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1. Introduction

In Present-Day English, adjuncts can occur in tneén areas of the clause:
clause-initially (before the subject), clause-fipalafter the main verb) or clause-
medially (between the subject and the main verhg fbcus of this paper will be the
latter domain, which corresponds to the area betwee subject and the finite main
verb or, if the finite verbal element is an aux¥iathe area between the subject and
the non-finite main verb either to the left or hee tright of the finite auxiliary. In the
literature, it is sometimes claimed that this ceusedial adjunct position is restricted
to adverbs. However, as has regularly been shofve.¢¢ Haegeman 1983, 2002, De
Clerg, Haegeman and Lohndal 2012), medial NP- a@nddfuncts are not entirely
ruled out and they can be found in corpus datas Bnilustrated in (1).

(1) a. The Governmentill this weekannouncea pay rise... (Haegeman 1983:74)

b. ... heyesterdayublishedhis version of last week’s events

(Haegeman 2002:79)
c. The actowasat that timeliving in London. (De Clerqg et al. 2012:7)
d. ... Thompsorn one lettertalks of his relationship with a girl.

(Haegenza©2:83)

Although medial NP- and PP-adjuncts are not entivehned in Present-Day English,
it is nevertheless the case that speakers oftematoaccept such word orders.
Furthermore, their frequency of occurrence in coaps very low and their use seems
to be subject to register variation, with journtdigprose being a favourable context
for the use of medial NP- and PP-adjuncts.

The main question these observations raise is avhydjunct position that is
commonly occupied by adverbs is so restrictive watbpect to hosting other types of
adjuncts. The aim of this paper is to try to shee light on this issue by examining
the diachronic development of the syntax of me#iBtadjuncts in the history of
English. In Old English, the occurrence of advebsvell as NP-adjuncts in a surface
position between the subject and the main verleiig gommon, as OE has head-final
properties and the main verb, in particular in sdbmate clauses, frequently occurs
towards the end of a clause. What is thereforenteirest from a diachronic point of
view is the question how the distinctive propertidésadverbs on the one hand and
NP-adjuncts on the other with respect to mediatgai@ent emerged in the history of
English. To address this issue, | will examine diegelopment of NP-adjuncts in the
currently available parsed historical corpora cowgrapproximately 1000 years of
history from Old to Late Modern English. These dat#l then be set against
comparable data related to the placement of advétms aim will be to identify the
way in which the two types of elements developed thfferent distributional
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properties that characterize them today and to e¥e&to what extent the diachronic
evidence can contribute to an account of clauseahadjunct placement in Present-
Day English.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 ipexs an overview of
observations made in the literature with respectthe status of clause-medial
placement of NP-adjuncts and of accounts of thetcaimts on this word order option
that have been proposed in earlier work. In sec3iotihe diachronic development of
medial placement of NP-adjuncts with finite mairrbgeand its theoretical analysis
will be discussed. Section 4 explores some additimsues that are raised by clauses
with finite auxiliaries and non-finite main verbBinally, section 5 concludes the
paper.

2. Medial NP-adjuncts in Present-Day English

This section presents some observations and @salieund in the earlier
literature with respect to clause-medial nominaistiiuents in Present-Day English.
My discussion relies heavily on Haegeman (2002)o wdfers to elements such as
tomorrow yesterdaylast weekone day or next yearas NP-adjuncts, a label that |
will adopt here without wanting to make any claiassto the exact internal structure
of these items (cf. also Haegeman 2002:105, notd&)geman observes that, while a
temporal adverb likeecentlycan occur in any area of the clause, the situasiomore
complex for NP-adjuncts due to the status of clanedial placement. This contrast
is illustrated in examples (2) and (3) (Haegemab22®81, examples 3 and 5).

(2) a. Recentlyhe leftfor London.
b. Herecentlyleft for London.
c. He leftfor Londonrecently

(3) a. Tomorrowhe leavesor London.
b. (*) Hetomorrowleavesfor London.
c. He leave$or Londontomorrow.

The diacritic used in (3b) reflects somewhat dotifig observations made in the
literature, with several authors ruling this wordler explicitly out (cf. Haegeman
2002:81-83). These judgments include clauses wiiitefverbs as in (3b) but also
clauses with finite auxiliaries as shown in (4)gmples from McCawley 1988:201).

(4) a. * Johrwill tomorrowfinish his assignment.
b. * Nancymustlast Friday havegoneto Florida.

! That clauses with auxiliaries should be treatechqrar with those containing a finite main verb is
commonly accepted. Thus, for example Quirk et &P86:491) start their discussion of medial
placement of adverbials with examples like (i).

0] The driversuddenlystartedthe engine.
But they then observe that “[i]n the following vamis of [(i)], any native speaker would feel tHza t
adverbials are still in the same position”, whetige“following variants” refers to examples like) (ii

where the adverbial occurs between the auxiliad/tae non-finite main verb.

(i) The driverhassuddenlystartedthe engine.



As Haegeman points out, the restriction on theai¢P-adjuncts in medial position
is sometimes also explicitly mentioned in pedagalgitammars.

Contrasting with these observations based on getioality judgments, corpus
data discussed in the literature show that mediBladjuncts are by no means
unattested. In particular journalistic prose isutagy mentioned as favouring the use
of this word order option. The following two exaregl illustrate this register
(Haegeman 2002:79/80).

(5) a. A judgelast weekheld that a civilian clerk for the city of London padic
Esther Thomas, could sue the paper under the Rioteagainst harassment
act. (Guardian March 2001, p. 2, col. 3)
b. Frustrated rail passengeval todaystill facechaos and delays on large parts
of the network after the holiday break amid inciegsanger among the 25
train-operating companies that Railtrack is failirtg deliver its recovery
programme(Guardian 2 January 2001, p. 1, col. 1)

In a quantitative analysis of a corpus of newspap@d other prose work, Jacobson
(1964:148), cited by Haegeman (1983:73), found ¢reatse-medial placement of NP-
adjuncts liketodayor yesterdayis far more frequent in journalistic prose (19%gn

in other prose texts (3%)These data also show, however, that the medial water
option cannot simply be reduced to a single regiageit can be found elsewhere
albeit at a very low frequency.

Although mid-position NP-adjuncts can be foundaimguage production, the fact
that, with the possible exception of journalistioge, they are rare and that native
speakers tend to be reluctant to accept many exsnydl this type suggests that
clause-medial placement of NP-adjuncts is strorggigstrained. This observation
raises two main questions. First, why is medialc@haent constrained with NP-
adjuncts whereas adverbs freely occur in this osit Second, why does register
play a role in the use of mid-position NP-adjuncts?

With respect to the first question, one factort tbauld be argued to play an
important role is the length of the constituentwdag in medial position. Hasselgard
(2010:101) observes that there is “a great dommah@djuncts realised by one word
in [...] medial position”, and she supports this eglaby quantitative evidence
according to which 79% of all cases with an adjunanedial position in her corpus
contain a one-word adjunct, 16% a two- to four-wadjunct, and 5% an adjunct that
is five words or longet.Hasselgard (2010:102) suggests that this preferfarcone-
word adjuncts could be related to the kind of pples of processing efficiency
proposed in Hawkins’ work. According to Hawkins (20, the human processor
prefers to minimize the domains in which essemgtdtions between linguistic items

2 Jacobson’s figure for journalistic prose happenbeamearly identical to what Haegeman (2002:85)
found in a small-scale study of NP-adjuncts in fingt six pages offThe Guardianof 5 June 2001
(clause-initial: 7; clause-final: 32; clause-medid) (20.4%)).

3 Given Hasselgard’s discussion elsewhere, my uralsig is that these data include clear
parentheticals (i.e. adjuncts typographically ggtraby commas or dashes). If such examples wére le
aside, the predominance of one-word adjuncts iniahgubsition would undoubtedly be even more
striking.

Note also that Hasselgard defines the medial dosamewhat differently from what | assume
here. Her data for medial placement include caseghich an adjunct occurs between the main verb
and its complement as she refers to the area bettieesubject and the verb’s complement as the
medial position. Such clauses of the type V-adpicwill be treated as involving clause-final
placement here.



are established (Minimize Domains, MiD). If we asguthat one of these essential
relations is the thematic relation between theexttbgnd its predicate, the occurrence
of an adjunct between the two increases the donmaimvhich this relation is
established and with each additional word contaimethis adjunct the domain is
further increased. This effect could be argued d¢ordinforced if we assume that
agreement between the subject and the finite \&edtsb a relation that is relevant for
the purposes of MIiD. Thus, from the point of view MID, if medial adjunct
placement is chosen, a one-word adjunct is prefepecause it violates MiD only
minimally whereas longer adjuncts lead to more irtgpa violations of MiD and are
therefore less likely to be uséd.

Although an approach along these lines may proaigeomising account of the
length constraints on clause-medial adjunct placeémie is not immediately clear
whether it is sufficient to explain the properties NP-adjuncts in this way. It is
certainly the case that many NP-adjuncts contairertitan one word (e.ghis week
in (1a),last weekn (5a)). But others such gesterday1b) ortomorrow (3b) consist
of a single word and would therefore be expectelleioave like the numerous one-
word adjuncts likerecentlyin (2b) that regularly occur in medial position.eTfact
that the one-word NP-adjuncts are etymologicallyjnptex fester-day to-morrow
to-night, to-day) should not be relevant for these purposes siecgin other one-
word adjuncts that could be decomposed @ge-timesare perfectly acceptable in
mid-position Miss Marple sometimes reads crime noyels

These observations suggest that a simple wordHedtigtinction cannot account
for the behaviour of NP-adjuncts. The way NP-adjsimould be distinguished from
typical medial adjuncts, however, is by taking stmwal properties into account.
Typical mid-position adjuncts are structurally vesiynple as they “are for the most
part rather short adverb phrases, especially splidverbs” (Quirk et al. 1985:493).
As for NP-adjuncts, some are straightforwardly mooenplex as for exampldis
week which, apart from the N-headeek must involve a second head, say D, hosting
the demonstrative. By analogy, one-word NP-adjuiscish astomorrow could be
argued to be DPs as well, but simply with an empthead. Further structural
complexity could be assumed if we follow McCawle$988:202) (cited by
Haegeman 2002:83) in analysing temporal NP-adjurags PPs with a zero
preposition. Thus, whereas typical clause-mediguradds consist of a single
projection headed by an adverb, one-word NP-adfucah be argued to contain (at
least) one or two additional structural layers.sTbontrast could then be related to
Hawkins’ MiD principle provided that empty heads/bdhe same status with respect
to MiD as overt ones in that they count for thepmses of counting the size of a
domain. For the purposes of our discussion latehisnpaper, | will assume that this
is the case. However, given that the structureskiewses in his analyses are very
surface-oriented and generally lack empty elemeahtspuld remain to be seen in
more detail whether such a hypothesis could edmlyintegrated into the general
system that Hawkins outlines.

Structural differences also play an important rioleErnst’'s (2002) analysis of
adjunct placement. The fact that “[tlhere may bstrietions on relatively heavy
adjuncts in VO languages between the subject amdienb” (2002:449) is crucially

4 Hasselgard (2010:101) cites Biber et al. (1999:868% very similar intuition. According to these
authors, adjuncts in medial position “interrupt flewv of obligatory components of the clause. For
example, they may separate the subject from thie, tke auxiliary verb from the main verb, or the
verb from its complement. It is thus not surprisihgt these positions have a strong preferencerfer
word adverbials”.



related by Ernst to a theory of weight in which g¥eiis determined by (a) category
membership and (b) stress/focus. With respect tegoay membership the following
hierarchy is proposed: CP > PP > DP > AP > Advimwdmplement > AdvP without

complement > Adv. This hierarchy is then arguedh&ye an impact on adjunct
placement, with the light adjuncts at the very @wttof this hierarchy favouring

preverbal placement. However, while in a Hawkinsetyanalysis the observed
restrictions on medial placement can be arguedotmow from independently

motivated processing constraints, the effect thaigit and the related structural
hierarchy have in Ernst’s analysis seems to benobie stipulative nature.

Another factor that could potentially have an ulefhice on the status of word
orders with medial adjuncts is the way in whichytrege structurally derived. In
principle, the minimal assumption would be that rmedP-adjuncts occur in the
same structural position(s) as medial adverbsijn.&e inflectional domain between
the subject and the main verb either in dedicapedifier positions (as postulated e.g.
by Alexiadou 1997 and Cinque 1999 for adverbs)noadjoined positions (cf. e.g.
Ernst 2002)The restrictions on medial placement of NP-adjunetaild then be
entirely due to the kind of constraints discussedthie previous paragraphs. An
alternative to such an approach would be that veodérs with medial NP-adjuncts
are not derived in the same way as those with rhadigerbs, and that this difference
has an impact on their use. An approach in whictiah@&P-adjuncts and adverbs are
treated as syntactically distinct is proposed bgdteman (2002). Following work by
Beninca and Poletto (2004) and Cardinaletti (208egeman (2002) assumes that
NP-adjuncts occupy an IP-edge position whereasrbgwaecur IP-internally. For NP-
adjuncts to be able to occupy an initial and a ailgubsition, a subject position above
the IP-edge and one below must be postulated. Wwioigp Cardinaletti, Haegeman
assumes that the higher subject position, labedpelc,SubjP, hosts the “subject of
predication” and that “[s]Juch a subject is the prognt argument that the sentence is
about” (2002:103). Medial NP-adjuncts can only leeived if the subject occurs in
this higher subject position and thus qualifiesaasubject of predication, whereas
medial adverbs are possible independently of stipjacement. Although Haegeman
does not explicitly do so, it could be argued thieat this derivational difference is
the source of the more restricted use of medialabjgncts as compared to medial
adverbs. However, it is difficult to see how thigpbthesis would be sufficient to
fully explain the marginal status of medial NP-adjts in Present-Day English as
they would in principle be expected to be entimtgeptable provided that the subject
gualifies as a subject of predication. Some furgtarctural assumptions or factors of
the type discussed earlier may therefore be nefededfull account.

Before turning to the diachronic development ofdrak placement of adjunct
NPs, let us briefly consider the register issua amore specifically, the question as
to why, as mentioned earlier, journalistic prosense to be a particularly favourable
context for this phenomenon in Present-Day EnglEmst (2002) mentions the
register effect in connection with the followingipaf examples involving adjunct
PPs (2002: 173).

(6) a. Maureen (*for several years) walked (for severaing.
b. The relief officials have for several days triediove tons of supplies into the
devastated valley.

Ernst observes that cases like (6b) are “typicahofe formal and journalistic prose”
(2002:173). After adding several additional exarapdé this type, he concludes that



what they show is that “acceptability in [the méld@osition climbs as the length of
the string of postverbal material increases”. Thig lightness of an adjunct in
principle favours medial placement, but the heavier rest of the clause is the
heavier a medial adjunct can be: “[l]t is relatifreot absolute) heaviness that is at
stake” (Ernst 2002:173). Ernst does not make thily explicit, but given that he
mentions relative heaviness in connection with stegi differences, his hypothesis
would have to be that medial NP-adjuncts occur nfoequently in formal and
journalistic prose because the postverbal domaieasier in these registers than in
others. However, this hypothesis remains to beuatedl on the basis of a detailed
corpus study involving different types of registers

An alternative account of the register effectdqwvmedial adjuncts is provided by
Hasselgard (2010:102ff.), who invokes informatidnistural factors. Hasselgard
starts by pointing out that “medial position is agsociated with any kind of focus, in
contrast to initial and end position which involibematic and end focus
respectively” (2010:102). The relatively frequentorrence of medial NP-adjuncts in
journalistic prose could then be related to thet fhat “news articles, typically
reporting what happened the day before the newspapdistributed, often have
relatively self-evident adverbials such masw, last night yesterdayetc. in medial
position” (2010:105). Such adverbials are not fesmasthy, and the medial position
allows the speaker/writer to background them infationally. In terms of this
account, other genres would differ from journatigirose in that adjuncts of this type
play a more important information-structural réle.

In the following sections, | will present datadireg the historical development of
medial NP-adjuncts, and | will examine how it canibtegrated into the analyses of
the situation in Present-Day English as preseritedea

3. Medial NP-adjuncts in clauses with finite maerhs in the history of English

For this study of the development of medial NRiadfs in the history of
English, data were collected from the currentlyilabde parsed historical corpora of
English, covering a wide range of prose texts fitwa 9" century up to 1914The
York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old Engltose(Taylor, Warner, Pintzuk
and Beths 2003;"to 11" centuries), thePenn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle
English 2 (PPCMEZ2; Kroch and Taylor 2000a; 1150-1500), ®enn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Early Modern EnglidBPCEME; Kroch, Santorini and Delfs 2004;
1500-1710),The Parsed Corpus of Early English CorrespondeffR@EEC; Taylor
et al. 2006; 1410-1695), theenn Parsed Corpus of Modern British English 2
(PPCMBEZ2; Kroch, Santorini and Diertani 2016; 1708+4). Given that the NPs in
medial position that are cited in the literature generally of the temporal kind, |
retrieved all affirmative clauses containing a diinent labelled as NP-TMP in the
parsed corpor@.Some of these clauses were then manually remde@dclauses

5A proposal along these lines can also be founchaoldson (1964:148): “The reason for the higher
percentage of [medial placement] in news-columnstrbe that these nearly always report what has
happened during the day or the day before andthiesiefore the adverb®-day and yesterdayare
rather unimportant in the context”.

6 The parsed corpora also distinguish other nonraegital NPs: NP-ADV (a relatively restricted class
including adverbial free relatives (e@pme what magy adverbial genitives (e.geedsthanks to..) or
certain set phrases (efgce to facy, NP-DIR (e.gthat way southward} NP-LOC (e.ghomg, NP-
MSR (e.g.a long tim@, and NP-ADT (described in the corpus manual asitah-all category that
covers any remaining cases of adjunct NPs). Sime&IPs included under these labels generally do not
occur in medial position, | did not include themmiy searches.



containing an adjunct that patterns with adverks decentlyin (2) and is entirely
unproblematic in medial position in Present-Day Ili&fg(sometimesonceor twice
and spelling variants thereof); (lftentimesand spelling variants thereof on the
grounds that the initial part of the compound ragyl occurs in medial position in
Present-Day English; (c) parenthetical adjuncts #na typographically set off by a
comma before and/or after the adjunct since thériloligsion of parentheticals is
known to be less constrainédBased on the remaining data, | examined the
distribution of temporal NP-adjuncts in all maindasubordinate clauses with a finite
main verb (not including copulae) from Old to Late Modern English.

3.1. Data

As (7) shows with clauses from different periagsnporal NP-adjuncts in medial
position can be found throughout the history of &g

(7) a. forpatpe he pisdai aros ofdeale. (CMTRINIT,97.1303;1225)
because he thisday arose of death

‘because this day he arose from death’
b. Myn Maister Markham yesterday rodeowte of London be-tymes.
(PASTON,I1,142.319.8721; 1456)
My  Master Markham yesterday rode out of Londorlyea
‘My Master Markham rode out of London yesterdagmearly hour’
c. One of my Fellow Prisonelast nightreceiv'da letter from his wife..
(PHENRY-E3-H,341.46; 1685)
d. If the head mistressach weelooksover the mark-book in the presence of the
class and the teacher. (BEALE-189832,460; 1898)

In addition to clauses with medial NP-adjuncts @as(7), the data collected also
include all clauses with the corresponding elememtpre-subject position and in
postverbal position. Any number of additional eletsemnay occur in these clauses. In
order to trace the diachronic development of med#iBladjuncts throughout the
history of English, the frequency of medial placeineas measured (a) against the
total of all clauses with an NP-adjunct and (b)iasfathe total of all clauses with an
NP-adjunct following the subject (only medial orspeerbal). The latter method was
used for Table 1 below as this allows us to complaeedata for NP-adjuncts with

As for the focus on affirmative clauses, the aéntai avoid any potential issues of scope that could
have an influence on the distribution of the NPdJadj in negative clauses.
’ This method based to the presence of commas damsicfe not allow us to identify all adjuncts that
would have been prosodically marked as parenthéticooken language as it is unlikely that commas
were consistently used in this context by all atghtbroughout the history of English. The aim hisre
therefore simply to reduce the influence of paretitial intonation on our data to a minimum.
8 Substantial clause type differences can only bexdoin Old English and Early Middle English
(1150-1250), with medial adjunct placement beingarfoequent in subordinate clauses than in main
clauses. Given that for most periods this variatdes not make a difference, | leave it aside fer th
purposes of Table 1.
% Historical examples are followed by the referensaised in the corpora and, at the end, the year of
composition of the text.



those for adverbs reported in Haeberli and lhs@@48). The figures in the final
column of Table 1 are taken from that soufte.

Table 1 The distribution of NP-adjuncts and finite main h®ras compared to
adverbs from Old to Late Modern English

Periods SXV SVX Total % SXV Total %SXV
(X =NP) X= (X=NP) | (X=NP) | (X=Adv) | (X =Adv)
NP)

Old English 296 522 818 36.2% 13410 70.2%
1150-1250 12 44 56 21.4% 782 38.2%
1250-1350 0 16 16 0.0% 185 13.59
1350-1420 4 90 94 4.3% 1650, 9.9%
1420-1475 11 173 184 6.0% 1905 8.5%
1475-1500 3 86 89 3.4% 745 16.59
1500-1525 7 69 76 9.2% 566 37.39%
1525-1570 8 182 190 4.2% 2336 34.3%
1570-1640 22 600 622 3.5% 2917 37.7%
1640-1710 20 504 524 3.8% 4048 42.6%
1710-1770 10 264 274 3.6% 1049 54.4%
1770-1840 16 330 346 4.6% 1172 56.5%
1840-1914 11 395 406 2.7% 930 54.2%

The frequencies in Table 1 show that, while meNigtadjuncts are common in Old
English, their frequency declines rapidly thereaffdne Early Middle English period
1150-1250 is a transitional period during which thte of medial placement of NP-
adjuncts remains non-negligible. But from 1250 ordsahis word order becomes a
highly marginal phenomenon with frequencies managging around 3% and 4%.
The occasional peaks at 6.0% or 9.2% do not diffestatistically significant ways
from the surrounding periods.

0The periodization in Table 1 follows to a largeestthe divisions used in the Penn corpora. The
only exception is the period 1420-1570, which igakd into four subperiods here rather than the two
in the Penn corpora. This is because the time ard®®0 is a period of major change in the verbal
syntax of English and a more fine-grained divistas turned out to be useful for the adverb data
examined by Haeberli and Ihsane (2016).

Note also that, after 1570, the periods adoptedh® NP-adjunct data in Table 1 and those used
by Haeberli and Ihsane differ slightly in some cag570-1640 is matched in Table 1 with the adverb
data for 1575-1625 in Haeberli and Ihsane; 164Mliglcompared to 1625-1700 for adverbs; 1710-
1770 is compared to 1700-1770). These minor diffegs are unlikely to have affected the general
picture that emerges from the comparative dataaipld 1.

Finally, it should also be pointed out that thecpatages obtained for adverbs and NP-adjuncts in
Table 1 and Table 3 below for the three periodsraf710 are not based on exactly the same datasets.
For adverbs as examined in Haeberli and Ihsanetg,wibe first version of the PPCMBE was used,
whereas for the present study of NP-adjuncts theNFBE2 is used. The PPCMBE?2 is an expanded
version of the PPCMBEL1 with an overall size thanidtiplied approximately by three. For a relativel
rare phenomenon like medial placement of NP-adfyricseemed appropriate to use the bigger corpus
even if this meant that the comparisons with advente not based on exactly the same material. But
once again, it is unlikely that this difference lasubstantial influence on the overall picturealtain
for the situation in Late Modern English.

11 Measuring the frequency of medial NP-adjuncts agjathe total number of NP-adjuncts (i.e.
including clause-initial NP-adjuncts) does not l¢ac fundamentally different picture. We starthwat
frequency of 27.1% of medial NP-adjuncts in Old Esfg followed by a first decline to 17.6% in the



As the final column in Table 1 shows, this devebent is strikingly different
from what is found with adverbs. In Old Englisheyerbal adverb placement is
nearly twice as common as preverbal NP-adjunctephent. The same ratio can also
be observed for the Early Middle English period @-1250. The decline then
proceeds with both orders, and in the periods 1BBIHB and 1420-1475 the
difference between the two is no longer statidjcsilgnificant (chi-square = 3.3, p =
0.07 for 1350-1420; chi-square = 1.36, p = 0.24 14P0-1475). But from 1475
onwards, the two diachronic trajectories separwaitd, SAdvV increasing rapidly. The
contrast between the two contexts is statisticsiliyificant from 1475 onwards (chi-
square = 10.7, p = 0.001 for 1475-1500). The irswaa preverbal adverb placement
occurs in two main steps (the first one around 15066 second one around 1700),
with this word order becoming the majority optiom Late Modern English. In
contrast, medial NP-adjunct placement remains atatl a very low frequency
throughout Early and Late Modern English. Figurebdlow summarizes these
guantitative findings.
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Ifigure 1Medial placement of adverbs and NP-adjuncts frord @I Late Modern
English
3.2. Analysis

In this subsection, | will take Haeberli and Ihsané016) analysis of adverb
placement as a starting point to explore the golesis to why NP-adjuncts do not
undergo the same diachronic development. As Fitjullastrates, there are two main
differences to be accounted for: (a) Initially, tiachronic development is identical,
but medial adverb placement is much more frequént-rom around 1500 onwards,
medial placement of adverbs increases rapidly whiee is stagnation at a low level
with NP-adjuncts.

Let us start by considering the first issue, aratarspecifically the situation in
Old English. Haeberli and lhsane relate the higigdency of preverbal adverb
placement in Old English to two factors. First,Idaling Pintzuk (1999) and much
subsequent work, it is assumed that Old Englishwsheariation with respect to
directionality: The finite verb can occupy a heaigon (T in Haeberli and lhsane’s

period 1150-1250. Then from 1250 onwards, the feegies are low, generally around 1% to 2.5%
with a single peak in the period 1420-1475 at 4.0%.



analysis) that takes its complement to the leftoothe right!?2 The former option
derives verb-final or verb-late clauses in whiclereelements like objects or particles
precede the verb. In such clauses, adverbs alagr at@ position before the verb.
However, Haeberli and lhsane argue that, althoulgbaal-final analysis may account
for a large part of the SAdvV orders in Old EngJigicannot be maintained for all of
them. As has been shown (cf. e.g. Pintzuk 19995 2Pihtzuk and Haeberli 2008),
clauses involving certain postverbal elements saglpronouns and particles are not
compatible with a head-final structure since thelsenents cannot undergo rightward
movement past a verb. Instead, their occurrenpes$tverbal position must be due to
a head-initial structure. But even in such clauseljerbs can occur between the
subject and the finite main verb, and they do sthwa non-negligible frequency
(28.7% (n = 345); cf. Haeberli and Ihsane 2016:508¢restingly, a large majority of
these cases (more than 70%) involve the adverlm i/, ponng, which has been
argued to have the status of a discourse partida Kemande and Los 2006).
Adopting a proposal made by van Kemenade (2011¢bkeid and lhsane therefore
assume that medial adverb placement with headgirstructure may initially have
involved a discourse particle position (Spec,Pa&jurring between TP (hosting the
verb in its head) and a higher subject posititeeeberli and Ihsane situate this subject
position above the Fin head but do not attributenae specific label to it. This
subject position is distinguished from a lower aneSpec,TP. A partial clause
structure based on these proposals is given inwBich also includes elements of
Haeberli and Ihsane’s structural analysis belowtd@ will be relevant for our later
discussion.

(8) SU1L... Fin [pre pa, ponne[tr SU2[TV] ... Adv ... hsp¥ ] [ve ¥ ]]]

Given that adverbs other than ‘then’ can be founthis position (e.geac‘also’, nu
‘now’, sona‘soon’, swa‘so’), albeit at low frequencies, it must be assdnthat the
use of PrtP in OE is being extended to other advérht do not have the status of
discourse particles. | will represent this extensio (9) by labelling the projection
above TP as an unspecified functional projection FP

(9) SUL... Fin [rp Prt/Adv[tp SU2[1V] ... Adv ... hsp¥ ] [vp ¥ ]]]

As for NP-adjuncts, head-final structure can dwoinvoked as a source for
medial placement. But is the second derivationaioap which involves head-initial
structure, also available for NP-adjuncts? In otdeaddress this question, we have to
identify clauses that are clearly head-initial.(ckiauses that have a non-extraposable
element like a pronoun or a particle to the righthe verb) and that contain an NP-
adjunct. Unfortunately, there are only 26 clauskshis type in our corpus. But in
none of these does the NP-adjunct occur in medsitipn. This finding may suggest
that the medial position is not available for NRdadts in head-initial structures in
Old English. Due to the small amount of data, tbanclusion has to remain
somewhat speculative, but in terms of the analysadverbs outlined in the previous
paragraph, such a restriction would not be entiselgprising. As pointed out, the
medial position with head-initial structure is parily used by the discourse particle

12 por simplicity’s sake, | will refer to variation idirectionality here rather than to the presence or
absence of different leftward movements that wddde to be assumed within a purely head-initial
clause structure. The main points to be made baloauld not be affected by this choice in any
substantial way.
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palponnein Old English (Spec,PrtP). This element is stitadty and prosodically
light. It would be plausible to assume then thdthough the discourse particle
position starts hosting other elements as welly ttemain similar in nature. This
would be the case of other adverbs, but not fontbee complex NP-adjuncts.

If these hypotheses are on the right track, tegquency differences with respect
to medial placement with different types of adjsneh Old English could be
accounted for in terms of the options that arelakte to derive this word order: both
head-initial and head-final structure with advertsly head-final structure with NP-
adjuncts.

After the OId English period, head-final structudeclines. There is some
evidence for residues of head-final structure i filnctional domain in the earliest
Middle English period 1150-1250 (cf. e.g. Haebarld Ingham 2007:18, Kroch and
Taylor 2000b:138-142) but after that English carattarge extent be considered as
purely head-initial in the functional domain. Givéime importance of head-final
structure for deriving SXV order in Old English,is not surprising that this order
rapidly declines in Early Middle English both widdverbs and with NP-adjuncts.
Haeberli and lhsane (2016:508-510) identify twdtar developments in this period
that are of relevance for our purposes. First,diséinction between the two subject
positions SU1 and SU2 in (8) and (9) becomes Wdyreand the language moves
towards a system, shown in (10), where the sulgadtthe finite verb occur in a
specifier-head relation in TP.

(10) ... Fin [re PrYAdv [ SU[1V] ... AdV ... hspM ] [ve ¥TI]

If we assume that T’-adjunction of adjuncts is dutait, the likelihood for an adjunct
to occur between the subject and the verb is thdkdr reduced. Second, to account
for remaining SAdvV orders up to the middle of &% century, Haeberli and Ihsane
propose that high subject placement marginallyigtsrantil then, and that SAdvV
continues being derived as in (9) above. Sip@ponnelose their status as discourse
particles in Middle English (cf. van Kemenade ands2006:244), the position
between the high subject and the verb extendslgésmore and more and becomes a
position that can host any type of adverb. Whatmay assume then is that NP-
adjuncts start occurring in this position as welence, SXV is derived identically
with adverbs and NP-adjuncts at this point, as shiow{11), but due to the decline of
the higher subject position SXV has the status ofaaginal word order option with
both elements.

(11) SUL... Fin [FP AdV/NPadjunct [TP SUZ[TV] ... Adv ... B\spV] [Vp V]]]

After 1475, this situation changes rapidly. Theqgfrency of SAdvV order is
multiplied nearly by five within 50 years whereas significant development can be
observed with NP-adjuncts. Haeberli and Ihsane wdcdor the situation with
adverbs by assuming that verb movement to a hifilactronal head (T) is lost and
replaced by verb movement to a lower inflectionedh (first M, then Asp)’ As a

13 The hypothesis that verb movement to T is repldmgd/erb movement to Asp rather than by
complete absence of verb movement is based orathéhat the word order Yetremains very strong
in the 16" century and beyond. Cases ohdtare analysed by Haeberli and lhsane as involvimg ve
movement to Asp past negation occurring in a Negtvden AspP and VP. The loss ofngt orders
around the 18 century then corresponds to the loss of V-to-ASpm then onwards, the verb remains
in its lowest position in the VP.
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consequence, any adverbs merged in the inflectadoralain between T and Asp now
occur preverbally rather than postverbally. Thiglistrated in (12).

(12) ... Fin [rp AdV/NRgjunct [T SU ...Adv ... [aspV ] [ve ¥ ]]]

The question that remains then is why the idehticad order pattern with NP-
adjuncts does not undergo the same diachronic d@veint. There are two main
possibilities to account for this contrast. Firstould be argued that NP-adjuncts are
banned from the medial position(s) occupied by dutvéetween T and Asp in (12),
and clauses with a medial NP-adjunct must therdberelerived in a different way.
The alternative, shown in (13), is that the gramn@es not distinguish between the
two types of adjuncts and they can in principlerberged in the same structural
positions.

(13) F|n [FP AdV/NF&djunct [TP SU ...AdV/NPadjunct [AspV] [VP V]]]

Independent factors of the type described in secficabove would then have to
account for the restrictions on medial placementNéf-adjuncts (e.g. processing
constraints (Hawkins), relative heaviness/lightn€éBsnst), information structure
(Hasselgard)).

The first scenario is potentially plausible givdaegeman’s (2002) approach to
medial NP-adjuncts in Present-Day English. As dised in section 2, Haegeman
proposes that NP-adjuncts do not occur in the ¢tileal domain but at the IP-edge
and that clause-medial placement of an NP-adjungblves subject movement
beyond the IP-edge. The structure | proposed indbave for medial NP-adjuncts in
Late Middle English (1350-1475), corresponds vencimto Haegeman'’s hypotheses:
NP-adjuncts occupy a position above TP (i.e. HaegesnP-edge) and the subject is
in an even higher position (Haegeman’s Spec,SubjR)s, we could assume that the
way in which clauses with medial NP-adjuncts areved has been stable since the
Late Middle English period. The loss of verb moveim® T therefore had an effect
on the distribution of adverbs only but not on tbhaNP-adjuncts.

Although this convergence of two independently posed analyses is
encouraging, | will argue in the next section oa thasis of evidence from clauses
with a finite auxiliary and a non-finite main vetbat the historical development of
NP-adjuncts is somewhat more complex than suggéstéue data examined so far.

4. Medial NP-adjuncts in clauses with a finite &axy and a non-finite main verb

4.1. Data

In clauses with a finite auxiliary, two medial po@ns between the subject and the
main verb have to be distinguished: (a) Position bé&tween the subject and the

auxiliary; (b) Position M2 between the auxiliarydathe non-finite main verf
Temporal NP-adjuncts can be found in both posititmeughout the history of

14 To be precise, an additional distinction could badmhere for cases where the finite auxiliary is
followed by a non-finite auxiliary (or possibly evéwo) and then the main verb. However, such cases
do not occur very frequently, and a separate quadivé analysis would not seem to be of much
relevance for our purposes. M2 therefore includesdvorders of the type SAteXnpAUXnon-finiteV aS

well as SAUXnieAUXnon-finiteX NPV .
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English. Example (14) below illustrates option Mihereas placement in M2 is
shown in (15).

(14) a.

(15) a.

andpe Kyng Eldrede and his broper Aluredepat day werediscomfited
(CMBRUT3,108.3257; c1400)

and the king Athelred and his brother Alfred  theat were beaten

‘and king Athelred and his brother Alfred weratea that day.’

The souldgerors that night werekeptin  whiles it was tenne of the clok
(GARDIN,153.007.677; 1545)

The soldiers that night were keptin  until asv  ten 0’

‘The soldiers were kept in that night until it sven o’clock.’

if we this dayare examinedconcerning a good deed done to an impotent man
(ERV-NEW-1881-2,4,1A.869; 1881)

clock

And for a long tyme aftur he waseche dayechying in pe temple
(CMWYCSER,261.650; c1400)
And for a long time after he was each day teaghiin the temple
‘And for a long time after, he taught in the tdenpvery day’
Andthe Quene of Hungarye hath thisnight invited me to suppe with her
tomorowe at night (GARDIN, 191.013.1054; 1545)
And the Queen of Hungary has  this night inviteeltmsup with her
tomorrow at night
‘And the Queen of Hungary invited me tonight tp svith her tomorrow’
shehasthis morning eatenthe greatest part of this Trout;
(WALTON-E3-H,210.23; 1676)
Theywill every dayand hourbe stronger
(BDHEY-1813-1,178.88l.ife of Nelson1813)
Ah, my sweet friendye werethis momentspeakingof you
(COYNE-1855-2,182)

For the quantitative analysis of medial placentériP-adjuncts with auxiliaries,
the same corpora and the same methods were uded e@auses with finite main
verbs in section 3, the only difference being ttiake distributional options are
distinguished rather than two. The results aregmtesl in Table 2, with percentages
given for the options that are of intereste toi.es,M1 and M2.

Table 2 The distribution of NP-adjuncts, finite auxiliarie®d non-finite main verbs

from Old to Late Modern English

Periods M1 M2
SXAuxV SAuUxXvV SAuxVX Total
(X=NP) (X=NP) (X=NP)
Old English 33 (20.5%) 52 (32.3%) 76 161
1150-1250 2 (13.3%) 6 (40.0%) 7 15
1250-1350 0 (0.0%) 2 (25.0%) 6 8
1350-1420 4 (6.1%) 15 (22.7%) 47 66
1420-1475 2 (0.9%) 27 (11.6%) 204 233
1475-1500 1 (1.5%) 5 (7.7%) 59 65
1500-1525 1 (2.0%) 12 (24.0%) 37 50
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1525-1570 12 (7.4%) 38 (23.3%) 113 163
1570-1640 7 (1.4%) 96 (18.6%) 414 517
1640-1710 9 (2.3%) 84 (21.1%) 305 398
1710-1770 1 (0.5%) 32 (17.2%) 153 186
1770-1840 1 (0.4%) 34 (12.5%) 238 273
1840-1914 1 (0.4%) 10 (3.7%) 261 272

The word order option M1 is most frequent in Oldgksh. Once again, this can be
related to the head-final properties of Old EnghshSXAuxV can be analysed as the
occurrence of the auxiliary in a head-final pra@etand rightward movement of the
main verb (Verb (Projection) Raising, cf. van Keraéa 1987, Haeberli and Pintzuk
2012). The frequency of M1 then declines with teslof head-final structure. From
1250 onwards, SXAuxV order is extremely rare thioug the history of English
with frequencies generally not reaching more th#n 2

Word order option M2 is also more frequent in @laglish than in most of the
later periods. However, the difference is less w&utiml here. The reason for this is
that SAuxXV can be straightforwardly derived by @ad-initial grammar, and the
decline of head-final structure does thereforeaftect option M2 in as important a
way. Only cases where SAuxXV is derived throughdhiaal structure with Verb
Projection Raising are no longer available after @d English period. Despite this
limited influence of the loss of head-final struetuwe can observe a downward trend
for M2 that persists throughout the Middle Englsdriod and reaches a low point at
the end of the Scentury with 7.7% of M2. After that, the frequengyes back to
the level of the 14 century around 20% and remains relatively stabkd 4770. A
second decline can then be observed in the LateeMoBnglish period, with the
decline in the period 1840-1914 being particulaiynificant (chi-square 14.15, p <
0.001).

As was done in Table 1 for main verbs, | will neampare clauses with NP-
adjuncts on the one hand and clauses with an adviedny type on the other.
Columns 2 and 3 repeat the frequencies for NP-atjufrom Table 3 whereas
columns 5 and 6 present corresponding figureshidistribution of one-word AdvPs
(based on Haeberli and lhsane in preparation).tdtad number of clauses on which
the percentages are based (i.e. M1 + M2 + SAux\f¥)iated in columns 4 and 7.

Table 3 Medial NP-adjuncts and adverbs in clauses withdimiuxiliaries

Periods M1 M2 M1 M2

SXAuUxV | SAuxXV Total SXAuUxV | SAuxXV Total

(X=NP) | (X=NP) | (X=NP) | (X=Adv) | (X=Adv) | (X=Adv)
Old English 20.5% 32.3% 161 23.1% 64.4% 3463
1150-1250 13.3% 40.0% 15 10.6% 59.2% 407
1250-1350 0.0% 25.0% 8 3.6% 56.5% 168
1350-1420 6.1% 22.7% 66 3.9% 51.3% 1196
1420-1475 0.9% 11.6% 233 1.4% 50.1% 1659
1475-1500 1.5% 7.7% 65 2.6% 52.2% 699
1500-1525 2.0% 24.0% 50 2.9% 63.0% 622
1525-1570 7.4% 23.3% 163 3.2% 59.8% 3262
1570-1640 1.4% 18.6% 517 2.0% 65.7% 4045
1640-1710 2.3% 21.1% 398 1.6% 67.4% 6438
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1710-1770 0.5% 17.2% 186 2.8% 74.3% 118b
1770-1840 0.4% 12.5% 273 2.9% 75.1% 157
1840-1914 0.4% 3.7% 272 3.9% 70.2% 1245

If we first consider the status of the M1 positiome can observe that the
diachronic developments with the two types of adjsrare very similar. SXAuxV
occurs with a frequency of around 20% in Old Englithen the rate declines and
remains at very low levels from 1250 onwards. Alitslo adverbs tend to occur in pre-
auxiliary position somewhat more frequently, th&edences are minor in terms of
percentage points as well as proportionally, wit éxception of the Late Modern
English period (1710-1914) where M1 is between 3Q@daimes more frequent with
adverbs.

The situation is different with M2. Already in OEhglish, M2 order is over 30%
more frequent with adverbs than with NP-adjunatsl @ substantial difference in the
range of 30% to 40% then persists throughout tety of English. Proportionally,
the frequencies are generally about twice to thieees as high with adverbs
compared to NP-adjuncts. At two points, in thé" X®ntury and after 1710, the
frequency differences are even increased due &xlknd in SAuxXV order with NP-
adjuncts. The development is particularly strikinghe second one of these periods,
as the decline with NP-adjuncts goes together wittertain increase with adverbs.
The result of this is a very strong contrast betwthe two contexts in the final period
examined, with the frequency difference reachingp®@b6and M2 being nearly twenty
times more frequent with adverbs.

The auxiliary data thus confirm the finding in See 3 that medial placement is
considerably less common with NP-adjuncts than wadklierbs throughout the entire
history of English. One issue that remains to besmered now is what the status of
medial NP-adjunct placement is in the differentteats presented in Tables 1 and 2,
i.e. in clauses with finite main verbs as opposedlauses with finite auxiliaries.
Before repeating the relevant data, a preliminamntpis necessary, however. As
often observed in the literature (cf. Lightfoot 8972006 among many others),
auxiliaries behave syntactically like regular magrbs in Old and Middle English
whereas, after the Middle English period, the twerbal elements start having
distinctive properties. This contrast is generalhalysed structurally in terms of the
decline of verb movement with finite main verbsgdahe absence of such a decline
with auxiliaries. Thus, from a structural point wew, data involving finite main
verbs and finite auxiliaries can be compared itraghtforward manner up to around
1500 as the two elements occupy identical positionsth the reanalysis of
auxiliaries, however, such a parallelism no lorgads and comparisons have to take
the distinct structural distribution of auxiliariesd main verbs into account. This
development is illustrated for adverbs in (18).

(16) a. Before 1500: SU (AdV)TV+fin/AUXin | ... (AdV) ... {p Vatin/Vin |
b. After 1500: SU (Adv)[Auxfin ] ... (AdV) ... kspV+in ] [vP Vesin/Vfin |

Table 4 compares the figures for medial placemeintNP-adjuncts with
auxiliaries from Table 2 and with main verbs fromble 1.

15 As pointed out in footnote 13 above, V-to-Asp gwresented in (16b) is then lost around by the 18
century as well, and the finite verb remains witthia VP.
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Table 4 Medial NP-adjuncts in clauses with finite auxiliesi and in clauses with
finite main verbs

Periods M1 M2
SXAuxV SAuxXV SXV

(X=NP) | (X=NP) | (X=NP)

Old English 20.5% 32.3% 36.29
1150-1250 13.3% 40.0% 21.4%
1250-1350 0.0% 25.0% 0.0%
1350-1420 6.1% 22.7% 4.3%
1420-1475 0.9% 11.6% 6.0%
1475-1500 1.5% 7.7% 3.4%
1500-1525 2.0% 24.0% 9.2%
1525-1570 7.4% 23.3% 4.2%
1570-1640 1.4% 18.6% 3.5%
1640-1710 2.3% 21.1% 3.8%
1710-1770 0.5% 17.2% 3.6%
1770-1840 0.4% 12.5% 4.6%
1840-1914 0.4% 3.7% 2.7%

Let us start by considering the data up to 1500.disussed in section 3.2, SXV
orders are best analysed in this period as invglvierb movement to T. Given the
observations made in the previous paragraph, the sssumption can be made for
auxiliaries. Thus, the data for SXV order can beealy compared with those for
SXAuxV order (M1) in Table 4, and we can indeedesiss that the two contexts
have very similar properties. Although SXV is gealgr somewhat more frequent
than SXAuxV, the overall diachronic developmenidisntical and the occurrences of
SXVISXAuxV have a very marginal status from 125@vards. As for the M2 order
with auxiliaries, it shows that NP-adjuncts canwaao the domain between T and the
VP occupied by the main verb and that they do sih wonsiderable frequencies
although a certain decrease can be observed tBtheentury.

After 1500, main verbs no longer move to T wheraasiliaries can still be
assumed to occupy this position. This means that 8er now has to be compared
with M1 and M2 combined, since adjuncts occupying M2 position between TP
and VP would be expected to be able to precedentie verb if the clause does not
contain a finite auxiliary. Once we compare thegfiencies for M1+M2 with the
frequencies for SXV in Table 4 after 1500, we casevve that there is a substantial
contrast between auxiliaries and main verbs. Wisetlea auxiliary data suggest that
medial placement of NP-adjuncts is common (aroudfih,2with the exception of the
final decline), the figures involving finite mairekbs show a very different picture
(low frequencies around 4%, with the exception € d@statistically not significant)
peak at 9.2% at the beginning). The consistently tates observed in main verb
contexts even after the loss of verb movement s albthe more surprising given the
relatively high frequencies found in auxiliary cexis.

One final point to be made with respect to Table that the contrast between
auxiliaries and main verbs disappears in the lagod (1840-1914). The frequency of
medial placement with auxiliaries remains somewingter (4.1% for M1+M2, 2.7%
for SXV), but the contrast is not statisticallymificant (chi-square 0.92, p = 0.34). In
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the preceding period (1770-1840), we still find mghly significant difference
between the two contexts (12.9% vs. 4.5%; chi-sg0dr56, p < 0.001).

4.2. Analysis

With these additional findings in mind, we can ratto the question raised in section
3.2 as to how the unexpected quantitative stahilftysXV order with NP-adjuncts
after 1500 can be explained. Two possibilities warggested in section 3.2. Either
NP-adjuncts are blocked from the positions occujgdnedial adverbs throughout
the history of English and clauses with medial MIR#acts are derived in a different
way (as proposed e.g. in Haegeman’s 2002 accouptesent-Day English); (i) NP-
adjuncts and adverbs can be merged in the samgopssbut the use of the medial
positions is restricted by factors that are extetoathe grammar as such (e.g.
processing constraints and/or information strugtufecording to this option, NP-
adjuncts could be inserted in the Adv positionstracture (16).

The data in Table 4 now provide some evidencenagaiption (i). The non-
negligible frequencies with which NP-adjuncts ocituthe medial position M2 with
auxiliaries at least up to the "L.@entury are most easily accounted for if we assume
that placement of NP-adjuncts in a structural pmsibetween T and the VP is not
ruled out. If it were, the quantitative distributiof the two options M1 and M2 would
be highly surprising given a structural analys@nglthe lines proposed by Haegeman
(2002). As Haegeman points out (2002:107, fn. @6jerms of her analysis, the word
order SAuxXpV would presumably have to be analysed as beingréisalt of
insertion of the NP-adjunct at the IP-edge, movanoérthe subject to SubjP and, in
addition, auxiliary movement to the head of SubjRthout the last step, we would
obtain the order SppAuxV. This would imply that throughout the histooy English
a word order option (M2) that is derivationally rmaacomplex is strongly favoured
over one (M1) that is simpler. Given the role ecagoconsiderations play in
generative theory, this would be an unexpectedlasion.

In sum, an account of the diachronic developméntaediately after 1500 in
terms of different structural analyses for advedmsl NP-adjuncts seems to be
problematic. Let us therefore adopt what would e minimal assumption, namely
that NP-adjuncts can, in principle, be merged sghme positions as adverbs at this
point in the history of English. In terms of thigpgothesis, we have to explain why
medial placement of NP-adjuncts occurs much moeguiently in clauses with a
finite auxiliary than in clauses with a finite mauerb. A possible account of this
could be based on Hawkins’ (2004) Minimize Domg&iksD) approach. As pointed
out in section 2, according to this approach, thdn processor prefers to minimize
the domains in which essential relations betwepguistic items are established. If
we assume that both the thematic relation betwegerla and its subject and the
agreement relation between a finite verbal elenagidt the subject are part of these
essential relations, we immediately get the degiesdlt for the quantitative contrasts
shown in Table 4%In a clause with a finite auxiliary and the wondler SAuxXV
(M2), X only affects the size of the domain for ook these two relations, the

16 Hawkins (2004) does not explicitly consider theerof subject-verb agreement in a language like
English. However, the assumptions made here woelth line with some of the general points made
by Hawkins. For example, he suggests that the Mifedicts thagll syntactic and semantic relations
between categories will prefer minimal domains fioocessing” (emphasis his) and that “[tthe more
syntactic and semantic relations linking two categx and the more minimal their domains can be in
the processing of each, the more adjacent or paieinhese categories should be” (2004:33).
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thematic relation. The agreement relation is estlabtl optimally under adjacency
between the subject and the auxiliary. With finmiain verbs, however, the domains
for both the thematic relation and the agreemdatiom are affected by the presence
of an adjunct in the order SXV. Thus, medial plaeabof an adjunct in the position
M2 with an auxiliary is preferred over medial plaemt with a finite main verb
because the negative effects of the adjunct on M®smaller with the former than
with the latter. As a consequence, SAuxXV ordeused more frequently than SXV
order. The same frequency contrasts between atediand main verbs would then
also be expected with adverbs. A comparison offiguencies for SXV order with
adverbs in Table 1 (rise from 8.5% in thé"lcentury to over 50% in Late Modern
English) and SAuxXV with adverbs in Table 3 (freques between 50% and over
75%) shows that this expectation is borne out.Heunhore, as pointed out earlier, the
frequencies with adverbs are systematically highdyoth contexts compared to NP-
adjuncts, which, as observed in section 2, couldelsged to the richer structure of
NP-adjuncts as compared to one-word AdvPs.

If a processing account of the contrast betweedliates and main verbs with
respect to medial placement of adjuncts is onittg track, there is one aspect of the
data presented in Tables 1 to 4 that remains ureqgbeThe minimal assumption
would be that processing constraints remain stabée time. In our case, this means
that the advantage of clauses with auxiliaries dlvese with main verbs with respect
to medial placement of NP-adjuncts should leadutostantially higher frequencies
with auxiliaries throughout the history of Englishhis is to a large extent the case,
but as pointed out in the discussion of Table daaly, there is one clear exception to
this generalization occurring in the period 184049

Although somewhat speculative, the following secena&ould account for this
development. When we consider the proportion ofadfmcts among all medial
adjuncts, we can observe that it gradually declfra®s 1500 onwards. This is shown
in Table 5, which compares the numbers of medialadjancts and other medial
adjuncts in Late Middle English, Early Modern Esgliand Late Modern English:
one-word AdvPs (X = Adv; data based on Haeberli d#mshne 2016), AdvPs
containing more than one word (X = AdvP (>1)), atjuPPs2 and other adjuncts
that were excluded from the counts for NP- and &jBrats!® 20

17 A second significant contrast is found in the peript75-1500. Although medial placement with
auxiliaries is more frequent in this period tharthwinain verbs (9.2% for M1+M2, 3.4% for SXV; cf.
Table 4), the difference is not statistically sfgr@nt (Fisher's Exact Test, p = 0.17). Howeveg th
amount of evidence for this period is very limitethd | will have to leave it open here how this
contrast may have to be accounted for.

18 For this column, all clauses with a constituentiedial position that are labelled as PP in thequhrs
corpora were examined. | excluded the followingmedats from the counts: clear cases of PP
arguments; elements of the type X+P suclhaseforeor thereby two-word PPs that regularly occur
in medial position in Present-Day English suchatgast at least indeed in fact or of course PP-
medial adjuncts raise a number of interesting ssu¢h respect to the analysis pursued in this pape
but I will have to leave a detailed investigatidriteese issues for future research.

19 This group mainly includes adjuncts that are lawelis NP-TMP or PP in the parsed corpora but are
entirely productive in medial position in PreseraylEnglish such asometimesonceor twice for NPs

and the elements mentioned in fn. 19 above for PBeenthetical elements that are preceded and/or
followed by a comma in the corpora are not inclutethis table.

20 Ag pointed out in fn. 12, the tables in this paper generally based on a larger version of the Late
Modern English corpus (PPCMBE?2) than Haeberli drghihe’s work. In order to make the data from
the different studies comparable, | have basediglhees in Table 5 only on text files that occurtlre

first version of the PPCMBE. Hence, the numberdNBradjuncts in this table are lower than the #otal
for the periods 1710-1770, 1770-1840 and 1840-19T4bles 1 and 2.
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Table 5 NP-adjuncts and other adjuncts in medial position

Period NP Adv AdvP (>1 PP Other Total %NP

1350-1500: SXV 19 448 32 230 46 775 2.5%

1500-1710: SXV 57 3373 208 643 209 4490 1.3%
1710-1914: SXV 13 1773 95 77 2864 2244  0.6%
1350-1500: M1+M2 54 1897 190 43( 63 2634 2.1%
1500-1710: M1+M2 259 8319 1275 2438 92b 13216  2.0%
1710-1914: M1+M2 26 3065 293 779 757 4920 0.5%

The data in Table 5 show that, in the texts exadjinlee number of medial NP-
adjuncts has always been rather low compared toofthather adjuncts in the same
position. But the relative frequency of medial Nijuacts is reduced even further in
Early and Late Modern English. Statistically sigraht decreases can be observed
with finite main verbs (SXV) from Late Middle to Bg Modern English (chi-square
= 6.49, p = 0.01) and from Early to Late Modern Estg(chi-square = 6.93, p <
0.01), and with auxiliaries (M1+M2) from Early taate Modern English (chi-square
= 47.48, p < 0.001). What could be argued thehas, tonce the frequency of medial
NP adjuncts falls below a certain threshold, thpiract positions in the inflectional
domain are reanalysed by language learners asocitibg restricted and no longer
available to NP-adjuncts. As a consequence of thes,rare remaining medial NP-
adjuncts have to be given a different structuralysis. Here, an approach along the
lines proposed by Haegeman (2002) with NP-adjumetgged at the IP-edge would
now be conceivable. What this would suggest theéhdsthe distinctive structure for
NP-adjuncts proposed for Present-Day English bygdamn emerged only in the
Late Modern English period.

However, these observations do not allow us tavan®ur initial question yet,
i.e. why by the end of the Late Modern English peérnedial NP-adjuncts stop being
more frequent with auxiliaries as compared to nvairbs. In terms of the processing
factors (MiD) discussed earlier, the order SAuXX (M2) should be favoured over
SXnpV regardless of the structural position in whicle tadjunct occurs. What the
diachronic development may suggest is that thegaing advantage of medial NP-
adjuncts in M2 is offset by negative effects of #teictural change occurring in Late
Modern English. In terms of Haegeman'’s (2002) asialythis is indeed what can be
argued to happen. As discussed earlier, the hypisthigat NP-adjuncts are merged at
the IP-edge implies that with the orders\gsX and SXwrAuxV (M1) the subject
moves past the adjunct to a high subject positio8ubjP. But to derive SAuxxXV
(M2), a further derivational step is necessary dessisubject movement: Movement
of the auxiliary to Subj. Thus, from the point ofew of derivational economy,
SXnpV and M1 are favoured over M2 because they invédwveer derivational steps,
whereas, from the point of view of processing, MZavoured over SpeV and M1
due to MiD. It could be argued then that, on batéaMd2 no longer has a privileged
status once NP-adjuncts are reanalysed as occutitigg IP-edge, and that the loss
of the frequency contrasts observed earlier isrs@guence of this structural change.
Such a conclusion must remain somewhat speculatihis point, however. First,
although the analysis proposed gives the desimdtreat raises the potential problem
of attributing a cumulative effect on usage freques to factors that are of a
fundamentally distinct nature, i.e. processing t@nsts and economy constraints on
structural derivations. It remains to be seen wérettuch a hypothesis is legitimate
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and finds independent support in other contextscofdy, being based on
Haegeman’s analysis of Present-Day English, thevaalpyoposals imply that the
guantitative pattern observed for the period 18g4041has remained stable since then.
Future research will have to determine whether ihimdeed the case. Finally, the
proposals made above have further consequences agdmple for the analysis of
PP-adjuncts, an issue that | will have to leavditure research.

The aim of the analysis so far in terms of proegsand structural change has
been to explain the lower frequencies of medialddRmcts as compared to adverbs
and the frequency differences between main verbaamdiary contexts. What these
proposals cannot account for so far is the registaation that has been observed for
Present-Day English. Preferences due to processingntages would be expected to
hold across registers. Similarly, the fact that assign a distinctive structure to
medial NP-adjuncts would not explain why this opties more common in
journalistic prose than elsewhere. An additionatdais therefore likely to play a role
here. As discussed in section 2, Hasselgard (20bposes that the relevant factor is
information structure. More precisely, she noteat tihnedial adjuncts tend to lack
focus and have low informational content, and thet may frequently be true of NP-
adjuncts in journalistic prose but much less soother registers. Hasselgard's
hypothesis could now be integrated into our accofstobserved in section 3.2, the
earliest occurrences of medial adverb placemehead-initial structure as found in
Old English mostly involve the elemen& and ponne (‘then’). These have been
analysed as discourse particles and have a veryindovmational content. The
information-structural constraints on the mediajuadt position in head-initial
contexts could therefore be argued to have itsrorgOIld English and thus to have
been in place throughout the history of Englishthis is correct, it is not only
preferences due to processing advantages butrdtsmnation-structural preferences
that contribute to the higher frequencies of medgidcement with adverbs as
compared to NP-adjuncts in the history of EngfisHowever, this additional factor
is unlikely to be relevant for the contrast betweeain verb and auxiliary contexts
discussed in the previous paragraphs, as the iatovmstructural properties of NP-
adjuncts would not be expected to be affected anbatly by the presence or absence
of an auxiliary.

5. Conclusion

21 Given these proposals, it may be unexpected notydBaobserved earlier, there are no statistically
significant contrasts between NP-adjuncts and ddvar clauses with finite main verbs in two Late
Middle English periods (1350-1420, 1420-1475). $alvebservations can be made in this respect.
First, even though statistical significance is redched, the rates of medial placement remain highe
with adverbs in these periods than with NPs. Sectire contrast is very close to significance in the
first period (p = 0.07). Third, more than half bbtexamples of S¥%V in the period 1420-1475 come
from two authors only (6 out of 11). Furthermoi@stis one of only two periods after 1150 with tera
of SXnpV above 5%. These two observations may suggest dhatsample is not necessarily
representative. Finally, | proposed earlier thatd®A is a word order option that is on its way ofit o
the language in this period and that it is gengrddirivationally complex (adverb movement above TP
and subject in a high position). This marked statay have led to a reduction of the rate of SAdoV t
a level that is comparable to §X/ despite the processing and information-struct@dvantages.
Overall, it seems to me that the Late Middle Erglista do not provide sufficiently robust evidence
against the hypothesis that processing and infaomatructural properties affect medial adjunct
placement throughout the history of English.
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Present-Day English shows a surprising contradt waspect to adjunct placement
between the subject and the main verb. Whereasrtaslygoductively occupy this
medial area of the clause, the occurrence of NBrRat§ is very constrained.
Although medial NP-adjuncts can be found in corptray are infrequent and tend to
be judged as marginal or ungrammatical by speakenshermore, they seem to be
subject to register variation, with journalisticope regularly being identified as a
context that favours the use of medial NP-adjunihe aim of this paper was to shed
new light on this distributional contrast betweedverbs and NP-adjuncts by
exploring the diachronic development of adjunctphaent from Old to Late Modern
English.

A gquantitative overview of the placement of adgeand NP-adjuncts throughout
the history of English led to two main findingsrgtj ever since the decline of head-
final structure in early English, the frequencynoédial placement of NP-adjuncts in
clauses with finite main verbs has been very lowisTis in contrast to adverbs,
which, after a low-frequency phase in Late Middlegksh, start to become more and
more common in medial position as a consequentkeofiecline of verb movement
around 1500. Second, data involving clauses witimige auxiliary and a non-finite
main verb show that, although a clear contrast éetwadverbs and NP-adjuncts
remains, medial placement of the latter is consiolgrmore frequent in this context
than with finite main verbs. In particular, wordders with the adjunct between the
auxiliary and the non-finite main verb are fairlpnamon. It is only in the Late
Modern English period that medial NP-adjuncts dechvith auxiliaries. In the final
period examined (1840-1914), they are rare in ks of clauses (2.7% with main
verbs, 4.1% with auxiliaries) and the contrastadanger statistically significant.

In order to account for these quantitative pattednproposed that, from Old
English to the 19 century, NP-adjuncts are similar to adverbs wétbpect to where
they are merged in the clause structure. More geggi NP-adjuncts, like adverbs,
can occupy a position in the domain between TP\@AdThis accounts for why NP-
adjuncts regularly occur between a finite auxiliaagd a non-finite main verb
throughout most of the history of English. As foetfact that medial placement is
substantially less frequent with NP-adjuncts thain wdverbs, | followed proposals
made in the literature for Present-Day Englishuassg that processing constraints
(cf. Hawkins’s (2004) MiD) and information-structlirproperties (cf. Hasselgard
2010) disfavour the use of NP-adjuncts in a mepasdition compared to adverbs.
These hypotheses also allow us to account for éecy differences between clauses
with finite main verbs and clauses with finite diaties (MiD), and for register
variation (information structure). Finally, withggect to the decrease of NP-medial
adjuncts in clauses with auxiliaries in Late ModEmglish, | suggested that it may be
due to a structural reanalysis that removed theamtdge auxiliaries had over main
verbs with respect to medial placement of NP-adgnéAs for the cause of this
structural reanalysis, | related it to a declinetloé proportion of NPs among all
medial adjuncts in the modern period. This decloaa be argued to have led
language learners to reanalyze the adjunct positionthe inflectional domain as
categorially constrained and unavailable for NFamRining instances of medial NP-
adjuncts would then have been reanalyzed as imglai different structure, one
involving the IP-edge as proposed for Present-Daglish by Haegeman (2002).
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