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Case 1: The shift from Inß-Þnal to 
Inß-medial word order in the history 

of Yiddish (Santorini 1993)



(1) ven der vatr    nurt doyts     leyen kan
  if   the father only German read  can

(2) ven du  mir meyn kop  ab  shneydst
  if  you me    my  head off  cut

(3) ven der vatr kan nurt doyts leyen

(4) ven du mir shneydst meyn kop ab

Unambiguous I-Þnal cases:

Unambiguous I-medial cases:



(5) ven der vatr nurt doyts leyen kan
 
(6) ven der vatr leyen kan nurt doyts
  

Extraposition in Yiddish



(7)  daz   er  hat  eyn    brudr
      that  he  had   a    brother

(8)   da    ishue   kam   in          arts isral
     when Joshua came into   the land of Israel

Ambiguity between I-medial and 
I-Þnal structure
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Date Simple verb case Complexverb case
INFL-medial INFL-Þnal freq. INFL-medial INFL-Þnal freq.

1400-1489 0 27 .00 1 15 .06
1490-1539 5 37 .12 2 35 .05
1540-1589 13 59 .18 4 51 .07
1590-1639 5 81 .06 7 57 .11
1640-1689 13 33 .28 18 44 .29
1690-1739 15 20 .43 25 28 .47
1740-1789 1 1 .50 11 17 .39
1790-1839 54 3 .95 79 0 1.00
1840-1950 90 0 1.00 62 0 1.00

Table 1: Frequency of Yiddish INFL-medial phrase structure by verb type in unambiguous
clauses.
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Frequency of Inß-medial versus Inß-Þnal word order in 
the history of Yiddish, unambiguous cases
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Frequency of Inß-medial versus Inß-Þnal word order in 
the history of Yiddish, ambiguous case
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Date DP postposing PP postposing
Postposed Not postposed freq. Postposed Not postposed freq.

1400-1489 1 12 .08 9 12 .43
1490-1539 7 19 .27 13 16 .45
1540-1589 7 24 .23 52 21 .71
1590-1639 10 40 .20 39 23 .63
1640-1689 4 19 .17 17 30 .36
1690-1739 1 5 .17 6 3 .67
1740-1789 1 2 .33 8 7 .53
1790-1839 0 1 .00 1 1 .50
1840-1950 no INFL-final data Ð no INFL-final data Ð

Table 5: Frequencies of DP and PP postposition by time period.
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Frequency of DP and PP postposing
in the history of Yiddish (Santorini 1993)



Stability of DP and PP postposing
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Correcting for postposing in ambiguous cases

For each time period, let 
! A = # ambiguously I-medial cases
! F = # I-Þnal cases that would be ambiguous if medial
! p = rate of postposing

Then the estimated true # of I-medial cases in A is
! E = A F  p

This calculation is done separately for sentences with 
postverbal DPs and PPs, with the results then summed.
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An independence hypothesis

When two processes are independent of one another 
in the grammar of a language, they are statistically 
independent in usage.



Case II:  The loss of  V2 and the 
decline of topicalization in English



¥ Anthony Kroch and Ann Taylor. Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of 
Middle English, second edition. CD-ROM, second edition, 2000.

¥ Ann Taylor, Anthony Warner, Susan Pintzuk, and Frank Beths. 
York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose. Oxford 
Text Archive, Þrst edition, 2003.

¥ Anthony Kroch, Beatrice Santorini, and Lauren Delfs. Penn-
Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern English. CD-ROM, Þrst 
edition, 2004.

¥ Ann Taylor, Arja Nurmi, Anthony Warner, Susan Pintzuk, and 
Terttu Nevalainen. Parsed Corpus of Early English 
Correspondence. Oxford Text Archive, Þrst edition, 2006.

English Data Sources
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96 A CORPUSSTUDY OF THE VORFELD

Table 4.2: Summary of Vorfeld occupation of arguments.

Vorfeld Prop est (%)

Argument yes no lo pt hi

subject 43 523 18 597 69.7 70.1 70.4
direct object 3 418 20 432 13.9 14.3 14.8
indirect object 38 815 3.2 4.5 6.1

Note:subject= SU, direct object= OBJ1 + OBJ1 VC, indirect object= OBJ2 + OBJ2 VC.

Table 4.3: ClassiÞcation after part-of-speech and syntactic category.

Category CGN labels

nominal NP, N, VNW, MWU (when proper names)
prepositional PP, VZ

verbal TI , OTI, AHI , INF, WW, PPART

clausal CP, WHSUB, WHQ, WHREL, REL, SVAN, SMAIN, SSUB, SV1

Note: See Appendix A for explanation of the CGN POS/Cat-labels. Conjunctions/lists of one
category are also assigned that category. Other POS-types (notably adjectives and adverbs) were
assigned to a rest category.

other things questionnaire data. We will see in later sections that there is more to the
difference between direct and indirect objects than meets the eye, however. If we take the
effect of deÞniteness on Vorfeld occupation into account, the difference between direct
objects and indirect objects is not as big as Table 4.2 suggests.

Subjects and objects can be a of a wide variety of categories. We can divide the data
of Table 4.2 into four main categories:nominal, prepositional, verbalandclausal. The
translation between CGN-tags and the four categories is given in Table 4.3. The categories
nominalandprepositionalshould be self-explanatory. The difference betweenverbal
andclausalis that clausal constituents are Þnite, and contain all arguments of the verb,
whereas verbal constituents are non-Þnite or do not contain all arguments of the verb.
Tables 4.4Ð4.6 show how each of the grammatical functions breaks down into these
categories. Below, I will illustrate the data with some examples for each grammatical
function. The nominal data will considered in more detail in the section on deÞniteness
(Section 4.3).

Subjects Vorfeld occupation of subjects per category is detailed in Table 4.4. The
proportion of subjects in the Vorfeld is high in each category, although clausal subjects
appear to have a slightly reduced chance of appearing in the Vorfeld.
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Frequency of direct object topicalization 
in modern spoken Dutch (Bouma 2008)



Evolution of PP preposing in English 
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The history of topicalization in English 
(Speyer 2008)

¥ Why does topicalization decline in Middle English 
but not disappear? If the change a parametric one, it 
should go to completion. Otherwise, topicalization, a 
clear case of stylistic variation might be expected to 
be stable in frequency over time.

¥ This question has answer in the speciÞc interaction
between parametric settings and stylistic variation in 
the history of English.
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Correlation between frequencies of object topicalization
and of  V2 in Middle English texts (Wallenberg 2007)
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Subject type in sentences with topicalized objects

Subject type in sentences with in situ objects

personal pronoun demonstrative pronoun full noun phrase
181 2 17
90.5% 1% 8.5 %

personal pronoun demonstrative pronoun full noun phrase
140 20 142
46.4 6.6 47.0

Distribution of subject types in a corpus
of topicalized and non-topicalized

sentences in natural speech



Clash avoidance

¥ The type of topicalization that declines:

(1) The n•wspaper J—hn read; the n˜vel M‡ry did.

¥ The type of topicalization that doesnÕt:

(2) The n•wspaper I rŽad; the n˜vel I d’dnÕt.

(Compare: The n•wspaper read J—hn.)



Translating German topicalized arguments into
English in three modern German novels

[by Bšll, DŸrrenmatt and Grass] 

Topicalized to topicalized:

G: Mahlkes Haupt bedeckte dieser Hut besonders peinlich.
E: On MahlkeÕs head this hat made a particularly painful 
impression.

Topicalized to non-topicalized:

G: Zu den sechs kamen noch drei weitere.
E: Three others joined these six in the afternoon.
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Accent placement and topicalization frequencies in 
translating German topicalized arguments into English



focus on 
subject

focus on 
tensed verb

focus 
elsewhere

N (total= 207) 113 29 65

% inversion 89 14 71

% of cases 55 14 31

Distribution of contrastive topicalization by focus 
(second accent) placement in Middle English

focus
        position

distribution
             of cases



me1 me2 me3 me4 eme1 eme2 eme3

# sent. with DO 2855 1300 4615 2271 3229 3584 2544

# topicalized 219 69 145 66 67 82 28

% topicalized 7.7 5.3 3.1 2.9 2.1 2.3 1.1

# V2 162 34 89 46 35 27 4

% V2 74 49.3 61.4 70.2 52.2 32.9 14.3

sentence type

time period

Frequency of matrix clause topicalization 
and V2 in Middle and Early Modern English
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me1 me2 me3 me4 eme1 eme2 eme3

# sent. with DO 2855 1300 4615 2271 3229 3584 2544

# topicalized 219 69 145 66 67 82 28

would have been 
topicalized

219 100 354 174 248 275 195

actual rate of V2 74 49.3 61.4 70.2 52.2 32.9 14.3

corrected rate V2 74.0 34.0 25.1 26.4 14.1 9.8 2.1

sentence type

time period

Corrected frequency of matrix clause topicalization 
and V2 in Middle and Early Modern English
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Case III:  Was Old English a V2 
language?



The V2 constraint in Old English:
the pronoun exception

(1) "¾t hus h¾fdon Romane to #¾m anum tacne geworht.

(2) ®lc yfel he m¾g don.

(3) "in agen geleafa $e h¾f$ geh¾ledne.

(4) & seofon ¾rendracan he him h¾fde to asend.
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(2) and him se   inno$ eac  geopenode ongean
     and him the heart  also opened      again

(co¾live, +ALS_[Vincent]:170.7907)

(1) $¾ne      se geatweard! let in
     that-one the doorkeeper! let in 

(cowsgosp, Jn_[WSCp]:10.3.6596)

Unambiguous V3 clauses with topicalized objects
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frequency V3
.21
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Frequency of unambiguous V3 clauses
against all particle verb cases



(1) ac  $one yfelan f¾str¾dan willan folneah nan wind  ne   m¾g 
     but the   evil    constant    will    almost  no  storm not may

     awecggean
     awaken

                             (cocuraC,CP_[Cotton]:33.224.4.85f.)

V3 clauses with topicalized objects ambiguous due to 
West Germanic verb raising



number SOVI main clauses with full 
noun phrase subjects

ratio of SOVI to SOIV in unambiguous 
verb-raising environments

rate of object topicalization in verb-Þnal 
clauses

predicted number of OSIV cases due to 
verb-raising with topicalization

actual number of OSIV cases

20

0.7

0.2

2.8

22

Expected versus observed number of  V3 clauses with 
topicalized objects given verb raising



Case IV:  Another independence 
result Ð the loss of  V2 in French



France Martineau, et. al. Corpus MCVF, ÒModŽliser le 
changement: les voies du fran•ais.Ó University of Ottawa.

French Data Source

Five Middle French texts:

¥ Chroniques de Froissart
¥ La Prise dÕAlexandrie
¥ Cent N. N.  Anonymes
¥ XV Joies de Mariage
¥ Commynes

Six Old French texts:

¥ Brendan
¥ Le chanson de Roland
¥ Yvain
¥ Nicolette et Aucassin
¥ La queste de la sainte Graal
¥ Le somme le roi

Two Early Modern French texts:

¥ ƒtaples Bible translation
¥ letters of Marguerite de Valois



(2)!chars avoient  ils        assŽs
! meat  had       they     enough
! Froissart, 135.569

(3)!une chose! ont-ilz! ! ! asez! ! honneste
! one thing! have-they! enough  honest
! Commynes, 120.1634

Germanic inversion in Old and Middle French 

(1)!messe e matines ad   li    reis escultet
! mass and matins has the king heard
! Roland 11.139



Romance inversion in Old French 

(3)!ceste parole   ot   escoutee li   seneschax
      this   speech has heard      the seneschal
!                          Yvain 134.4663

(1)!... puis si  chevalchet od   sa grant ost     li    ber 
!     then so rides          with his great army the baron
!                          Roland, 179.2438

(2)!... •o   ad   tut fait    Rollant 
!     that has all done Roland
!                          Roland, 24.301



Ambiguous cases 

(3)!Mult Þerement chevalchet li   emperere
     very  proudly    rides         the emperor
!                          Roland 23.3296

(2)!Bien Þert   nostre guarent
      well Þghts our     guardian
!                          Roland 124.1665

                                                                                               

(1)!Apr•s  parlat ses Þlz  envers Marsilies
! then   spoke his  son to        Marsilies
!                          Roland 37.466



sentences with 
an auxiliary verb

sentences with 
a single verb 

Old French  0.86 [218]  0.83 [2163]

Middle French  0.69 [402]  0.70 [3633]

Modern French 0.27 [33] 0.22 [160]

The temporal evolution of  V2 with full DP 
subjects for all types of preposed XP



frequency of 
Germanic 
inversion

frequency 
of Romance 

inversion

Romance + 
Germanic 
inversion

Old French 0.50 0.36 0.86
Middle French 0.32 0.37 0.69

Modern 
French

0.03 0.24 0.27

The temporal evolution of  Germanic and 
Romance inversion in  V2 sentences with 

topicalized XPs and full DP subjects



Romance + 
Germanic 
inversion

sentences with 
a single verb 

Old French 0.86 0.83
Middle French 0.69 0.70
Modern French 0.27 0.22

The independence result



Finis


