because the two orders are simply the result ofdistinct numerations, one containing an empty
expletive and the other lacking an empty expletive.

Although this analysis explains why the V2 syntaXOE/EME is not entirely rigid, one issue
remains open at this point. As discussed in se@jor? orders are more frequent than V3 orders
when a non-operator is fronted and the subjecorspronominal (ratio of approximately 3:1).
The question arises: Why is the V2 option, i.eeitisn of an empty expletive, used more
frequently than the V3 option, i.e. subject movetiefhere seem to be two main ways to deal
with this issue. First of all, the two orders (VR \¥3) may have distinct discourse properties.
Thus, the frequency of the uses of the two optiensld be determined by pragmatic factors
(related e.g. to properties of the subject). Aldinely, there may be syntactic factors which
influence the frequencies. For example, in Haeb@#99a:346ff) it is suggested that the
syntactic factors which are responsible for theuo@mce of impersonal constructions in OE may
have the side effect of creating an additionalapfor deriving V2 orders. This additional option
would then lead to a more frequent occurrence af N@wever, both of these hypotheses are
speculative at this point and | will leave a detdiinvestigation of this issue for future research.

5.2 Late ME/Early Modern English

V2 is a marginal pattern by the end of the ME p@md, in terms of the analysis proposed in
this paper, the decrease in the frequency of V2reris a consequence of the loss of empty
expletives. However, V2 has not completely disapgeaget in late ME (LME). Two illustrations
of V2 orders are given in (20).

(20) a. and [on the same dag@ndthe Kinge the third privye seale to you
(1461; Priv, CPaston, 202.258)
and on the same day sent the King the third pgeal to you
'‘And on the same day, the king sent you the thindy seal.’
b. and [muche sorowjadsir Gawayne to avoyde his horse (a1470; Malp1.420)
and much difficulty had Sir Gawayne to dismouwataf his horse
'‘And Sir Gawayne had much difficulty to dismotnam his horse.’

The question these examples raise is how V2 chibstderived in this period of transition when
V2 is on its way out of the grammar of English bitill has not yet entirely disappeared.

There are two possible ways for deriving the renimg V2 orders in LME. First, some
instances of V2 may be remnants of the old (OE/EBEmmar licensing empty expletives.
They therefore have the same status as some ocahsistances of subjectless constructions in
LME as in (21).

(22) ... howepro is best fore me to sywe to hym (1472y, JPaston, 450.604)

how is best for me to say to him
'how it is best for me to talk to him.'
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Although the use of empty expletives decreased dfiaally during the ME period, examples
like (21) suggest that some remnants of explepine were still available in LME. A certain
number of V2 orders can therefore be related tog¢h®ining marginal option of licensing empty
expletives in LME and can be analyzed along thesliproposed for OE/EME.

However, an additional observation concerning W2ME suggests that there is an another
option for deriving V2 orders. In contrast to OE/EMvhere the fronting of a non-operator
generally does not give rise to subject-verb ineersvith subject pronouns, V2 in LME does not
distinguish as clearly between pronominal and na@m@minal subjects any more. Although V2
is still more frequent with full DP subjects, V2ncalso be found with pronominal subjects in
most LME texts (cf. Haeberli to appear for statistidata). Two illustrations are given in (22).

(22) a. And [many mervayleshallhe do (a1470; Malory, 47.79)
And many wonders shall he do
‘And he will do many wonders.'
b. [pis questionvoldel knowe of you (2472; Priv, Tmull, 126.623)
this question wanted | know of you
'l wanted to ask you this question.'

The fact that pronominal subjects can be found 2nc@ntexts in LME suggests that V2 in LME
Is not always derived in the way it was deriveddB/EME. Instead, | propose that some LME
V2 orders involve the movements found in the mod&enmanic V2 languages, i.e. V-movement
to C and XP-movement to [Spec, CP]. Due to thesevements, V2 can be obtained
independently of the properties of the subject. féisthe reason why the V-to-C option for
deriving V2 is introduced, at least as a marginaiam, in the grammar of ME, there are two
possible scenarios. First, V-to-C may simply hagerbintroduced as a means of dealing with the
remaining V2 orders in the data to which the lamggukearners were exposed at the point when
empty expletives started being lost. Or alternétivéhe V-to-C option could have been
introduced through language contact with the nontlitalect of ME which, as argued by Kroch
and Taylor (1997), had a V2 grammar in which V2teystically involved XP- and V-
movement to CP?

The syntactic options used for deriving V2 in LNMtten seem to have been maintained well
into the Early Modern English (EModE) period. Inisthperiod, we still find occasional
occurrences of V2 (cf. Baekken 1998).

(23) a. [This manhathGod accompanied all his life
(c1620; DSEA 79, 10; Bakik 998:158)
b. [Good lambes-woollhavewe for their lambe skins
(1594; TNUT 54, 18; Baekken 1998:159)

Again, the OE/EME contrast between different typesubjects does not seem to be crucial any
more (cf. 23a full DP, 23b pronoun), suggestind ¥&in EModE can be derived in terms of the
second option discussed for LME, i.e. XP- and V-eraent to CP. Being a marginal option, it
was eliminated from the grammar during the EModEgaeand the equivalents of the examples
in (23) were no longer grammatical in Modern Ertglis
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, | proposed an analysis of the Idsg¢2in the history of English. On the basis of
comparative evidence from the modern West Germiamguages, | argued that the loss of the
frequent occurrence of V2 patterns in contextsasf-aperator fronting is a consequence of the
loss of empty expletives during the ME period. Givke standard assumption that the licensing
of empty pronominal elements is related to propsrtf the verbal agreement morphology, | then
proposed that the loss of V2 in the history of Bfgtan ultimately be reduced to a change in the
inflectional morphology during the ME period. The®nclusion supports recent work which
suggests that the morphological properties of auage can play an important role in
determining its syntactic properties.

Footnotes

" Parts of the material discussed here were presenthe & Diachronic Generative Syntax
Conference (University of Maryland, May 2000), the" Comparative Germanic Syntax
Workshop (University of Groningen, May 2000), th#"International Conference on English
Historical Linguistics (University of Santiago de@postela, September 2000) and in seminars
at the Universities of Geneva (May 2000), Read@gt¢ber 2000) and York (November 2000). |
would like to thank the audiences at theses prasens for their helpful comments.

! Note that some cases of non-inversion (V3) cowlgmtially be analyzed as V-final main
clauses, an option which was possible in OE. Howeag Pintzuk (1991:312) and Koopman
(1995:139) observe, V-final main clauses are gdiyevary rare (presumably not more than 6%
of all main clauses). Hence, it does not seem tpléasible to assume that the V-final option is
the only source for the occurrence of non-inversadauses (cf. also Haeberli to appear,
Koog)man 1998:145ff).

As for the northern ME V2 syntax which Kroch etidentify on the basis of the syntactic
properties of a northern text from around 140lig Northern Prose Rule of St Bgndhe
analysis proposed here does not provide an expdandbr its loss. It may be that this
development is indeed the result of grammar confébts, we could assume that for the
(syntactic/morphological) reasons discussed in ftlowing sections, V2 was lost in the
southern dialects of ME and that this non-V2 synteen spread to the north.

% A further West Germanic language, Afrikaans, & &side here. Afrikaans raises some
additional issues for the framework outlined instlsection and in section 4 below, but a
discussion of these issues would lead us too feidahere. They are addressed in Haeberli
(1999a:186/187/270, 1999b:12/13).

* For most speakers of Dutch, impersonal passivé®oul expletiveer (‘there') seem to be
entirely acceptable only when some other elemenparticular a locative constituent, precedes
the predicate (cf. 11b). This restriction, whichedaot occur for example in German, could be
argued to suggest that empty expletives are nenhdied in Dutch and that it is the locative
constituent which fills the subject position in 1(cf. Haider 1991:56). However, such an
assumption would be problematic for two reasonsstFit would remain unclear why an
expletive is not obligatory in cases like (10b)wmich no locative constituent precedes the
predicate. And secondly, it would be difficult tocaunt for the variation between Dutch and
West Flemish with respect to impersonal passivesesin the latter language an overt expletive
is obligatory even if a locative element is preq@dd). | will therefore assume that, like German,
Dutch licenses empty expletives (cf. also KosteB7t257ff.). As for the restriction on
impersonal passives in Dutch, i.e. the fact thatetkpletiveer generally is inserted when no other
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consituent preceding the predicate is presentaif be that, as proposed by Bennis (1986), the
use of the expletiver in Dutch is partly determined by pragmatic factors

> The Scandinavian languages raise some additissaés$ for the analysis summarized in the
text. See Haeberli (1999h:23ff) for discussion. ldwer, for the purposes of our discussion here,
a comparison of OE/EME with the situation in Westr@anic is sufficient.

® Based on a study of existential constructions B, MWilliams (2000) suggests that empty
expletives in EME are only licensed in contextswhich the finite verb moves to C, i.e. in
contexts of operator fronting. However, this claseems to be too strong. It would entail that
empty expletives are ruled out when the verb mdeethe inflectional head below C, i.e. in
contexts in which a non-operator is fronted (cttea 3.2.1). But the data in (13) and (14) show
that such a restriction does not hold. Empty eiy#stare licensed in these examples although
none of the fronted constituents generally triggémmovement to C in OE/EME. Note also that
the examples in (13) and (14) do not simply coutgita few isolated exceptions among a large
number of examples of the same type containingvant @xpletive. For example, in the corpus
studied by Williams (existential constructions hetPenn-Helsinki Corpus examples with a
fronted non-operator (as in 14c) are very rarea@fargued by Williams, one eliminates clauses
with fronted locatives). And among the few exampilleat do occur, we can find examples
involving both an overt or a non-overt (cf. 14cpkstive but there is no preference for the former
option. Thus, there does not seem to be any clederce for restricting the licensing of empty
expletives in EME (and in OE) to contexts in whitie verb moves to C, and | will therefore
assume that expletiyao is licensed in [Spec, AgrP] in OE/EME regardletsvbether the verb
moves to C or to Agr.

" Cf. also Kroch and Taylor (1997) for an analystsich relates OE/EME V2 in contexts of
non-operator fronting to the occurrence of emptyletves.

8 Alternatively, the expletive could be realized diyethereby also creating V3 orders. The
question that may arise then, however, is why nartoexpletives could not simply all be
replaced by overt expletives, i.e. why the former &fders did not simply all become expletive
constructions with an overt expletive. To deal wiltis issue, | will adopt the proposals of
Haeberli (1999a:305ff, 1999b:19), according to Wwhibereexpletives as used in English
expletive-associate constructions are not the eyaafactic equivalents of non-overt expletives,
because the former generally give rise to a defaiss restriction on the associate whereas the
latter do not. Thus, the option of inserting anrbeapletive in AgrP is not available with definite
subjects in English and the subject has to movAgd® itself. A general replacement of V2
structures by overt expletive constructions as sequence of the loss of empty expletives is
therefore not possible because expletive-assocatstructions are restricted to cases involving
indefinite subjects. As for the contrast betwedifetent types of expletives with respect to the
definiteness restriction, see Haeberli (1999a:3fdffan analysis.

® Note that this property crucially distinguishes/BRE from the modern Germanic V2
languages which have a more systematic V2 syntaxthése languages | assume that V2 always
involves the CP-domain (i.e. V-movement to C). Wi2refore does not depend on the licensing
of empty expletives and the scenario of the lossv@fdescribed here does not make any
predictions as to how the type of V2 grammar foumthe modern Germanic languages could be
lost.

19 As suggested in the text, the relevant parts @fpdradigms are the singular forms. In the
plural, all the languages in (16) have some forntsckwv correspond to the infinitive. This
restriction to the singular paradigm could be esato the fact that expletives generally go
together with singular agreement if agreement is determined by an associate (i.e. an
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argument). Thus, plural agreement could be argadaktirrelevant in the context of expletives
and hence also with respect to the licensing oftgrgpletives.

1t should be pointed out that verbal inflectionME is subject to dialectal variation. The
forms given in (17) are southern, i.e. they repmesbe dialect area which, as observed in
footnote 2 above, is the crucial one for our arialg§the loss of V2.

12 A similar point can be made with respect to anoil#-century text, namel¥he Ayenbite
of Inwyt As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this teaintains the OE pattern of V2 to a
large extent and therefore has a high frequend&s2ofvith non-pronominal subjects (cf. Kroch &
Taylor 1997:312). However, at first sight, the @dional morphology found in this text seems
problematic for the approach discussed in the Ex¢ infinitival ending and the 1sg ending are
generally identical as in most /45" century ME texts (e.get-e — inf. and 1sg of ‘eat’; cf.
Gradon 1979:97ff.). Yet, there is one context irickithe—n ending of the infinitive still can be
found. TheAyenbitehas preserved the dative suffi@ and the OE inflected infinitive ending in —
e, and in these inflected infinitives the infinitivan ending reappears. Thus, we get the following
distinctions between infinitives and inflected mfives: et-e (‘eat’, infinitive) —to et-en-e
(inflected infinitive); spek-e('speak’)— to spek-enseuoryeu-e(‘forgive’) —to uoryeu-en-eetc. |
therefore propose that the underlying represemtatib the infinitival suffix in theAyenbite
includes a final-n. A phonological process then deletes this endiagiviinally and-n therefore
only appears when an inflectional ending is addexda consequence, all the singular agreement
endings in thé\yenbiteare distinct from the infinitival ending. Empty d&pves and, hence, V2
with non-pronominal subjects are therefore stkhised in this text.

13 An anonymous reviewer suggests that, if the oetuwe of subject-verb inversion with
subject pronouns in ME is the result of dialecttaot) the hypothesis that dialect contact is also
the cause of the loss of V2 (cf. section 3.1.) maystrengthened. However, the development of
inversion with pronominal subjects during the MEipe& does not seem to me to be sufficient to
make the contact scenario much more convincinghasxplanation for the loss of V2. First, as
pointed out in the text, dialect contact is onlyeoof two possible interpretations for the
occurrence of subject-verb inversion with subjecnpuns in ME. And secondly, if the contact
situation led to an increase of inversion with mmmmnal subjects in ME, one may wonder why
the same thing did not happen with non-pronomindijexcts, i.e. why inversion with full DP
subjects was not strengthened rather than weak&hedproblem does not arise for the proposal
made in this paper. Dialect contact might indeedehplayed a role for the introduction of
subject-verb inversion with subject pronouns arahde, of V-to-C movement to derive V2, but
since this option remained a rather marginal onklh (inversion frequencies with pronouns of
below 10% in 17 and below 20% in 24 out of the 3B Mxts studied in Haeberli (to appear)),
the loss of empty expletives and, as a consequémedgss of the OE/EME type of V2 led to an
overall reduction of the frequency of V2 with norepominal subjects in the ME period.
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