Verbal Fronting:
Typology and Theory

An der Philologischen Fakultét der Universitét Leipzig eingereichte

DISSERTATION

Zur Erlangung des akademischen Grades
Doctor philosophiae
(Dr. phil.)
von

Johannes Hein

Datum der Einreichung: 27. September 2017
Datum der Verteidigung: 22. Januar 2018
Gutachter:

PD Dr. Fabian Heck (Universitit Leipzig)
Prof. Dr. Gregory M. Kobele (Universitét Leipzig)






Acknowledgements

This thesis would probably never have been written were it not for Gereon Miiller, who after
I had slammed the door shut in his face and, in a whift of dissatisfaction, quit linguistics for
chemistry, nevertheless admitted me when I ruefully applied for a place in the then newly
formed graduate school IGRA and happily welcomed me back. I am grateful to him for
not being resentful and for his deep conviction of me as a good linguist which proved to be
extremely motivating but also sometimes tough to measure up to.

To an equal extent the existence of this dissertation is owed to a bunch of people who -
directly or indirectly - inspired it, guided its progress and corrected some of its aberrations
throughout its growth from a small squib into the book-sized work that it has become in
the end. For all the insightful comments, thought-provoking questions, and critical notes I
am grateful to (in no particular order) Fabian Heck, Greg Kobele, Martin Salzmann, Gereon
Miiller, and Barbara Stiebels.

Linguistic research and working on a linguistics PhD in particular becomes all the more
exciting and interesting when done in a vibrant, inspirational, and open-minded place. A
great big thank you to all the people who made and continue to make Leipzig’s linguistics
department such a place: Jochen Trommer, Sandhya Sundaresan, Martin Haspelmath, Petr
Biskup, Doreen Georgi, Philipp Weisser, Anke Himmelreich, Eva Zimmermann, Timo Klein,
Tom McFadden, Martina Martinovi¢, Andrew Kostakis, and Peter Staroverov.

When I started this PhD enterprise I did not really see the additional value of doing it
within a graduate school which, to me, was just a formal frame into which the dissertation
was embedded or, alternatively, a bunch of students who happened to begin their PhDs at the
same time. Little did I know how wrong I was back then. It was this graduate programme,
‘Interaction of Grammatical Building Blocks, that made it possible to hear and learn from
the best linguists around the globe by inviting them for talks and week-long or even month-
long courses and by providing travel funding to go and present my own work at various
workshops and conferences no matter where on earth they took place. As for the random
bunch of students, they turned out to be the most fantastic colleagues, office-mates, co-authors,
informants, supporters, and friends I could wish for. Andy Murphy, a heartfelt thank you for
not only sharing an office with me for three and more years, but also hotel rooms, your sheer

infinite linguistic knowledge, some of your ideas, and probably most importantly, for your



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

unbreakable and contagious excitement for linguistics. Asia Zaleska, you showed me what
it means to think ahead, be thorough and well-prepared, and how to get the devil out of the
details. Thank you for your always open ear and for sometimes extant conversations about life,
the universe, and everything. Zoka Puskar, my coffee buddy! What coftee does to my body, you
did to my motivation. Thanks for boosting me with countless you-can-do-it speeches (not to
mention the long conversations about the nature of linguistics) and for demonstrating how far
one can get if one is determined and hard-working. Sampson Korsah, I guess I can safely say
that this dissertation was only possible because of you. A huge thanks to you for your endless
patience with my clumsy attempts at eliciting Asante Twi data. Matias Guzman-Naranjo, thank
you for your witty and often sarcastic criticism of matters linguistic and otherwise and for
providing a different perspective on the way we did things. Katja Barnickel, thanks for sharing
with me your chocolates, your perspective on life and linguistics, and the conviction that a
healthy work-life balance is at least as important as the dissertation. Ludger Paschen, thank
you for your calmness in the face of the deadline and your (dark and sometimes very dry)
humour. I feel blessed and privileged to have been a member of this graduate programme with
all of you and with the following IGRA generations, Laura Becker, Siri Gjersee, Yuriy Kushnir,
Jude Nformi, Imke Driemel, Marie-Luise Popp, and Jelena Stojkovi¢, who turned out to be
amazing people and inspiring colleagues in their own right.

Lastly, but by no means less importantly, I want to thank my family for their moral support
and endless love. Ein grofler Dank gebiihrt meinen Eltern. Obwohl ihr wohl nie so richtig
verstanden habt und verstehen werdet, worum es in dieser Arbeit wirklich geht und was ich als
Linguist eigentlich genau mache (was vielleicht eher an meinem Unvermdgen liegt, es richtig
zu erkldren, als an eurem, es zu verstehen), habt ihr nie aufgehort, mich auf meinem Weg dahin
in jeder Hinsicht zu unterstiitzen. Ihr habt verziehen, wenn ich mich lange nicht gemeldet habe,
habt nicht versucht, mir reinzureden, als ich beschloss, Linguistik und nicht Zahnmedizin
oder Chemie zu studieren, und habt unermiidlich bei jedem (fast alljahrlichen) Umzug mit
angepackt. Als kleinen Dank habe ich euch und alle anderen Verwandten in einigen Beispielen
dieser Arbeit erwdhnt. Mein tiefster Dank gilt meiner Freundin aus den Anfangszeiten des
Studiums und jetzigen Frau Anja. Sie war in den vergangenen 10 Jahren immer fiir mich da,
hat mich durch Tiefen und Héhen getragen, meine Beschwerden und Zweifel angehort, mein
Leben auf8erhalb der Uni erhellt, mich motiviert, und schlussendlich mein schlechtes Timing
verziehen, als sie hochschwanger und fast im Alleingang unseren Umzug und unser Leben
organisierte, wahrend ich an der rechtzeitigen Fertigstellung dieser Dissertation gearbeitet
habe. Ich bin unendlich dankbar fiir dich und deine Liebe!

ii



Fur
Momo und Halbmondaugen

(Danke fiir das perfekte Timing)

“Wenn man es nur versucht, so geht’s,

daf$ heifst, mitunter, doch nicht stets.”

(Wilhelm Busch)






Table of Contents

Acknowledgements

Table of Contents

List of Tables

List of Abbreviations

1 Introduction and overview

2 Patterns in verbal fronting

2.1 Terminology . . ... ... . ...
2.2 General observations and properties of verbal fronting . . . . .. ... ... ..
2.2.1  No repair under auxiliaries and infinitive-embedding verbs . . . . ..

2.2.2  Morphological form of the frontedverb . . . ... ............

2.2.3  Status of the verb copy and the dummy verb asarepair . . .. ... ..

2.2.4 Category of moved constituent . . .....................

2.2.5 Information structure does not determine the repair. . . . .. ... ..

2.3 Repair patterns in languages with both verb and verb phrase fronting . . . . .
2.3.1  Symmetricverbdoubling . . . ... ... o Lo

2.3.2  Symmetric dummy verb insertion. . . . ... ... oL

2.3.3 Anew,asymmetricpattern . . . .. ... ... L L L oL
2.3.3.1 AsanteTwi . . ... ... ... . ... ...

2.3.3.2 Limbum. ... .. ... . .

2.3.4 Generalization] . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ..

2.4 Repair patterns in languages with either verb or verb phrase fronting . . . . . .
2.4.1  Verbfrontingonly . . ... ... ... ... L

2.4.2  Verb phrase frontingonly . .......... .. ... .. ... ...

2.4.3 GeneralizationII . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ..

2.5 Summary and overview of sample languages’ properties . ... .........

ix

Xi

11
11
13
13
15
18
25
26
27
28
30
31
32

57
59

59
61

63
64



TABLE OF CONTENTS

3 Previous approaches

vi

3.1 Linearizationconflict . . . . . . . .. . ... ... .

3.2 P-recoverability and Economy of Pronunciation . . . ... ... .........

3.3 Parallel Chains

3.4 Anedge constrainton copydeletion . ... ......... ... ... .. ...,

3.5 Non-syntactichead movement . ... ... .......... ... ........

An analysis in terms of order of operations

4.1 The general idea and basic assumptions . . .. ... ................

4.1.1  A-head movementinsyntax . ... .....................

4.1.2 Head movement as a post-syntactic operation . .............

4.1.3 Heads, copiesand copydeletion . . . .. ........... ... ....

4.1.4 Variable order of post-syntactic operations . . . .............

4.2 Deriving thetypology. . . . . .. .. ... ...

4.2.1  GeneralizationI . ... ... ... . ...

4.2.1.1
4.2.1.2
4.2.1.3
4.2.1.4
4.2.1.5

The asymmetricpattern . . . .. ................
The symmetric verb doubling pattern . . . ... .......
The symmetric dummy verb insertion pattern . . . ... ..
The gap and a second symmetric verb doubling pattern . .

Interimsummary . .. ... ..... .. .. .. . ...

4.2.2 GeneralizationII . . . . . . . ... ..

4.2.2.1

4.2.2.2

4.2.3 Summary

Verb fronting and verb doubling (ITa) . ... .........

Verb phrase fronting and dummy verb insertion (IIb) . . .

4.3 Emergentpredictions . . . . ... ... o

4.3.1  Gratuitous verb doubling under A-head movement . ..........

4.3.2  Optionality of repairs in verb fronting . . . ... .............

4.3.3 Summary

4.4 Further issues

4.4.1  Availability of A-head movement . . . . ... ...

4.4.2  Nominalization of the fronted constituent . . . . . ... ... ......

4.4.3  Order as a consequence of haplology avoidance . . ... ........

Conclusion

5.1 Summary of thedissertation . . . . .. ... .. ... ... ... . . ...

5.2 Directions for futureresearch . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... ... .. ...

69
71
76
82
88

93

99

99
103
115
126
129
134
136
136
142

147

. 154

160
161

162

. 163

165
167
171
176
180
182
182
184

191



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Appendix A Language descriptions 207
A1 Languages with verb frontingonly . ... ......... ... ... ... ... 207
A1l Basaa ... e 207
A.1.2 BerbiceDutchCreole . . . . ... ... . . . .. . . . 213
A3 Edo. ... .. e 218
Alg Ewe . .. e e 221
Aa.s Fongbe ... .. 222
A1.6 Gungbe . ... ... 228
A.1.7 HaitianCreole . .. ... ... . .. . . e 232
A8 Kisi. . . . . e e 241
A.1.9 Leteh (Larteh) . ... ... . ... . . .. 242
Ai1.10 Nupe . . ..o e 244
Aa1 Nweh ... e 250
A.1.a12 Papiamentu . . . ... L 252
A1z Pichi . ... e 254
A1.14 Saramaccan . . . . . ... e e e e 255
Ax.as Tuki .. e 257
A6 Turkish ... 0. 262
A1y Vata ... e e 263

A.2  Languages with verb phrase frontingonly . . . .. ................. 268
A2.1 Danish. .. ... . e 268
A2 Hausa .. ... . . .. e 271
A2.3 Japanese . . . ... e e 278
A2.4 Norwegian . .. ... ... ... ... ... e 282
A25 SKou . . ... 288
A26 Swedish . ... .. .. e 292
A2.7 Welsh . .. . e 297
A2.8 Wolof . ... . . . e 301

A.3 Languages with both kinds of verbal fronting . . . . . . ........... ... 306
A3.1 Dummyverbinsertion . .. ... ... .. ... ... o L. 306
A3z Basque ... 306

A3.12 Breton........ .. .. ... 314

A3.1.3 Dutch ... ... . . 322

A3.1.4 German . . ... .. e 325

A3.2 Verbdoubling ... ...... ... .. ... .. 338
A.3.2.1  Brazilian Portuguese . ... ... ........ ... ..., 338

Az.22 Buli ... e 346

A3.2.3 Dagaare . . ... ... L o 353

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

References

viii

A3.2.4
A.3.2.5
A.3.2.6
A.3.2.7
A.3.2.8
A.3.2.9
A.3.2.10
A.3.2.11
A.3.2.12
A.3.2.13
A.3.2.14
A.3.2.15
A.3.2.16

Hebrew . . . . . . . e 356
Hungarian ... ......... ... ... ... ... ..... 363
Korean . .. ... ... .. . . . . . . .. . . . ... 366
Krachi . . . ... . e 375
Mandarin Chinese . .. ... ... ... . . ... . . ..... 379
Mani. . . . ... e 388
Polish . .. ... . 389
Russian . .. ... ... .. . .. . . .. 400
Spanish . .. ... ... L 405
TV . e 413
Vietnamese . . . . . . . . . ... e 415
Yiddish . ... ... . . 423
Yoruba . . ... ... 433

437



List of Tables

A2
A3
A.14
A.1s
A.16
Ay
A8
A.19
A.20
A1
A2
A.23
A.2g
A.2g
A.26
A.27
A28

Overview of properties of verbal fronting in languages of the sample . . . . . . 67
Properties of verbal frontinginBasaa . .. ... .................. 213
Properties of verbal fronting in Berbice Dutch Creole . . . . . . ... ... ... 217
Properties of verbal frontinginEdo . . .. ... ... ... ..... .. ... 220
Properties of verbal frontinginEwe . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ..., 222
Properties of verbal fronting in Fongbe . ... ... ... ... ..... .. ... 228
Properties of verbal frontingin Gungbe . . . . ... ............ . ... 231
Properties of verbal fronting in HaitianCreole . . . . ... ............ 241
Properties of verbal frontingin Kisi . . ....................... 242
Properties of verbal fronting in Leteh (Larteh) . ... ... ............ 243
Properties of verbal frontingin Nupe . ... .................... 250
Properties of verbal frontinginNweh . . ... .. ... .......... ... 251
Properties of verbal fronting in Papiamentu . . . . ... ..... .. ... .. .. 253
Properties of verbal frontingin Pichi . . . .. ... ... ......... .. ... 255
Properties of verbal fronting in Saramaccan. . . . . ... .. ... ... .. ... 257
Properties of verbal frontingin Tuki . . . ... .. ... ... ........... 262
Properties of verbal frontingin Turkish . . . ... ... ... ............ 262
Properties of verbal frontingin Vata . . .. ... ....... ... ........ 268
Properties of verbal frontingin Danish . . . ... ................. 271
Properties of verbal frontingin Hausa . . . ... .................. 278
Properties of verbal fronting in Japanese . . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... 282
Properties of verbal fronting in Norwegian . . . .. ................ 288
Properties of verbal frontinginSkou . . . .. ... ... ... 0L 291
Properties of verbal frontingin Swedish . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... 297
Properties of verbal frontingin Welsh . . . . ............. ... ... 301
Properties of verbal frontingin Wolof . . .. ... ... ... ........... 306
Properties of verbal frontingin Basque . ...................... 313
Properties of verbal frontinginBreton . . . . .. ..... ... ... ... . ... 321
Properties of verbal frontinginDutch . . .. ... ... .............. 325

iX



List oF TABLES

A.29
A.30
A.31
A.32
A.33
A.34
A.35
A.36
A.37
A.38
A.39
A.40
A.41
A.42
A.43
A.44
A.45

Properties of verbal frontingin German . . . ... ................. 338
Properties of verbal fronting in Brazilian Portuguese . ... ... ........ 345
Properties of verbal frontinginBuli . . ....................... 353
Properties of verbal fronting in Dagaare . . . . ... ................ 356
Properties of verbal fronting in Hebrew . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 363
Properties of verbal fronting in Hungarian . ... ... .............. 366
Properties of verbal frontingin Korean . . ... ... ............... 375
Properties of verbal frontingin Krachi . . . . ... ... ... ...... .. ... 378
Properties of verbal fronting in Mandarin . . . . .. ....... .. ....... 387
Properties of verbal frontinginMani. . . .. .................... 389
Properties of verbal frontingin Polish . . .. ... ... ... ........ ... 399
Properties of verbal fronting in Russian . . . .. .................. 405
Properties of verbal fronting in Spanish . . . . ... ... ... ....... . ... 413
Properties of verbal frontingin Tiv . . . . . ... ... ......... . ... 414
Properties of verbal fronting in Vietnamese . . . ... ............... 422
Properties of verbal frontingin Yiddish . . . ... .............. ... 432
Properties of verbal frontingin Yoruba . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 435



List of Abbreviations

Abbreviations
AfA Afro-Asiatic
AuA Austro-Asiatic
CD copy deletion
CR chain reduction
CuC Chain Uniformity Condition
DP., / DPs external argument
DP;, / DPo internal argument
ECCD Edge Condition on Copy Deletion
FF-Elimination Formal Feature Elimination
FOFC Final-over-final Condition
HM head movement
IE Indo-European
LCA Linear Correspondence Axiom
LD Local Dislocation
LF Logical Form (module of grammar)
MLC Minimal Link Condition
NC Niger-Congo
n.d. no data
PF Phonological Form (module of grammar)
SCC Strict Cycle Condition
Va verb-second
Glosses
ACC accusative
c/coMP complementizer
CL clitic
DEF definite
DEM demonstrative
DET determiner
FOC focus marker
FUT future tense
INF infinitive
IPFV imperfective aspect

Xi



L1ST OF ABBREVIATIONS

xii

NCM
NMLZ
NOM
PFV
PROG
PROSP
PRS
PST
SM
TOP

nominal class marker
nominalizer
nominative
perfective aspect
progressive aspect
prospective aspect
present tense

past tense

subject marker

topic marker



Chapter 1

Introduction and overview

Displacement is a pervasive property of natural languages. Components of a sentence may
appear in a position in the string which is not their usual or canonical position in the sense
that it is not the position associated with the grammatical function of the component. Thus, in
the English sentence in (1a) the constituent black olives which has the grammatical function of
a direct object appears in the usual direct object position immediately following the lexical
verb. In sentence (1b), in contrast, the phrase is displaced into the sentence-initial position.

The canonical position of the displaced element is indicated by underlined empty space.

(1) a. Elizabeth likes black olives but she absolutely detests the green ones.
b.  Black olives Elizabeth likes ___ but she absolutely detests the green ones.

The sentence in (1b) puts more of a contrast on black vs. green olives compared to sentence
(1a). Nonetheless, the phrase black olives clearly still functions and is interpreted as an object
despite not occurring in the canonical object position.

In order to account for this, Chomsky (1965) has suggested that the grammar has two levels:
deep structure (D-structure), where all elements occur in their canonical or base positions,
and surface structure (S-structure), where elements may occur in positions different from
their base positions. Displacement is then achieved by transformational rules that operate
on deep structures and yield surface structures. Later, transformational rules developed into
the concept of Move-a (Chomsky 1977, 1980, 1986), which could apply to any constituent a of
D-structure and displace it into some other position in S-structure. Within recent minimalism,
movement has been subsumed under the basic operation Merge as a case of Internal Merge
where an element that has already been introduced into the structure at an earlier stage of the
derivation is again merged with the current root node.

In general, movement may apply to any category subject to language specific restrictions.
Thus, English allows displacement of DPs (2a), PPs (2b), CPs (2c), adverbials (2d), and VPs

(2e).
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(2) a.  [pp The first bus of the day ] Peter didn't catch __ so he had to take the next one.
b.  [pp In our house ] we usually had enough room for unexpected guests _.
c.  [cp That getting drunk was a bad idea ] Kate only realized __the next morning.

d.  [aav Certainly | he _ didn’t want to hurt anybody.

e.  [vp Sing the melody | she can __but can she also play it on the piano?

In many Slavic languages it is additionally possible to displace an attributive adjective as the

example (3) from Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (BCS) demonstrates.

(3) [a Lijepe ] jevidio _ kuce.
beautiful is seen  houses
‘Beautiful houses, he saw’ (BCS, Boskovi¢ 2004: 16)

Commonly, movement of a constituent results in a gap in its base position, as was the case
with the examples above. However, displacement of verbal constituents into the left periphery
behaves differently. When the main lexical verb or its verb phrase is fronted and there is no
other verbal element, e.g. an auxiliary or modal, present in the clause, a copy of the lexical verb
appears instead. In Hebrew, for instance, displacement of a verb (4a) or a verb phrase (4b) into
sentence-initial position requires the presence of an inflected copy of the displaced verb in the

usual verb position (4). The verb inside the fronted constituent takes the form of an infinitive.

(4) a. liknothi kanta et ha-praxim
to.buy she bought Acc the-flowers
‘As for buying, she bought the flowers’

b. [liknot et ha-praxim], hi kanta.
buy.INF Acc the-flowers she bought
‘As for buying the flowers, she bought (them)’ (Hebrew, Landau 2006: 37)

Although this verb doubling is widely attested there are also languages in which a semantically
largely vacuous dummy verb, usually meaning ‘do’ or ‘make, occurs instead of a gap. For
example, when a Dutch verb (5a) or verb phrase (5b) occurs in the left periphery of the clause
and no modal or temporal auxiliary is present, a form of doen ‘do’ occupies the canonical

position of the inflected verb (5). The fronted verb is an infinitive just like in Hebrew.

(5) a. verraden doet hij haar niet
betray  does he her not
‘He doesn’t betray her’

b.  [haar verraden] doet hij niet
her betray  does he not
‘He doesn’t betray her’ (Dutch, Broekhuis and Corver 2015: 1045, 1043)

This peculiarity of verbal fronting to repair a gap with a verb copy or a dummy verb sets it

apart from other displacement phenomena and has attracted the interest of many linguists



over time who have investigated several distinct languages with the same pattern and tried
to provide a theoretical account for it. One implicit assumption of all these accounts is that
both dimensions of variation, (i) fronted verb vs. fronted verb phrase and (ii) verb copy vs.
dummy verb, are independent of each other such that a language uniformly displays either
verb doubling or dummy verb insertion with both types of fronting but not one repair strategy
with one type of fronting and the other repair strategy with the other type of fronting.

In this thesis, I present new data from Asante Twi (Kwa, Niger-Congo; Ghana) and Limbum
(Grassfields, Niger-Congo; Cameroon) that disprove this assumption. Both languages allow a
single verb or a full verb phrase to be fronted. While in the first scenario a copy of the verb
appears in the base position, a dummy verb is inserted in the second case. This is shown for

Asante Twi in (6) and for Limbum in (7).

(6) a. si(-€) na Kofi a-si/*a-yd dan.
build-NMLz Foc Kofi PRE-build/PRE-do house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house. (not e.g. bought one)’
b. [dan si](-é) na Kofi *a-si/a-y3
house build-NMLz Foc Kofi PRE-build/PRE-do
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE. (not e.g. bought a boat)’ (Asante Twi)

(7) a & rya (c) njipwe¢ £5 bi  yia/*gl msan
FOC 5-buy (comP) woman DET FUT1 buy/do rice
“The woman will Buy rice’

b. 4 r-[ya msan] (ci) njipwe 5 bi  *yo/gi
FOC 5-buy rice  (comP) woman DET FUT1 buy/do
“The woman will BUY RICE. (Limbum)

The repair strategy can, thus, apparently be variable within a language depending on the type
of fronting. Free recombination of repair strategy and type of fronting yields the typology of
four logically possible patterns in (8).

(8)  Typology of repair patterns in verbal fronting

Fronted element

Verb Verb phrase  Languages

I verb copy verb copy  Hebrew, ...

II  dummyverb dummyverb Dutch,...

I  verbcopy  dummyverb Asante Twi, Limbum
IV dummyverb  verbcopy —

The typology shows a gap for the fourth pattern, dummy verb insertion with a fronted verb and
verb doubling with a fronted verb phrase. An investigation of 45 languages that exhibit verbal

fronting (see appendix A) supports the treatment of this gap as systematic since no language
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displays even rudimentary lexicalized traces of such a pattern. In the absence of evidence to

the contrary, it is therefore plausible to formulate this observation as the generalization in (9).!

(9)  Generalization 1
If a language shows both verb and verb phrase fronting it either exhibits the same repair
strategy in both frontings (verb doubling or dummy verb insertion), or verb doubling
in verb fronting and dummy verb insertion in verb phrase fronting. The reverse pattern

is inexistent.

In this thesis, I develop an account of verbal fronting within the copy theory of movement that
results in the abovementioned generalization. It is able to derive the attested patterns including
the asymmetric one found in Asante Twi and Limbum but fails to derive the unattested one
thereby correctly predicting its absence from the data. The account relies on three main
concepts: (i) Classic head movement is a post-syntactic operation (see among others Chomsky
1995b; Boeckx and Stjepanovié¢ 2001; Schoorlemmer and Temmerman 2012) while A-head
movement, that is, movement of a head into a specifier, takes place in narrow syntax (see
Koopman 1984; Landau 2006; Vicente 2007, 2009); (ii) the lowest copy of an A-head movement
chain cannot be affected by copy deletion because it is a head supporting a whole projection line;
and (iii) there is a strict language-specific order of application (>) between the post-syntactic
operations head movement (HM) and copy deletion (CD) (see among others Miiller 2009a;
Arregi and Nevins 2012; Schoorlemmer 2012, for the ordering of syntactic and post-syntactic
operations).

Within the copy theory of movement, verb doubling of the kind found in verbal fronting
can be modelled as the result of multiple copy spell out (Abels 2001; Nunes 2004). In other
words, it is the consequence of an exceptional failure of the system to delete low copies of a
moved item. In case of verb phrase fronting, the moved item is a full verb phrase, i.e. a verb
and its internal argument(s) (10). In case of verb fronting, however, there are two possible
movement types that lead to it. One is movement of a remnant verb phrase, that is, a verb
phrase that only consists of the verbal head because its internal argument(s) have moved out
of it (11b). The other is A-head movement of the verbal head directly into the left periphery
(SpecCP or SpecFocP or SpecTopP) (11a).

(10)  Syntactic structure of verb phrase fronting
[cp [ve VDP ] [ Crp T... [vp VDP ]]]]

'Unfortunately, verbal fronting, although attested for many languages, has been documented and investigated
to a sufficient level only in a couple of languages. Any claim about its typology or supposed universal patterns is
therefore necessarily a bold one. My hope is that the purported generalization triggers more research on the
issue be it only with the goal to disconfirm it in the end.



(11)  Syntactic structures of verb fronting

a. [ce VI Clre T... [ve VDP]]]]
b. [cp[vp VDP] [ C[rpT... DP [yp V DP ]]]]

In each of these cases, there is a copy of the main verb left in the base position that, if pronounced
in addition to the highest copy in SpecCP, will surface as verb doubling.

With verb phrase fronting (10), the general intuition here (which can also be found in
Houser et al. 2006) is that deletion of the low copy of the verb can be prevented when it
previously head-moves out of the deletion site (12). Both operations apply in the post-syntactic

component of grammar.

(12)  Verb doubling in verb phrase fronting: HM > CD
a. HM:[cp [vp VDP] [¢ C[rp T... [vp VDP]]]]
_

b.  CD:[cp [ve VDP] [¢ C[1p V4T ... fypV-DPH]]

Conversely, when copy deletion applies first, the low copy is deleted before it can head-move

to a higher position which is then filled with a dummy verb (13).

(13)  Dummy verb insertion in verb phrase fronting: CD > HM

a. CD:[cp [vw VDP ] [ C[1p T... fypV-DPH]]]
b.  HM: [cp [ve VDP] [¢ C [1p do+T ... fypV-PPH]]]

e

The effect of the order of operations can then be summarized as in table (14).

(14)  Effect of order of operations in verbal fronting (incomplete)

Order of post-syntactic operations
Moved item HM > CD CD > HM Surface

tull verb phrase verb doubling dummy verb insertion verb phrase fronting

With verb fronting via remnant movement, the effect of the order of operations is the same as
in verb phrase fronting because what is fronted syntactically is actually a complete verb phrase.
Copy deletion just has to be able to delete the object copy inside the fronted verb phrase. Thus,
if head movement applies first, the low verb copy inside the verb phrase copy can move to T

prior to copy deletion (15).

(15)  Verb doubling in verb fronting via remnant movement: HM > CD

a. HM:[cp[vp VDP] [ C[rp T... DP [yp VDP ]]]]
|

b. CD: [CP [Vp VDP] [C/C[Tp V+T ... DPWH]
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Again, if copy deletion applies first the low verb copy will be deleted before it can move to T

and a dummy is inserted to support T’s inflectional features (16).

(16)  Dummy verb insertion in verb fronting via remnant movement: CD > HM

a. CD:[cplve VBR] [ Cl1p T... DP {yp-V-DBPH]]]
b. HM: [CP [Vp VD‘P] [C' C [Tp do+T ... DP{VF‘\L‘DH]”

Consequently, verb fronting that arises by remnant movement of a verb phrase is affected by

the order of post-syntactic operations in the same fashion like verb phrase fronting (17).

(17)  Effect of order of operations in verbal fronting (incomplete)

Order of post-syntactic operations

Moved item HM > CD CD > HM Surface
full verb phrase verb doubling dummy verb insertion verb phrase fronting
remnant verb phrase verb doubling dummy verb insertion verb fronting

Thus far, the account is able to derive the symmetric verb doubling pattern as found in Hebrew
and the symmetric dummy verb insertion pattern as found in Dutch. The former arises if
a language has the order HM > CD in the post-syntax and the movement underlying verb
fronting is remnant verb phrase movement. The latter is a consequence of a language having
the order CD > HM with verb fronting being the result of remnant verb phrase movement.
With verb fronting via A-head movement, the situation is different. As the low verb copy
in an A-head movement chain is immune to copy deletion by virtue of being a projecting head
the order of operations has no effect on its spell-out. Whether head movement applies before
copy deletion or vice vers, the low verb copy can move to T (although it does not have to in
order to be spelled out) and will be pronounced. A-head movement thus neutralizes the effect

of the order of operations in favour of verb doubling (18).

(18)  Effect of order of operations in verbal fronting

Order of post-syntactic operations

Moved item HM > CD CD > HM Surface

full verb phrase verb doubling dummy verb insertion verb phrase fronting
remnant verb phrase verb doubling dummy verb insertion verb fronting
bare verb verb doubling verb doubling verb fronting

The asymmetric pattern in Asante Twi and Limbum then arises as follows: These languages
show the order CD > HM which in combination with full verb phrase movement leads to
dummy verb insertion in verb phrase fronting. Verb fronting, however, is achieved by A-head
moving the bare verb, which inevitably results in verb doubling. Exceptional non-deletion of

alow verb copy in an A-head movement chain thus leads to exceptional verb doubling in a



language that might otherwise (i.e. in verb phrase fronting) exhibit dummy verb insertion due
to it having the order where copy deletion applies before head movement.

A language that employs A-head movement in verb fronting like Asante Twi and Limbum
but has the order HM > CD will display a symmetric verb doubling pattern just like Hebrew
because both A-head movement and full verb phrase movement result in verb doubling.

The patterns resulting from the interaction between type of movement and order of opera-

tions is summarized in table (19).

(19)  Repair patterns resulting from order of operations and type of movement

A-head movement remnant movement
CD > HM asymmetric pattern symmetric dummy verb insertion
HM > CD symmetric verb doubling symmetric verb doubling

It is evident from (19) that although there are four ways in which the two orders of operations
can combine with the two types of movement used in verb fronting only three different repair
patterns arise. The account is hence unable to generate the mirror image of the asymmetric
pattern of Asante Twi and Limbum and therefore correctly derives the typological gap.

A second observation that can be made about the present sample of languages is that those
which display verb fronting to the exclusion of verb phrase fronting never show dummy verb
insertion. They exclusively exhibit verb doubling. In contrast, the languages that solely allow
verb phrase fronting but not verb fronting never show verb doubling but only dummy verb
insertion.

The first part of the observation follows directly from the fact that verb fronting in these
languages must necessarily be brought about through A-head movement rather than remnant
movement of the verb phrase. This is because remnant verb phrase movement presupposes the
possibility of verb phrase movement, which is obviously absent from languages which do not
exhibit any kind of verb phrase fronting. A-head movement always results in verb doubling
and, therefore, these languages exclusively display verb doubling.

The second observation about languages that only show verb phrase fronting does not
ensue and might actually be a consequence of the very small number of languages of this type
in the sample. Only eight of the 47 languages solely exhibit verb phrase fronting three of which
belong to the same sub-family of the Indo-European phylum, namely Germanic. In addition, I
will argue that with this type of language dummy verb insertion is expected to be more frequent
than verb doubling because the former requires fewer properties to come together in a single

language than the latter.

In the next chapter, I will present the relevant patterns of verbal fronting based on a selection
of examples from the relevant languages and provide a more detailed description of verbal

fronting in Asante Twi and Limbum. I will then argue that in the majority of languages, and in
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Asante Twi and Limbum in particular, there is evidence for movement as well as evidence that
verb doubling and dummy verb insertion are not derived from some independently available
verb doubling or dummy verb construction. It will also be shown that the repair strategies are
not linked to the information-structural function associated with verbal fronting. The two
generalizations briefly introduced above will be properly established from the data.

Chapter three is concerned with previous approaches to verbal fronting. As a lot of ap-
proaches have been proposed over the years I will concentrate on five fairly recent ones which try
to account for the exceptional spell-out of a second verb copy within the minimalist framework.
These pursue strategies as diverse as linearization conflicts (Nunes 2004), P-recoverability and
economy of pronunciation (Landau 2006), parallel chains (Aboh 2006; Aboh and Dyakonova
2009; Kandybowicz 2008), an edge constraint on copy deletion (Trinh 2011), and non-syntactic
head movement (LaCara 2016). I will argue that none of these is able to derive the asymmetric
repair pattern of Asante Twi and Limbum and the typological gap.

A new approach in terms of an order of application between post-syntactic operations is
presented in the main chapter of the thesis, chapter four. After recapitulating the general idea
of the proposal I will introduce and discuss its basic tenets, namely (i) A-head movement in
syntax, classic head movement in the post-syntax, (ii) copy deletion and its unapplicability
to heads, (iii) cross-linguistically variable but language-specifically strict orders of the post-
syntactic operations. Arguments from the literature in favour of each of these will be reported
if existent and where possible new arguments from Asante Twi and Limbum will be presented.
I will then show how the proposal derives the attested patterns in detail based on example
sentences from one representative language for each pattern. Those languages are Hebrew
for the symmetric verb doubling pattern with A-head movement, German for the symmetric
dummy verb insertion pattern, Asante Twi for the asymmetric pattern, and Polish for the
symmetric verb doubling pattern with remnant movement. Thereafter, the observations about
languages with only one type of verbal fronting will be scrutinized. Following the exhibition
and validation of two important predictions of the proposal, gratuitous verb doubling with
A-head movement and optionality of repairs in verb fronting, I will discuss three further
issues. The first one concerns the question how a language can be said to lack a certain type of
movement, the second one deals with nominalization of the fronted verbal constituent prevalent
in African languages, and the third has to do with the idea that the order of operations may be
a consequence of haplology avoidance.

Chapter five concludes the dissertation and summarizes its main points. The appendix
provides descriptions of verbal fronting for each of the 45 languages including, if available,
evidence for movement, evidence against verbal fronting being derived from an independent
verb doubling or dummy verb construction, and other notable properties. It is meant to be
both a that the reader can consult to obtain more details on the patterns and examples adduced

throughout the thesis as well as a compendium of verbal fronting that brings together the



knowledge and data currently scattered across the manifold works on this issue. As such it

may also serve as a reference point for future research in verbal fronting.






Chapter 2

Patterns in verbal fronting

In this chapter, after giving some background on verbal fronting and clarifying the terminology,
I will first present the familiar symmetric patterns of verbal fronting in languages that have
both types in more detail arguing that in most of them there is evidence that verbal fronting
involves movement but is not derived from independent constructions containing a verb copy
or a dummy verb. I will then introduce the asymmetric pattern of Asante Twi and Limbum
and argue that they too involve movement and a proper repair of the gap. Based on these
three patterns a first generalization will be established that states the inexistence of the fourth
logically possible pattern. Further, I will show that the type of repair cannot be linked to the
information-structural role of the fronted constituent. In the last part of the chapter, I then
take a look at languages that only have one of the two types of verbal fronting. These languages

will give rise to a second generalization.

2.1 Terminology

Before we start, let me clarify a few issues that might otherwise cause confusion. First, verbal
fronting has figured under various terms including VP-topicalization, verb focus, predicate
fronting, or predicate cleft(ing), some of which are narrower than others while some presup-
pose a specific underlying structure. In this thesis, I understand verbal fronting to refer to a
construction in which the main contentful lexical verb of a sentence is displaced (either with or
without its internal argument(s)) from its canonical or base position into the left (or probably
also the right) periphery compared to a corresponding simple declarative sentence. In addition,
this displacement has to be associated with an information-structural interpretation of (a part
of) the fronted constituent as focus, topic, or contrast.

Thus, taking German as an example, sentence (20a) is an instance of verbal fronting,
because the verb (together with its object) appears in sentence-initial position. This is not
its canonical position in a main clause as we can see in the neutral declarative clause (20b).

The verb also appears sentence-initially in jokes like (21) where it does not receive a special

11
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interpretation as focus or topic. These examples therefore are not instances of verbal fronting

as understood in this thesis.

(20) a. [Das Auto waschen] tut Hansjede Woche, aber den Rasen médht er nur
the car wash.INF does Hans every week but the lawn mows he only
einmalim  Monat.
once in.the month
‘As for washing the car, Hans does it every weeky but he mows the lawn only once

a month’

b.  Hans wiéscht das Auto jede Woche aber den Rasen méht er nur einmal
Hans washes the car every week but the lawn mows he only once
im  Monat.
in.the month
‘Hans washes the car every week but he mows the lawn only once a month’

(German)

(21)  Kommt ein Neutron in eine Bar. Sagt der Barkeeper: “Tut mir leid, heute nur fiir
comes a neutron ina  bar says the barkeeper does me pity today only for
geladene Géste”
invited guests
‘A neutron walks into a bar and the barkeeper says: “I'm sorry, today for charged guests

»

only’ (German)

Within verbal fronting one can distinguish two kinds, verb fronting and verb phrase fronting.
In the former, the verb strands its internal argument(s) inside the clause, whereas in the latter,
at least one of them accompanies the verb into the left periphery. Thus, the Hebrew example

(22a) instantiates verb fronting while example (22b) is a case of verb phrase fronting.

(22) a. liknothi kanta et ha-praxim
to.buy she bought Acc the-flowers
‘As for buying, she bought the flowers’

b. [liknot et ha-praxim], hi kanta.
buy.INF Acc the-flowers she bought
‘As for buying the flowers, she bought (them)’ (Hebrew, Landau 2006: 37)

Languages may vary with regard to whether they allow both kinds of fronting, like Hebrew
above (see section A.3.2.4), or only one kind, either verb fronting but not verb phrase fronting,
like Nupe (23) (see also section A.1.10), or verb phrase fronting but not verb fronting, like

Norwegian (24) (see also section A.2.4).

(23) a. bi-ba Musaa ba nakano
RED-cut Musa FUT cut meat cut/RED-cut FOC
‘It is cuTTING that Musa will do to the meat (as opposed to say, cooking.)’

b. *[du-du  cénkafa] Musaa du (cénkafa)o
RED-COOK rice Musa FUT cook rice FOC

12
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‘Tt is COOKING RICE that Musa will do.)

c. *[cénkafa du-du] Musaa du (cénkafa)o

rice RED-cook Musa FUT cook rice FOC
‘It is COOKING RICE that Musa will do’

(Nupe, Kandybowicz 2008: 79, 86)

(24) a.  [(Q) lese bok-er] gjor/*leser han hele dag-en
to read.INF book.PL-PL.INDEF does/reads he whole day-DEF
‘Reading books he does all day.

b. *(a) lese gjor/leser han bok-er hele dag-en
to read.INF does/reads he book.pL-PL.INDEF whole day-DEF
‘Reading he does to books all day’

(Norwegian, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c.)

Importantly, the terms ‘verb fronting’ and ‘verb phrase fronting’ are used as purely descriptive
terms for surface strings. This is particularly crucial for ‘verb fronting’ which does not imply
that the fronted consituent is structurally a bare V head. It could equally well be a VP that
has been bereft of its arguments. Consequently, verb fronting could be the result of either a
bare V head in SpecCP (or whichever position it is that is declared as the clausal periphery) or
a remnant VP in that position. It is particularly vital, in light of the analysis and discussion
in the following chapters, to bear in mind that ‘verb fronting’ and ‘verb phrase fronting’ do
not refer to actual syntactic movements. When talking about syntactic movement processes
of a verbal head or a verb phrase, I will (try to) be consistent in calling those ‘movement’ or
‘preposing’ rather than ‘fronting.

In order to correctly determine whether a language shows one or the other kind of fronting
it is not sufficient to consider only examples of fronted intransitive verbs. Not selecting any
interal arguments, a fronted intransitive per se can instantiate both verb or verb phrase fronting.
Hence, a language that displays verb phrase fronting with transitive verbs, but where the only
examples for purported verb fronting come from intransitive verbs will be treated as a language
that lacks verb fronting. Equally, in the absence of explicit evidence showing a fronted verb
accompanied by its internal argument(s) it will be concluded that a language lacks verb phrase

fronting.

2.2 General observations and properties of verbal fronting

2.2.1 No repair under auxiliaries and infinitive-embedding verbs

As mentioned in chapter 1, verbal fronting is different from other displacement phenomena in
that under certain circumstances there occurs a copy of the verb or a dummy verb instead of

the usual gap. Compare, for instance, regular object focus (25a) with verb focus (25b) in Leteh

13
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(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Ghana). While (25a) shows a gap in the base position of the object, the

base position of the verb is occupied a copy of the fronted verb in (25b).

(25)

a.

sika né Anansebe-wuri _ a
money FOC Ananse FUT-steal ~ DEF
‘Ananse will steal MONEY!

fokye né Ama fokye daa a
sweep.NMLZ FOC Ama PRS.sweep everyday DEF
‘Ama SWEEPS everyday. (Leteh, Akrofi Ansah 2014: 167, 174)

However, this divergent behaviour of verbal fronting can usually only be observed if the verbs

base position is not embedded under an auxiliary, a modal, or any other infinitive-embedding

verb. This restriction holds independent of the type of repair that the language would display

otherwise and independent of the kind of fronting. Consider the examples from German

and Polish (26). While the former shows dummy verb insertion in the relevant auxiliary-less

environment (26a) the latter displays verb doubling (26b).

(26)

a.

waschen tut Hans das Auto jede Woche
wash.INF does Hans the car  every week
‘As for washing, Hans washes the car every week’

[das Auto waschen] tut Hans jede Woche
the car wash.INF does Hans every week
‘As for washing the car, Hans does it every week’ (German)
pi¢ (to) Marek pije  herbate, ale jej nie robit
drink.INF TO Marek drinks tea but it not make.psT
‘As for drinking, Marek drinks tea, but he did not make it’
[pi¢ herbate] (to) Marek pije, ale jej nie robit
drink.INF tea TO Marek drinks but it not make.psT
‘As for drinking tea, Marek drinks it, but he did not make it.

(Polish, Joanna Zaleska p.c.)

However, if the clause contains an auxiliary, modal or infinitive-embedding verb, verbal

fronting shows a gap in the base position of the verb in both languages (27).

(27)

14

a.

waschen will Hans das Auto jede Woche __
wash.INF wants Hans the car every week
‘As for washing, Hans wants to wash the car every week’

[das Auto waschen] will Hans jede Woche
the car wash.INF wants Hans every week
‘As for washing the car, Hans wants to do it every week’ (German)

wypi¢  (to) Marek chce __ herbate, ale nie chce jej robi¢
drink.INF TO Marek wants  tea but not wants it make
‘As for drinking, Marek wants to drink tea but he doesn’t want to make it’
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d.  [wypic¢ herbate] (to) Marek chce _ , ale nie chce jej robi¢
drink tea TO Marek wants  but not wants it make
‘As for drinking tea, Marek wants to drink it, but he doesn’t want to make it.

(Polish, Joanna Zaleska p.c.)

Although examples like (27) clearly are cases of verbal fronting, I will ignore them for the most
part in this thesis. As they do not display any repairs they are of no interest in establishing the
possible patterns of repairs in verbal fronting constructions across languages. However, I will
come back to verb doubling under auxiliaries, modals, or infinitive-embedding verbs briefly

in section 4.3.1 because the analysis makes an interesting prediction about it.

2.2.2  Morphological form of the fronted verb

In general, fronted verbs appear as non-finite forms in both verb and verb phrase fronting. This
form is either the infinitive, which is the predominant pattern for Indo-European languages
but not restricted to them, or a nominalization of the verbal constituent, which is the preferred
pattern in the African languages. To give a few examples, in the verbal fronting constructions
from Dutch (28a), Hebrew (28b), and Tuki (28¢) the fronted verb is an infinitive whereas the
examples from Kisi (29a), Buli (29b), and Hausa (29¢) show a nominalized form in the left

periphery.

(28) a. verraden doet hij haar niet
betray  does he her not
‘He doesn’t betray her’ (Dutch, Broekhuis and Corver 2015: 1045)

b. [liknotet ha-praxim]hi kanta
to.buy acc the-flowers she bought
‘As for buying the flowers, she bought (them). (Hebrew, Landau 2006: 37)
Cc. o-nya Owu vitsu tu-nyam cwi
INF-eat FOC we sSM-eat fish
‘We ATE fish. (Tuki, Biloa 2013: 75)

o

puén-ndanya paén ni
forget-nmLz I forget Foc
‘It’s forgetting that I did’ (Kisi, Childs 1997: 50)
b. (kd) de-ka  ali/ati Atim *(d&) mango-ku diem
FOC eat-NMLZ C Atim ate mango-DEF yesterday
‘It is eating that Atim  ate the mango yesterday. (not e.g. throwing it away)’

(29)

(Buli, Hiraiwa 2005a: 262)

c. [araa  masa littaafii] na yi®
lend.vN to.him book 15 do
‘Lending him a book I did’ (Hausa, Tuller 1986: 430)

*The gloss v~ here stands for ‘verbal noun phrase, a form of deverbal nominalization in Hausa.
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For a few languages, in particular the Creoles, the Asian languages, and Wolof, the literature
was not explicit with regard to whether the fronted verb is an infinitive, a nominalization,
or something different altogether. In general, on those languages the fronted verb is simply

glossed as an uninflected stem as in Saramaccan (30a), Japanese (30b), and Wolof (30c).

(30) a. suku a suku en
look.for he look.for him
‘He LOOKED FOR him. (Saramaccan, Byrne 1987: 97)

b. [sushi-o tabe-sae] John-ga si-ta
sushi-Acc eat-even John-NOoM do-PST
‘Even eat sushi, John did’

(Japanese, Nishiyama and Cho 1998: 467)

¢.  [suub shirt b-i] l-a-a  def
dye shirt cL-DER.PROX /-C-15G do
‘Dye the shirt is what I did’ (Wolof, Torrence 2013a: 68)

In determining whether a non-finite fronted verb is an infinitive or a nominalization, I relied
on the classification in the respective grammar or language description either mentioned in the
text or manifested in the glossing. However, I would like to point out here that this distinction
is not necessarily real but might be terminological in nature. A lot of African languages just
do not show any dedicated infinitive forms. Rather, the functions of the infinitive are taken
over by other constructions including deverbal nominalizations and serial verb constructions.
Ultimately, when one compares the language-internal distribution of infinitives and deverbal
nominalizations I expect there to be a considerable overlap to the effect that infinitives and
(certain) nominalizations are identical or at least equivalent in their distribution and use.

Interestingly, the Scandinavian languages in the sample also allow for the fronted verb to
have a finite form (31). In fact, this seems to be the preferred option in Swedish (Ledrup 1990;
Teleman et al. 1999) if not the only grammatical one (Platzack 2012).

(31) a. ...og [kere/kerde bilen] gjorde han
and drive.INF/drive.psT car.DEF did  he
‘...and drive the car, he did’ (Danish, Platzack 2008: 280)

b. [spille/spiller  golf] gjor jeg aldri
play.INg/play.prs golf do.prsI never
‘Play golf, I never do’ (Norwegian, Ledrup 1990: 3)

16
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c. ...och [korde/*kora bilen] gjorde han
and drive.pst/drive.INF car.DEF did  he
‘...and drive the car, he did’ (Swedish, Platzack 2008: 281)

There is another issue with the Scandinavian languages. Usually - that is, in sentences without

an auxiliary - they do not display verb fronting (32).?

(32) a. *a lese gjor han bok-er hele dag-en
to read.INF does he book.PL-PL.INDEF whole day-DEF
(Norwegian, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c.)

b. *sdljer gor han den inte, men han kanske lanar ut den ibland
selL.prs doeshe it no but he perhapslend outit sometimes
(Swedish, Holmberg 1999: 12)

However, as soon as the base position of the fronted verb is embedded under a form of the
perfect auxiliary ha ‘have, which selects the participle of the lexical verb, stranding of the object

of a transitive verb becomes possible (33).

(33) a. lest har han bok-en  ikke enna, bare sett den pa sokkel-en
read.pTcp has he book-DEF not yet onlyputit on shelf-DEF
‘As for reading, he hasn’t read the book yet, only put it on the shelf’

(Norwegian, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c.)

b.  kysst har jaghenne inte, bara hallit hennei handen
kiss.prcphavel her not onyl held her inhand.DEF
‘As for kissing, I haven't kissed her, only held her by the hand’

(Swedish, Holmberg 1999: 7)

According to the definition given in section 2.1, the sentences in (33) are examples of verb
fronting because the main contentful verb is displaced inot the left periphery and associated
with a topic interpretation. However, the bipartition of verbal fronting into verb and verb
phrase fronting in this thesis is relevant only in conjunction with the repair strategy associated
with one or the other. As no repair can be observed in (33), I will ignore these examples for the

time being and treat the Scandinavian languages as only displaying verb phrase fronting.*

*For Danish, I could not find an example showing the ungrammaticality of verb fronting directly. However,
the only examples where a single verb appears sentence-initially are of intransitive verbs or of transitive verbs
without an overt object (see section A.2.1). In the absence of any positive evidence for verb fronting with stranded
internal arguments, I conclude that it is ungrammatical in the language.

“Ultimately, the surface terms ‘verb fronting’ and ‘verb phrase fronting’ are linked to underlying syntactic
movements such that a verb fronting configuration is the consequence of either A-head movement of the verbal
head or remnant movement of the verb phrase. The absence of verb fronting in auxiliary-less sentences even if
Object Shift took place then indicates that remnant verb phrase movement is not available in these languages.
Additionally, for Swedish Holmberg (1999: 7-9) argues that any derivation of (33b) that involves remnant verb
phrase movement violates Holmberg’s Generalization stating that Object Shift cannot cross an unmoved verb.
The examples in (33) can therefore not be generated by remnant verb phrase movement. Holmberg (1999: 9)

suggests that they involve A-head movement of the verb to SpecCP. However, if this were the case, we would
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2.2.3 Status of the verb copy and the dummy verb as a repair

Because it is different from regular displacement in not displaying a gap, it has been proposed
that the fronted verbal constituent is either base generated in a separate clause (the biclausal
analysis of verbal fronting, Lumsden and Lefebvre 1990; Lumsden 1990; Larson and Lefebvre
1991; Dekydspotter 1992: see) or independently generated (e.g. as a cognate object or a low copy)
and subsequently moved into the left periphery (see among others Bamgbose 1972; Nylander
1985; Stewart 1998; Cable 2004; Kandybowicz 2004; Harbour 2008). If one of these analyses
were true, we would no longer be able to treat the verb copy or the dummy verb as a repair
phenomenon. Rather, both would constitute inherent parts of an independent construction
from which verbal fronting is derived either by adding another regularly generated clause like
the first part of the proper biclausal cleft sentence ‘It was eating that Peter did.’” or by movement
of, for instance, a cognate object like dance in ‘Peter danced a dance.’

The biclausal base generation analysis can be argued to be false if verbal fronting shows
evidence for movement or monoclausality. This is indeed the case for most languages in the
sample where data on the issue were available. Verbal fronting generally appears to behave
like wh-movement in the same language meaning that it is usually able to cross finite clause
boundaries but not permitted from inside a syntactic island like a wh-constituent or a complex
noun phrase. In addition, if verbal fronting cannot cooccur with wh-movement (or other types
of A-movement) in the same sentence this is another indication that it involves movement,
the most elegant explanation for the impossibility of coccurrence being that verbal fronting

targets the same landing position as wh-movement and is therefore blocked if this position is

expect verb fronting to be possible in (32b) and in (i), where instead of an auxiliary there is a modal verb selecting
the infinitive form of the main verb.

(i) *?traffa  ska jaghenneinte, menvi ska halla kontakt per e-mail
meet.INF shallI her not but we shall keep contact by e-mail
(Swedish, Holmberg 1999: 12)

The fact that it is ungrammatical in these examples indicates that A-head movement is not licit in Swedish.
Consequently, (33b) cannot involve either of the movements that are associated with regular verb fronting and
hence, Swedish does not show the kind of general verb fronting intended by the definition in section 2.1.

Instead, I contend that the apparent verb fronting in (33) is due to the participial status of the main verb.
Assuming that a head Part encoding the participal feature(s) is merged above VP the verb would move to this
head thereby enabling Object Shift across it in accordance with Holmberg’s Generalization (iia). The resultant
remnant PartP could subsequently undergo movement to SpecCP (iib).

(i)  a [partp Part [yp VDP | |
L A )

b.  [cp [partp V+Part [ypty tpp ] | [ ... DP tparep | |
A )

Since due to the absence of the Part head the crucial V-to-Part movement is unavailable in simple present tense
sentences as well as in sentences containing a modal, Object Shift is precluded from creating a frontable remnant
phrase that contains just the main verb.

18



2.2. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND PROPERTIES OF VERBAL FRONTING

occupied by some other movee. To give an example, consider the following data from Fongbe.

Verb fronting is allowed to take place across two finite clause boundaries in (34).

(34) x0 w Sikalin  [dd Kdfidd [dd Asiba xo Kdku]]
hit Foc Sika think ¢ Kofisay c Asiba hit Koku
‘It is hit that Sika thinks that Kofi said that Asiba did to Koku.

(Fongbe, Law and Lefebvre 1995: 32)

In (35), the copy of the fronted verb is located inside an island, a wh-clause in (35a) and a
complex noun phrase in (35b). Both sentences are ungrammatical although verb fronting with

verb doubling is grammatical in a simple sentence (36).

(35)  a. *blé (wt) Bayi kanbyd [d) été; (we) Kdku blo t;]
do Foc Bayi ask ¢ what Foc Koku do
b. *gba (w&¢)un tun [suntdé-¢ gba  xwé I
destroy Foc 1sG know man oP-RES destroy house DEF
(Fongbe, Ndayiragije 1993: 107f.)

(36) x0 w& Asibaxo Kdkie hue a
hit rFoc Asiba hit Koku he kill him NEG
‘It’s 11T that Asiba did to Koku. He did not kill him’

(Fongbe, Law and Lefebvre 1995: 35)

Demonstrated in (37) is the ungrammaticality of verb fronting cooccurring with other types of
A-movement in the same clause such as wh-extraction (37a), regular noun phrase focus (37b),

and relativization (37c¢).

(37) a. *été; we, quwe Kdkadu t;
what Foc eat Foc Koku eat
b. *[asdn3d]; we, du we Kdku du t
crab DEF Foc eat Foc Koku eat
c. *[asdn3d);, dqu we, dé-¢  Kdkadu t; 3
crab DEF eat Foc orP-RES Koku eat DEF
(Fongbe, Law and Lefebvre 1995: 16)

The arguments and examples in favour of movement are similar in the majority of languages
investigated in this thesis (see appendix A).

A further argument in favour of base generation has been made based on so-called genus-
species effects. The term describes a situation where the denotation of the fronted verbal
constituent deviates from that of the clause-internal subject to the restriction that one is
taxonomically related to the other, that is, a subset or superset of it. Consider the Yiddish

examples in (38).
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(38) a. Z?[essen fish] est Maks hekht

eat.INF eats Max pike
‘As for eating fish, Max eats pike’

b. ?[forn keyn amerike] bin ikh gefloygn keyn amerike
travelINFto  America am I flown to America
As for travelling to America, I have flown to America’

c. ?forn keyn amerike] bin ikh gefloygn keyn nyu-york
travel.INFto Americaam I flown to New York
As for travelling to America, I have flown to New York’ (Yiddish, Cable 2004: 9)

Evidently, the clause-internal counterparts to the fronted verbal constituents, here further spec-
ify the denotation of the latter by denotating themselves a taxonomical subset of them. Thus,
in (38a) hekht ‘pike’ is a subclass of fish ‘fish; in (38b) gefloygn ‘flown’ is a more specific form of
forn ‘travel” and in (38¢) gefloygn keyn nyu-york ‘flown to New York’ is a specification of the
more general forn keyn amerike ‘travel to America. According to Cable (2004), the difference
in lexical material in these constructions is hard to explain if the fronted constituent is related
to the clause-internal one by movement and therefore supports a base generation analysis.
However, I would like to point out that this is not an inevitable conclusion. First, under the
copy theory of movement there is, usually implicitly assumed, an operation that creates a copy
of the moving item. This copy operation, if properly defined, could be able to alter the featural
constitution of the copy such that it only copies a subset of the semantic features of the original
element. Assuming that the copy stays behind while the attracted original moves this could
give rise to the observed genus-species effect. Alternatively, under a late insertion approach to
morphological realization, post-syntactic operations like Impoverishment might change the
features of a terminal such that only a more general Vocabulary Item can be inserted. These
are just two rough suggestions meant to highlight the fact that genus-species effects do not
immediately preclude a movement-based analysis. In light of the rarity of such effects in the
languages of the sample, however, I will adopt the stance that the occurrence of genus-species

effects provide a weak argument against movement for the time being.

The second explanation for the absence of a gap with verbal fronting is that it is derived
from constructions that independently contain a verb copy or a dummy verb. These can, for
instance, be cognate object constructions or low verb doubling constructions or do-periphrases.
The cognate object, low verb copy, or complement of the dummy verb is then moved from its
base position into the left periphery stranding the finite lexical or dummy verb.

There are two main cross-linguistically applicable arguments against this analysis (besides
possible language-specific arguments): (i) The purported independent base construction is
not productive (enough) in a language meaning that there are grammatical instances of verbal
fronting for which no corresponding base construction exists, and (ii) verbal fronting and the

alleged base construction may cooccur. A case at hand for the first line of argumentation is
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provided by Nupe (see also section A.1.10), which shows verb fronting as in (39a) and also

comprises of a class of verbs that take a cognate object as in (39b).

(39) a. bi-ba Musaa ba nakano
RED-cut Musa FUT cut meat FOC
‘Tt is cuTTING that Musa will do to the meat’

b. Musaa nya enya
Musa FuT dance dance(N)
‘Musa will dance’ (Nupe, Kandybowicz 2008: 79, 99)

However, the purported base construction of (39a), in which the fronted verb biba ‘cut’ appears
as a cognate object of ba ‘cut’ is ungrammatical (40a). This also holds if ba is nominalized by

the prefix é- instead of reduplication (40b).

(40) a. *Musaba nakan bi-ba
Musa cut meat RED-cut

b. *Musa ba nakan eé-ba
Musa cut meat NMLz-cut
(Nupe, Kandybowicz 2008: 99)

Coming from the other direction, although it is possible to front the cognate object enya
‘dance(N)’ as demonstrated in (41), the result does not have the same semantics as a regular
verb fronting sentence would, namely that of contrastive verb focus. Rather, its interpretation

is similar to that of topicalization (Kandybowicz 2008: 100).

(41) e-nya Musaa nya (*enya) o
NMLz-dance Musa FUT dance dance(N) Foc
‘Tt is a dance that Musa will do.

NOT: Tt is DANCING that Musa will do (as opposed to say, performing a ritual).
(Nupe, Kandybowicz 2008: 100)

Taken together, verb fronting therefore cannot be derived from the cognate object construction
in Nupe.

The second type of counter-argument is the cooccurrence of verbal fronting with its alleged
base construction in the same clause. If the former were indeed derived from the latter we
would expect this cooccurrence to be impossible as the former necessarily presupposes the
deconstruction of the latter. An example for this line of argumentation is provided by Buli,
which like Nupe displays both cognate object constructions (42a) and verb fronting (42b)
independently.

(42) a. Atimpusi plus-a

Atim greeted greeting-1D.PL
‘Atim greeted greetings’
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b. (kd) pus-a ali/ati Atim pusi
FOC greeting-ID.PL C Atim greeted
‘It is greetings that Atim greeted’ (Buli, Hiraiwa 2005a: 267)

However, (42b) cannot be derived from (42a) by movement of the cognate object piiis-a
‘greeting-1D.PL’ into the left periphery because it may appear in its base position in a sentence

that also exhibits verb fronting (43).

(43) (k&) pu:si-ka ali/ati Atim plusi  piizs-a
FOC greet-NMLZ.SG C Atim greeted greeting-1D.PL
It is greeting that Atim greeted’ (Buli, Hiraiwa 2005a: 267)

For many languages in the sample (that are documented well enough) one of these two argu-
ments can be made (see appendix A). Sometimes even additional, language-specific evidence is
brought up against deriving verbal fronting from independent constructions. However, there
are also a few languages to which none of these arguments is applicable. One example is Edo

(see section A.1.3), which shows both verb fronting (44a) and a cognate object construction
(44b).

(44) a. u-khi#gn-mwén dré Oz6 *(khién) ebé
NMLz-sell-NMLz Foc Ozo  sell  book
‘It is selling that Ozo did to the book (not say give as a gift).

b. Oz bgé tkhu u-gbé-mwin
Ozo hit door NMLz-hit-NMLZ
‘Ozo hit the door a hitting’ (Stewart 2001: 92, 95)

The cognate object construction is available for a large range of verbs and cannot cooccur with
verb fronting in the same clause (45). Thus, arguments (i) and (ii) do not pertain to Edo.
Other languages for which it is not immediately clear that verbal fronting cannot be derived
from an independent construction include German and Welsh. In both of these there exists
a do-periphrase that may optionally be used instead of a regular synthetically inflected verb
without an associated change of meaning (although there may well be a change in register).
Examples of a regular synthetic form of German and Welsh are given in (45a) and (46a), while

the corresponding do-periphrases are provided in (45b) and (46b).

(45) a. er wischt jede Woche das  Auto
he washes the car  every week
‘He washes the car every week!

b. er tut jede Woche das Auto waschen
he does every week the car wash.INF
‘He washes the car every week. (colloquial) (German)
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(46) a. gwelodd Sion ddraig
see.35G.PsT John dragon
‘John saw a dragon!

b. gwnaeth Sion weld draig
do.3sG.psT John see dragon
‘John saw a dragon’ (Welsh, Sproat 1985: 176)

With verbal fronting the observed repair in both languages is the respective verb meaning
‘do; i.e. tun in German (47a) and gwneud in Welsh (47b), the same verb that is used in the
periphrases in (46) and (45).

(47) a. [das Auto waschen] tut er jede Woche
the car wash.INF does he every week

‘As for washing the car, he does it every week’ (German)
b. [cau y glwyd]y gwnaethy ffermwr
shut the gate ¢ did the farmer
‘Shut the gate, the farmer did’ (Welsh, Rouveret 2012: 918)

It would therefore seem like an elegant solution to analyse (47) as the result of VP-movement
applying to (45b) and (46b), respectively. The fact that a dummy verb meaning ‘do’ appears in
verbal fronting would then simply be due to it being present in the basal do-periphrase.

At least for German, there is one issue with this approach. As Bayer (2008) notes, the
do-periphrase is ungrammatical with individual-level predicates like besitzen ‘to own’ (48a)

and dhneln ‘to resemble’ (48b).”

(48) a. *derKlaustut einen guten Charakter besitzen
the Klaus does a good character own
‘Klaus has good character’

b. *der Klaus tut seinem Vater ahneln

the Klaus does his father resemble
‘Klaus resembles his father. (German, Bayer 2008: 4)

Nonetheless, the respective verb and verb fronting counterparts of (48) are fine.

(49) a. Dbesitzen tut der Klaus einen guten Charakter nicht erst seit er im
own.INF does the Klaus a good character not first since he in.the
Internat war, aber man bemerkt ihn seitdem sicherlich noch deutlicher
boarding.school was but one notices himsince certainly more obviously
As for having, Klaus does not only have good character since he went to a boarding

school but one surely notices it more obviously since then’

*To me these examples are not necessarily ungrammatical. However, they are definitely degraded compared
to those in (45).
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b. [einen guten Charakter besitzen] tut der Klaus nicht erst seit er im
a good character own does the Klaus not first since he in.the
Internat war

boarding.school was
As for having good character, Klaus does not only have it since he went to bearding

school’ (German)

(s0) a. dhneln tut der Klausseinem Vater nur auflerlich
resemble does the Klaus his father only outwardly
‘As for resembling, Klaus only resembles his father concerning their looks’

b. [seinem Vater dhneln] tut der Klaus nur duflerlich
his  father resemble does the Klaus only outwardly
‘As for resembling his father, Klaus only resembles him concerning their looks’

(German)

Also, if dummy verb insertion is supposed to be derived from an independent construction in
German, Welsh, and similar languages, we would still have to account for its occurrence in

languages like Norwegian, which does not comprise of a German-style do-periphrase (51).

(51) *Jeggjor aldri spille golf
I do neverplay golf
Intended: ‘I never play golf’ (Norwegian, Ledrup 1990: 9)

In this regard, note that the analysis of dummy verb insertion as derived from an independent
construction is not forced by the data. One could equally well analyse the dummy verb as a
verbal fronting-induced repair that has nothing to do with the dummy verb that appears in
the do-periphrase.

Although the former explanation appears to be more elegant than the latter, it does not
account for the fact that verbal fronting requires there to be a dummy verb at all. In other words,
one would have to postulate an additional restriction on verbal fronting that confines it to
only apply to sentences that independently contain a do-periphrase. The same holds, of course,
for verb doubling language, where verbal fronting would have to be restricted to cognate
object or low verb doubling constructions. Thus, deriving verbal fronting from independently
available verb doubling or dummy verb constructions by restricting its applicability is not
more or less elegant than allowing that it applies across the board but triggers a repair in
case the finiteness would otherwise remain unexpressed. Both solutions are, in a sense, two
opposite sides of the same coin. Nonetheless, treating verb doubling and dummy verb insertion
as a repair is able to account for both, languages that have an independent verb doubling or
dummy verb construction and those that do not, whereas treating them as parts of independent
constructions does not extend to languages where these constructions are not attested outside
of verbal fronting. From the cross-linguistic perspective taken in this thesis an analysis of verb

doubling and dummy verb insertion as repairs triggered by verbal fronting is to be preferred

24



2.2. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND PROPERTIES OF VERBAL FRONTING

due to its wider empirical coverage. I will, therefore, also regard them as repairs in languages
where they could plausibly be derived from independent constructions with the consequence

that the proposed analysis in chapter 4 applies to those languages as well.

2.2.4 Category of moved constituent

Languages with verbal fronting vary with regard to the (non-object) material that may accom-
pany the fronted constituent. In languages like Swedish (52a) and Yoruba (52b), for example,
the fronted verb may be marked with tense and agreement markers while this is not possible

in, for instance, Krachi (53a) and Papiamentu (53b).

(52) a. [lase-r boken] gér han nu
read-Prs book doeshe now
‘Reading the book he is now. (Swedish, Kéllgren and Prince 1989: 47)

b. mi-[maa-ra iwé] ni Ajémaa ra iwé
NMLZ-PROG-buy paper FOC Aje PROG buy paper
‘It is continuous book-buying that Aje does/did’ (Yoruba, Manfredi 1993: 20)

(53) a. *ke-[e/ke-dike i-gyo] y1 okyr1  wu e/ke-dike
NMLZ-PST/FUT-co0K PL-yam FOC woman the PST/FUT-cook
(Krachi, Kandybowicz and Torrence 2016: 233)

b. *ta a trahae a traha
FOC ASP work he asp work
(Papiamentu, Muysken 1977: 93)

In other languages, we find that nominal modifiers like determiners or adjectives may accom-

pany the verb in sentence-initial position. Examples thereof are Dagaare (54a) and Fongbe
(54b).

(54) a. [a Dbod/boé-velaa na daad] la kan (da)da
DEF goat/goat-good DEM buy.NMLZ FOC ¢ 1SG PST buy
‘It is buying that (good) goat that I did’

(Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008: 805)
b. yi 3 w& Kdkayi
leave DEF FOC Koku leave
‘It is leave (as expected) that Koku did’

(Fongbe, Lefebvre and Brousseau 2002: 506)

While no examples of verbal fronting with a high sentence adverbs appearing in the fronted
constituent are attested in the languages of the sample, there are a number of languages which
permit low adverbs in this position. Thus, for instance, Krachi (55a) and Hausa (55b) both

allow a manner adverb to accompany the fronted verb (phrase).
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(55) a. ke-[md> birep] y1 Kofie-mdo a-kyun
~NMLz-kill quickly Foc Kofi psT-kill pL-fowl
‘Tt was SLAUGHTERING QUICKLY that Kofi did to fowls’

(Krachi, Kandybowicz and Torrence 2016: 231)

b. [cin abincida saurii] suka yi
eat.vN food with haste 3P.REL.PERF do
‘Eating food in a hurry they did’ (Hausa, Tuller 1986: 430)

Adverbs in particular may be helpful in determining the category of the fronted constituent
on a language-specific basis. Given that there is evidence that low adverbs attach to either VP
or vP in a given language, then the presence or absence of them in the fronted constituent
indicates what that constituent’s category is. Thus, suppose that manner adverbs like birey
‘quickly’ in Krachi could be shown to adjoin to vP. Their ability to appear in verbal fronting
then strongly indicates that what is fronted in Krachi is a vP rather than a VP because if it
were a VP we would expect the manner adverb to obligatorily be stranded. Of equal use are
aspectual markers which, assuming that aspect is hosted either on its own Asp-head or on v,
provide another cue to whether the fronted constituent is at least an AspP or a vP.

The presence of an adverb in verb fronting could also help to determine whether this
fronting involves a bare head or a remnant phrase. In the former case, adverbs in general
should be excluded from occuring with the fronted constituent because as adjuncts they
necessarily require a phrasal category to adjoin to. In the latter case, depending on whether
the constituent is a remnant VP or vP, VP-adverbs or vP-adverbs, respectively, should be able
to accompany the fronted verb. As a consequence, the presence of any adverb in verb fronting
indicates that the fronted constituent must be phrasal rather than a bare head and that verb
fronting therefore cannot involve A-head movement.

Unfortunately, information on the possibility of adverbs or TAM-markers inside the fronted
constituent is only inconsistently, if at all, available for most languages in the sample. I included
the data that could be found in the language descriptions in the appendix A in the hope that a

more systematic investigation of the matter may fill the gaps in the future.

2.2.5 Information structure does not determine the repair

Since verbal fronting is associated with one of two different information structural interpreta-
tions, namely either focus or topic, one might conceive the idea that each kind of repair, verb
doubling and dummy verb insertion, may be uniquely linked to one of these interpretations.
However, this is not the case. For each of the four combinations in the cross-classification of
type of repair and information-structural function there are at least three languages that show

it as demonstrated in the table in (56).
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(56)  Cross-classification of repair and information structural function

FOCUS TOPIC
verb doubling Nupe, Buli, Dagaare  Polish, Br. Portuguese, Vietnamese
dummy verb insertion Hausa, Wolof, Welsh Dutch, Swedish, Skou

Of course, the classification of verbal fronting in a particular language as focalization or
topicalization here relies on the classification made in the respective literature which is often not
extensively argued for or justified in detail. The terms ‘topic’ and ‘focus’ are therefore somewhat
vague and imprecise also because different researchers in different times may have used and
understood (and thus diagnosed) them quite differently from each other. Consequently, closer
inspection of the interpretation of verbal fronting in some languages might find that what has
been claimed to be a topic is actually a focus or vice versa. However, until further research
proves the consulted literature wrong I will proceed on the assumption that the classifications
therein are correct. In this light, the information-structural function of the fronted constituent
has no determining effect on the kind of repair.

Interestingly, though, there is a clear trend in the data such that verbal fronting in African
languages and African-influenced creoles receive a focus interpretation whereas it tends to
have a topic reading in the non-African languages. I will not pursue this observation further

here.

2.3 Repair patterns in languages with both verb and verb phrase fronting

Having discussed some general properties of verbal fronting in the previous sections we can
now turn to the interaction of the kind of verbal fronting, i.e. verb or verb phrase, and the
observed repair. First, we will take a look at languages which exhibit both verb and verb phrase
fronting. These have implicitly been assumed to employ the same type of repair in both kinds
of verbal fronting, an assumption that is refuted by the asymmetric pattern of Asante Twi and
Limbum. In the second part of this section, we will then closer scrutinize languages that show
only one kind of verbal fronting observing that a one-to-one correspondence holds between

the type of repair and the kind of fronting.

Languages which allow a transitive verb to be fronted stranding its objects as well as taking
them with it can a priori be expected to show four different patterns of repairs (assuming that

optionality between two repairs is barred). These are given in table (57).

(57)  Possible repair patterns in languages with both kinds of verbal fronting

verb fronting verb phrase fronting

I verb copy verb copy
II  dummy verb dummy verb
I verb copy dummy verb
IV dummy verb verb copy
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Patterns I and II are symmetric patterns in the sense that the same repair strategy is used in

both verb and verb phrase fronting. Patterns III and IV are asymmetric patterns because the

repair strategy is different depending on the kind of verbal fronting.

2.3.1

Symmetric verb doubling

In the present sample, the most frequent of the patterns in (57) is pattern I where verb doubling

is the repair in both verb and verb phrase fronting. This pattern is attested in 16 of the 20

(22) languages that show both kinds of verbal fronting. Languages that instantiate it are in

alphabetical order:

1.

10.

11.

12.
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Brazilian Portuguese

(Romance, Indo-European; Bastos-Gee 2009, see also section A.3.2.1)

. Buli

(Gur, Niger-Congo; Hiraiwa 2005a,b, see also section A.3.2.2)

. Dagaare

(Gur, Niger-Congo; Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008, see also section A.3.2.3)

. Hebrew

(Semitic, Afro-Asiatic; Landau 2006, 2007, see also section A.3.2.4)

. Hungarian

(Uralic; Urdgdi 2006; Vicente 2007; Liptdk and Vicente 2009, see also section A.3.2.5)
Korean
(Koreanic; Hagstrom 1995; Cho 1997; Nishiyama and Cho 1998; Choi 2000, 2003; Cho

and Kim 2002; Jo 2000, 2013, see also section A.3.2.6)

. Krachi

(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Kandybowicz and Torrence 2016, see also section A.3.2.7)

. Mandarin Chinese

(Chinese, Sino-Tibetan; Cheng 2008; Cheng and Vicente 2013, see also section A.3.2.8)

. Mani

(Mel, Niger-Congo; Childs 2011, see also section A.3.2.9)

Polish

(Slavic, Indo-European; Bondaruk 2009, 2012, see also section A.3.2.10)

Russian

(Slavic, Indo-European; Abels 2001; Verbuk 2006; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009, see also
section A.3.2.11)

Spanish

(Romance, Indo-European; Vicente 2007, 2009; Liptdk and Vicente 2009, see also

section A.3.2.12)
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13.

14.

15.

16.

Tiv

(Southern Bantoid, Niger-Congo; Angitso 2015; Tdiwo and Angitso 2016, see also sec-
tion A.3.2.13)

Vietnamese

(Viet-Muong, Austro-Asiatic; Tran 2011; Trinh 2011, see also section A.3.2.14)

Yiddish

(Germanic, Indo-European; Davis and Prince 1986; Kéllgren and Prince 1989; Cable
2004, see also section A.3.2.15)

Yoruba

(Defoid, Niger-Congo; Manfredi 1993, see also section A.3.2.16)

A few examples of this very widespread pattern are given below from Brazilian Portuguese
(58), Buli (59), Korean (60), and Vietnamese (61).

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

o

temperar o cozinheiro temperou o peixe (ndoa carne).
season.INF the cook seasoned the fish not the meat
‘As for seasoning something, the cook seasoned the fish (not the meat).

b. [temperar aquele peixe] o cozinheiro sempre temperou (mas...)
season.INF that fish  the cook seasoned (but...)
‘As for seasoning that fish, the cook seasoned it (but...)’

(Br. Portuguese, Bastos-Gee 2009: 162)

o

(kd) de-ka  ali/ati Atim *(d2) méngo-ki diem
FOC eat-NMLZ C Atim ate mango-DEF yesterday
‘It is eating that Atim ate the mango yesterday. (not e.g. throwing it away)’
b. (kd) [mango-ka d&]-ka  ali/ati Atim *(d&) diém
FOC mango-DEF eat-NMLZ C Atim  ate yesterday
‘It is eating the mango that Atim ate yesterday. (not e.g. buying a banana)’

(Buli, Hiraiwa 2005a: 262)

a.  masi-ki-nun Chelsu-ka mayckwu-lul masi-ess-ta
drink-NMLz-TOP Chelsu-Nom beer-acc drink-PST-DECL
‘As for drinking, Chelswu drank beer’ (Korean, Jo 2000: 97, en. 4)

b. [sakwa-lul mek]-ki-nun John-i mek-ess-ta
apple-Acc eat-NMLZz-TOP John-NOM eat-PST-DECL
‘As for eating apples, John did’ (Korean, Cho and Kim 2002: 679)

a. doc thi toico doc quyen sach nay, nhung khong hieu

read TopI AsrRreadcL  bookthis but not understand
‘As for reading this book, I read, but I don’t understand’
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b. [doc quyen sach nay] thi toico doc, nhung khong hieu
readcL  bookthis TopI Asrreadbut not understand
‘As for reading this book, I read, but I don’t understand’

(Vietnamese, Tran 2011: 60f.)

The fact that verb doubling occurs in both verb fronting and verb phrase fronting, if a language
has both processes, seems hardly surprising, at least under the most intuitive and widespread
explanation for verb doubling, namely that the verb has to fulfill two conflicting requirements:
On the one hand it needs to move into a focus/topic position in the left periphery of the clause
while on the other hand it has to express finiteness, e.g. host inflectional affixes TP-internally.
This conflict is then resolved by doubling the verb such that one copy of it is moved to the
designated focus/topic position while another copy of the same verb is placed within TP to
encode finiteness (see e.g. Cho and Nishiyama 2000; Abels 2001; Travis 2003; Kobele 2006;
Landau 2006; Bayer 2008; Fleischer 2008; Kandybowicz 2008; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009;
Vicente 2009; Miiller 2009b; Trinh 2011). As these conflicting requirements arise in verb
fronting and verb phrase fronting alike, the most economical, and hence expected, strategy is

for a language to employ the same repair in both configurations.

2.3.2 Symmetric dummy verb insertion

The abovementioned repair does not necessarily have to be verb doubling. It is also conceivable
to insert a default, semantically largely vacuous verb that acts as a host for finiteness inflection,
thus instantiating pattern II. Indeed, this pattern is attested in the clear minority of four of the
20 (22) languages with both kinds of fronting. These are in alphabetical order:
1. Basque
(isolate; Haddican 2007; Elordieta and Haddican 2016, see also section A.3.1.1)
2. Breton
(Celtic, Indo-European; Anderson 1981; Borsley et al. 1996; Jouitteau 2011, see also
section A.3.1.2)
3. Dutch
(Germanic, Indo-European; Broekhuis and Corver 2015, see also section A.3.1.3)
4. German

(Germanic, Indo-European; Diedrichsen 2008, see also section A.3.1.4)

Examples for this pattern II are given below from Breton (62) and German (63).
(62) a. debrina raio Yannig krampouezh e Kemper hiziv

eating PRT will.do Johnny crépes in Quimper today
‘Johnny will eat crépes in Quimper today’
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b. [debrii krampouezh]a raio Yannig e Kemper hiziv
eat  crépes PRT will.do Johnny in Quimper today
‘Johnny will eat crépes in Quimper today’ (Breton, Anderson 1981: 34, 30)

(63) a. waschen tut er das Auto nie
wash.INF does he the car never
‘He never washes the car’

b. [das Auto waschen] tut er nie
the car wash.INF does he never
‘Something that he never does is wash the car’

(German, Diedrichsen 2008: 221)

Hitherto, neither of the asymmetric patterns had been attested indicating that the choice of
repair is completely independent of the kind of verbal fronting. The implicit generalization

could be formulated as in (64).

(64)  Verbal fronting generalization (to be refuted)
If a language shows some repair mechanism in verb fronting it also shows that same
repair mechanism in verb phrase fronting and vice verse (provided it displays both

kinds of fronting).

This generalization seems very reasonable from an economical perspective. When there are
two very similar constructions, verb and verb phrase fronting, that evidently cause the same
problem of leaving the clause without a finite verb, then the most economical and straightfor-
ward way to resolve the issue is to use the same repair in both kinds of construction. However,
in the following section, I will present evidence in the form of two languages manifesting the

asymmetric pattern III that (64) does not hold.

2.3.3 A new, asymmetric pattern

In this section, verbal fronting in Asante Twi (Kwa, Niger-Congo) and Limbum (Narrow
Grassfields Bantu, Niger-Congo) will be examined. As can be observed in (65) and (66) the
repair pattern in both languages is the asymmetric pattern III, where verb doubling occurs

with verb fronting but dummy verb insertion appears with verb phrase fronting.

(65) a. si(-é) na Kofi a-si/*a-yd dan.
build-NMLz Foc Kofi PRE-build/PRE-do house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house. (not e.g. bought one)’
b. [dan si]-(é) na Kofi *a-si/a-yd
house build-NMLz Foc Kofi PRE-build/PRE-do
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE. (not e.g. bought a boat)’ (Asante Twi)
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(66) a. a rya (ci) njipwe¢ £5 bi  ya/*gl msap
FOC 5-buy (comMP) woman DET FUT1 buy/do rice
“The woman will BUY rice’

b. 4 r-[ya msan] (ci) njipwe 5 bi  *yu/gi
FOC 5-buy rice ~ (comP) woman DET FUT1 buy/do
“The woman will BUY RICE. (Limbum)

The examples in (66) and (65) are all syntactic configurations where a (nominalised) verbal
constituent - the verb alone in (66a) and (65a) and the verb with its internal argument in (66b)
and (65b) — appears in the left periphery of the clause expressing focus of that constituent.
As in many other West African languages, there are two copies of the main verb in (66a)
and (65a), one of them fronted and nominalised/nonfinite, the other in its base position and
finite. In (66b) and (65b), on the other hand, the finite copy of the main verb is replaced by a
dummy verb yo and g7, respectively (both translatable as ‘do’), while the only occurrence of the
main verb is in the fronted nominalised object-verb complex. In (66) and (65), dummy verb
insertion occurs in verb phrase fronting but verb doubling in verb fronting, thus proving (64)
wrong.

In the following, I will present verbal fronting in both languages in detail showing that
verb and verb phrase fronting behave alike within each language and like verbal fronting
constructions in other languages. In particular, I will address various properties of verbal
fronting some of which have been discussed in section 2.2 and provide evidence that verbal
fronting involves movement as well as evidence that verb doubling and dummy verb insertion

are indeed repairs.

2.3.3.1 Asante Twi®

Asante Twi, a dialect of Akan, is a Kwa language of the Niger-Congo family spoken by about
nine million people in Ghana, centered around the city of Kumasi. It has a two-way tone
distinction with high tones marked with an acute and low tones left unmarked. Its basic word
order is SVO (67).

(67) Kofi a-si dan.
Kofi prE-build house
‘Kofi has built a house’

The language shows both verb and verb phrase fronting. Interestingly, however, it does not
behave like most other languages that have both constructions in exhibiting the same repair,

either verb doubling or dummy verb insertion, in both. Rather, verb fronting in Asante Twi

®Unless otherwise noted, all data in this section were elicited from my informant Sampson Korsah. Any
occurring errors are mine.
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leads to verb doubling (68a) while verb phrase fronting results in dummy verb insertion (68b).

The respective alternative repair in each case renders the sentence ungrammatical.

(68) a. si-(é) na Kofi a-si/*a-yd dan.
build-NmLz Foc Kofi PrRE-build/PRE-do house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house. (not e.g. bought one)’

b. [dan si]-(é) na Kofi *a-si/a-yJ
house build-NMLz Foc Koft PRE-build/PRE-do
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE. (not e.g. bought a boat)’

The preposed constituent can optionally be marked with a nominalizing suffix -é. While this
is generally true for both verb and verb phrase fronting, my informant stresses that there is
a strong preference to omit the nominalizer, in verb fronting even more than in verb phrase
fronting. The focus marker na is the same that appears in standard nominal focus constructions
(693, b) (and ex-situ wh-questions (69¢, d)). Hence, as expected, verbal fronting, too, has a

(contrastive) focus interpretation.”

(69) a. Kofina o-bda-a Afia
Kofi roc 35G-help-psT Afia
‘It is Kofi who helped Afia’ (Marfo 2005: 9)

b. din na Kofia-si
house roc Kofi PrRe-build
‘Tt is a house that Kofi has built’

c. hwanna Badré-séré noé
who Foc Baa proG-laugh 3sG
‘Who is Baa laughing at?’ (Marfo 2005: 81)

d. déénna Am'md pé
what Foc Ama  like
‘What does Ama like?’ (Korsah and Murphy 2016: 228)

This asymmetric pattern of avoiding a gap in verbal fronting has hitherto remained unnoticed
and has, to the best of my knowledge, not been scrutinized in the literature.

In this section, I will investigate the syntactic properties of verb and verb phrase fronting.
Besides having the same information structural interpretation, both constructions behave
alike with respect to A-diagnostics, negation, and possible additional material in the fronted

constituent. Further, there is evidence for A-head movement in verb fronting and for the

’While both verb and verb phrase fronting in (68) may be used to answer the questions in (ia, b), and are
therefore interpreted as contrastive focus, only verb phrase fronting (68b) is felicitous as an answer to question
(ic), and may therefore serve to express new information focus.

i) a. Did Kofi buy a house?
b.  Did Kofi buy a car?
C. What did Kofi do?
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fronted constituent being of category V rather than v. In addition, I present an argument
against an approach that derives verb phrase fronting from cognate object constructions or an
underlying yo-periphrase.

Before we delve into this matter, however, let me take you on a short digression. In Asante
Twi there is a default verbal element ye which is phonologically similar to the dummy verb
9 and can also be translated as ‘do’ (and ‘make’ and ‘be, among others). This element has a
curious distribution, obligatorily occurring in simple past tense clauses with intransitive verbs
(unergative and unaccusative) (70a, b) and monotransitive simple past tense clauses where the

object is moved (70c).

(70)  Examples from Kandybowicz (2015: 244, 264)*

a. Kofisa-a *(ye)
Kofi dance-psT ye
‘Kofi danced’

b. duand shi-i *(ye)
tree DEF burn-pST y¢
“The tree burned.

c. défnna Am'madi-i  *(ye)?
what FOoc Ama  eat-PsT ye
‘What did Ama eat?’

d. Kofiré-sa (*ye) / Kofi 4-sa (*ye)
Kofi proG-dance ye /Kofi pFv-dance ye
‘Kofi is dancing. / Kofi has danced’

Kandybowicz (2015) analyses the occurrence of ye in these cases as prosodically conditioned.
Under the Match theory of syntactic-prosodic constituency correspondence (Selkirk 2011) ye is
inserted late as a Last Resort to avoid a mapping of prosodically vacuous domains from empty
syntactic Spell-Out domains which would violate his proposed constraint against prosodic
vacuity. The relevant Spell-Out domain here is AspP, which is, as Kandybowicz (2015) argues,
the sister of the phase head v. Ye is ungrammatical if the verb is marked for aspect (70d)
because in this case the verb has only moved to Asp and hence the AspP is not empty (71a).
However, if a verb shows an overt past tense affix it has moved out of AspP to T (see also
Kobele and Torrence 2006: 163) and , in case it is intransitive, left behind a fully evacuated
AspP (71b) which triggers ye-insertion (70a, b). In case the object of a transitive verb with an
overt past tense affix has been moved away, too (72), ye also occurs, because both the verb and
the object have left AspP (70c¢).

*Tone marking added by me.
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(71) a. CP b. Cp
N T
C TP C TP
PN T
DP T DP T
Kofi /\ Kofi /\
T vP T vP

tKofi v/ - V T tofi v/ -
PRI B
/,\O&w\ sa a &Vf&‘@
v /',Q&ASPP V{ﬁ& AspP
N //
//'§Q PN Y 5@ N
/& Asp ta ;7 Asp ta
N %)
Asp V
re sa
(72) CP
DP C’
déén  _— T
C TP
na /\
DP T/
Am'ma /\
T vP
V T timms v/ Y
PR
di i //@@
vV /S AspP
Js P
& /\
/Y Asp VP
o /\
tai  taesn

Now let us consider verbal fronting. Since yo is phonologically and semantically similar to
ye one might be tempted to treat them as variants of one and the same underlying element,
which one might call yE, whose insertion is conditioned by prosodic vacuity as proposed in
Kandybowicz (2015). This is, however, not possible. As example (73) shows, yo occurs in cases
where the AspP is not empty but contains an overt aspectual affix. The constraint against
prosodic vacuity not being violated here, insertion of yE is unexpected and unexplained under

the approach sketched above.
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(73) [dan si](-é) na Kofi ré-y5
house build-~NmLz rFoc Kofi PrROG-do
‘Kofl is BUILDING A HOUSE.

One might argue that the aspect exponent in (73) is only inserted very late, as would be the case
in Distributed Morphology, and that prosodically conditioned yE-insertion happens earlier, at
a point where the AspP is still devoid of any phonological material. Yo might then be regarded
as the aflix-bearing allomorph of yE. But this would suggest that prosodic domains are created
(and prosodic vacuity is determined) before vocabulary insertion into f-morphemes®(roughly,
functional heads) has taken place, i.e. before all the phonological material of a Spell-Out
domain has been assembled (e.g. via vocabulary insertion). New phonological material, like
the aspect affix, that becomes available only after construction of prosodic structure would
have to be integrated into it, uneconomically requiring a second instance of prosodic structure
creation.

However, even if one adopts the Late Insertion account, this cannot be the whole story
because there are instances of yo in Spell-Out domains that contain more than just affixal
material. Consider the grammatical sentence in (74) which combines VP fronting with simple
past tense, where Asp is empty and the verb moves to T (Kandybowicz 2015), and exhibits both
ye and yo.

(74) [dan si](-€é) na Kofiy3-5 vye
house build-NmLz Foc Kofi do-psT ye
‘Kofi BUILT A HOUSE.

According to an analysis that conflates ye and yo, both instances of the default verbal element
should be triggered by the need to avoid prosodically empty Spell-Out domains. Ye is inserted
upon Spell-Out of the first phase domain that is sent to PE, which is the sister of v, i.e. the
empty AspP. Under standard assumptions about phases, the next domain that is spelled out
is the TP which is the domain of the next phase head C. This domain, however, is not empty
in the above example as it contains the subject which, as an l-morpheme, crucially must
have undergone vocabulary insertion before prosodic domain construction (otherwise every
syntactic domain would map onto an empty prosodic domain reducing the whole approach
to absurdity). Nevertheless, yo is inserted, although this, crucially, does not happen to avoid
a prosodically empty domain but rather to provide a host for the past tense affix. I thereby

conclude that Kandybowicz (2015) conditions for ye-insertion are different from those of the

°In DM, the term ‘morpheme’ denotes a syntactic terminal node and its morphosyntactic feature bundle, not
the phonological exponent of that node. Terminals for which there is no free choice as to Vocabulary Insertion,
i.e. whose phonological realisation is solely determined by their morphosyntactic content are f-morphemes.
L-morphemes, on the other hand, allow for a choice, i.e. they may be filled by Vocabulary Items that denote
language specific concepts. The distinction is roughly that between functional and lexical heads (cf. Halle 1992;
Embick 1997; Marantz 1997; Harley and Noyer 1998, 1999).
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phonologically and semantically similar element yo and that they therefore cannot be the same
element.

That said, we can now turn towards examining the properties of verbal fronting. First, note
that verb phrase fronting with definite objects (75a) is considerably degraded compared to
verb phrase fronting with indefinites (75b)."°

(75) a. ?22[dan no si](-€) na Kofia-yd
house DEF build-NMLZ FoC Kofi PRE-do
‘Kofi has BUILT THE HOUSE (not, say, bought the car)’

b. [dan si](-é) na Kofia-yd
house build-NM1z Foc Kofi PRE-do
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE (not, say, bought a car)’

With regard to the question whether verbal fronting involves A-movement there are several
arguments in favour of this. First, the dependency can cross finite clause boundaries (76) and
is sensitive to islands such as Wh-Islands (77), Complex NP Islands (78), Subject Islands (79),
Relative Clause Islands (80), Adjunct Islands (81), and the Coordinate Structure Constraint
(82)."

(76) a. si(-€) na Amakdi-a [sé Kofi 4-si déan]
build-NMLZ FOC Ama say-psT comp Kofi PrRe-build house
‘Ama said that Kofi has BuUILT a house’

19At first glance, this might be taken as an indication that the object in verb phrase fronting constructions
incorporates into the verb which is subsequently nominalized and displaced into the left periphery. However,
the fronted object may be overtly marked for plural (i), which is untypical for incorporated nouns.

i) [a-dan  si](-€) na Kofia-y3
pL-house build-NMLz Foc Kofi PFV-do
‘Kofi has BUILT HOUSES. (not e.g. bought cars)’

Furthermore, if the structure were indeed derived by noun incorporation, this would require massive look-ahead,
because it would have to only be possible in case the incorporation structure is moved to the left periphery at a
very late stage of the derivation. As (ii) attests, noun incorporation and the connected word order change is not
possible if the object-verb complex stays in-situ.

(ii) *Kofi dan-si
Kofi house-build

I conclude that the impossibility of definite marking must be caused by something else. One possible explanations
is that definites obligatorily have to leave their thematic (i.e. base-merged) position in order to be licensed
(Diesing 1992). In that case, the definite objects have to move out of the VP and are thus exempt from being
fronted in verb phrase fronting structures.

""This contradicts Saah and Goodluck (1995), who show that Asante Twi does not exhibit island effects in
question formation, relativization, and topicalization. However they only tested cases of A-movement from
argument positions the island insensitivity of which is, as Korsah and Murphy (2016) argue, due to Asante Twi
having obligatory resumption with DP-movement, where resumption can obviate island effects (Borer 1984).
Under certain conditions, i.e. for inanimates, the resumptive pronoun can be deleted making it look like a gap.
Consequently, verb doubling and do-support in Asante Twi cannot be treated on a par with resumption (i.e. as
“verbal resumption”) because one would expect them, as overt resumptive elements, to render the dependency
insensitive to islands, contrary to fact.
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b. [dan si](-é) na Amaka-a [sé Kofi a-y3]
house build-NMLZ FOC Ama say.psT comp Kofi PRE-do
‘Ama said that Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE!

(77)  Wh-Island

a. *si(-é) na Amabisia-a [se dabén na Kofi si-i dan]
build-NMLZ FOC Ama ask-psT comp when roc Kofi build-psT house
‘Ama asked when Kofi BUILT a house’

b. *?[dan si](-é) na Amabisia-a [se dabén na Kofi y3-0¢]

house build-NMLZ FOC Ama ask-psT comp when roc Kofi do-psT
‘Ama asked when Kofi BUILT A HOUSE!

(78)  Complex NP Island

a. *si(-é) na mé-n-té-e [atétésém bidra se Kofi a-si
build-NMLZ FOC 1SG-NEG-hear-PsT rumour.PL any comp Kofi PRe-build
dan]
house

‘I didn’t hear any rumours that Kofi has BuiLT a house’
b. *?[dan si](-é) na mé-n-té-e [atétésém bidrd sé Kofi a-y3]
house build-NMLZ FOC 15G-NEG-hear-PST rumour.pL any coMmP Kofi PRE-do
‘I didn’t hear any rumours that Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE!

(79)  Subject Island

a. *si(-é) na [sé Kofi 4-si dan no6]ma-a  Ama dni gyé-eé
build-NMLZ FOoc comp Kofi prE-build house cp give-psT Ama eye collect-psT
“That Kofi has BUILT a house made Ama happy’

b. *[dan si](-é) na [sé Kofid-yd nd] ma-a Ama ani gye-eé

house build-NMLZ Foc comP Kofi PRF-do cD give Ama eye collect
“That Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE made Ama happy’

(80)  Relative Clause Island

a. *si(-é) na Amabisi-a edd [da Kofi si-i dan]
build-NMLZ FOC Ama ask-psT day REL Kofi build-psT house
‘Ama asked for the day that Kofi BUILT a house’

b. *?[dan si](-€) na Amabisa-a edd [daa Kofiy3-0¢]

house build-NMLZ FOC Ama ask-psT day REL Kofi do-psT
‘Ama asked for the day that Kofi BUILT A HOUSE!

(81)  Adjunct Island

a. *si(-é) na Kofi ndm nsud [ésansé o-a-si dan].
build-NMLz Foc Kofi drink water because 3.5G-PRE-build house
‘Kofi drinks water because he has BUILT a house’

b. *?[dan si](-€) na Kofi ndm nsud [ésansé 5-a-yd]

house build-NMLz Foc Kofi drink water because 3.8G-PRF-do
‘Kofi drinks water because he has BUILT A HOUSE!

38



2.3. REPAIR PATTERNS IN LANGUAGES WITH BOTH VERB AND VERB PHRASE FRONTING

(82)  Coordinate Structure Constraint

a. *nom na Kofia-di  bayéré ne 4-ném  nsiad
drink Foc Kofi PFv-eat yam  and prv-drink water
‘Kofi has eaten a yam and DRUNK water’

b. *[nsué nom](-¢) na Kofia-di  bayéré ne a-yd
water drink-NmMLZ FOC Kofi PFv-eat yam  and PFv-do
‘Kofi has eaten yam and DRUNK WATER!

Second, there are a number of TAM constructions and some morphosyntactic processes in
Asante Twi that lead to tonal changes on the verb (Boadi 2008; Paster 2010). Among these
changes is a process of low tone raising on verbs with underlying L tones. It is triggered in
certain syntactic environments, all of which typically involve A-movement, like ex situ wh-
questions (83b) and nominal focus fronting (84b). It raises all L tones on the verb and attached
aspectual (but not tense) affixes. The following examples illustrate this for the pe ‘like’ (83a)

and bod ‘help’ (84a) which contain at least one L tone (unmarked).

(83) a. Am'mape bayéré
Ama like yam
‘Ama likes yam’
b. déénna Am'md pe?
what Foc Ama  like
‘What does Ama like?’ (Korsah and Murphy 2016: 228)

(84) a. Kofiboa-a Afia.
Kofi help-pst Afia
‘Kofi helped Afia’

b. Kofina o-boa-a Afia
Kofi Foc 3sG-help-pst Afia
‘It is Kofi who helped Afia’ (Marfo 2005: 9)

Korsah and Murphy (2016) argue that L tone raising is not a specific property of the na-
construction (pace Marfo 2005; Marfo and Bodomo 2005), as one might suspect from (84) and
(83), because it is also attested in relative clauses (85b) and affects every verb in a long-distance

dependency, where only one instance of na is present (86b) (with (86a) as baseline).

(85) a. Kofiwaré-e obdd no
Kofi marry-pST woman DEF
‘Kofi married the woman.

b. [ppobdd; [cpda o;-waré-e Kofiné |] fi Aburi.
woman  REL 3sG-marry-PST Kofi cD  be.from Aburi
“The woman who married Kofi is from Aburi’ (Saah 2010: 92)
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(86) a. [cpKofinim [cpsé  Esid-ka [cpsé  Am'mape bayéré]]]
Kofi know  cowmp Esi PRF-say =~ coMp Ama like yam
‘Kofi knows that Esi has said that Ama likes yam!

b. [cpdéénna Kofinirh [cpse  Esid-kd [cpse  Am'md pé? ]]]
what roc Kofi know  comp Esi PRF-say ~ comP Ama  like
‘What does Kofi know that Esi has said that Ama likes.

(Korsah and Murphy 2016: 232)

Since tonal changes as reflexes of movement are well-attested cross-linguistically (Lahne 2008a;
Georgi 2014) and they are associated with verbs (i.e. v) in Asante Twi thus corresponding to
what is standardly assumed to be a phase head (Chomsky 2000, 2001), Korsah and Murphy
(2016) analyse low tone raising on verbs in Asante Twi as a reflex of successive-cyclic A-
movement through SpecvP. Crucially, this tonal change also occurs on the lower verb copy or

9 in the predicate cleft constructions under discussion here (87).

(87) a. pe na Amapé bayéré
like Foc Ama like yam
‘Ama LIKES yam.

b. [bayéré pe](-¢) na Amayd
yam like-NMLZ FOC Ama do
‘It is liking yam that Ama does’

If Korsah and Murphy’s analysis is on the right track, this means that these constructions
involve an A-dependency, too. In conclusion, this means that verb and verb phrase fronting in
Asante Twi cannot be a case of base-generation.

Third, this is further corroborated by the absence of any genus-species effects. Those are
found in Yiddish (88a) and Brazilian Portuguese (88b) and describe a phenomenon where the
lexical material in the fronted constituent is different from that in the base position with a

semantic entailment relation holding between the two.

(88)  Genus-species effects
a.  Yiddish (Cable 2004: 9)

?Forn keyn amerike bin  ikh gefloygn keyn nyu-york.
travelINFto americabe.iscI flown to New York
‘As for travelling to America, I have flown to New York’
b.  Brazilian Portuguese (Cable 2004: 11)
Comer peixe, eu normalmente como samdo.
eat.INF fish I wusually eat.1sG salmon
‘As for eating fish, I usually eat salmon!

Cable (2004) argues that the fronted constituent in those languages be better analyzed as

being base-generated rather than (A-)moved because it is unclear how lexical material can
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change during movement.'? As (89) attests, Asante Twi does not allow for any lexical mismatch
between the fronted constituent and the copies left in base position except for inflectional

affixes.

*[tuna di](-e) na Ama yo-o/di-i nam
tuna eat-NMLZ FOC Ama do-PsT/eat-PsT fish
Intended: ‘It was eating tuna that Ama did/ate fish.

b. *tia(-e) na Kofi kasa-a
shout-NMLZ Foc Kofi speak-psT
Intended: ‘It was shouting that Kofi spoke’

(89)

o

c. *[namdi](-e) na Amayo-o/di-i tuna
fish eat-NMLzZ FOC Ama do-pPsT/eat-PST tuna
Intended: ‘It was eating fish that Ama did/ate tuna’

d. *kasa(-e) na Kof tia-a.
speak-NMLz FOC Kofi shout-psT
Intended: ‘It was speaking that Kofi shouted’

Constructions like (89a, ¢) are additionally ruled out by the impossibility to have a copy of the

object appear alongside the verb in verb phrase fronting (90).

(90) *[namdi](-e) na Amaa-yod/a-di nam
fish eat-NMLz FOC Ama PFv-do/PFv-eat fish
I take the absence of genus-species effects to indicate that base-generation does not play a role
in verbal fronting constructions.
Fourth, verbal fronting shows reconstruction effects for Principle C (91), which are usually

associated with A-dependencies.

(91) *[Kofi; mféniri ha](-é) na 9;-a-yd typ
Kofi picture see-NMLZ FOC 35G-PRE-do
‘He has SEEN A PICTURE OF KOFI.

Reconstruction for Principle A could not be tested due to the ban on fronting of definite
objects. As an anaphor is necessarily definite fronting it always leads to ungrammaticality
independent of the coindexation pattern (92a). Fronting the object anaphor on its own shows

reconstruction (92b).

(92) a. ??[ne-hd; pira](-¢) na o;-a-yd
3SG-REFL hurt-NMLZ FOC 3SG-PRF-do
‘He; has HURT HIMSELF;.

?In a late-insertion approach to phonological realization of syntactic material including late insertion of
roots (Haugen and Siddiqi 2013; Harley 2014) this argument might not be completely convincing. It is imaginable
that certain post-syntactic processes analogous to Impoverishment (Bonet 1991; Harley 1994; Harris 1997) or
Enrichment (Miiller 2007) change the featural composition of terminal nodes such that a semantically related
phonological form is inserted.
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b. ne-h6; na 9;-a-pird
3SG-REFL FOC 3SG-PFV-hurt
‘Himself, Kofi has hurt’

Fifth, it is impossible to front both a wh-expression and a verbal constituent (93), which
indicates that both elements occupy the same structural position and undergo the same kind

of movement, namely A-movement.

(93) a. *[déén]na [N6m](-é) na Esinom
what roc drink-NmLz Foc Esi drink
‘What does Esi DRINK?

b. *[ném](-é) na [déén]na Esiném
drink-NMLZ Foc what roc Esi drink
‘What does Esi DRINK?’

c. ?[déénném](-¢) na Esinom/yd
what drink-NMLz Foc Esi drink/do
‘What does Esi DRINK?’

In conclusion, the five arguments presented above all corroborate treating verbal fronting in
Asante Twi as an A-dependency rather than a base-generated structure.
Let us then turn to the size/category of the fronted constituent. The verb inside it can

neither be marked with negation (94a, ¢) nor with aspectual affixes (94b, d).

(94) a. *n-si(-é) na Kofi a-(n-)si dan
NEG-build(-~MLZ) Foc Kofi PRF-NEG-build house
‘Kofi has NoT BUILT a house’

b. *a-si(-é) na Kofi a-si dan
PRF-build-NMLz roc Kofi PrE-build house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house’

c. *[dan n-si](-é) na Kofia-(n-)yd
house NEG-build-NMLz FOC Kofi PRE-NEG-doO
‘Kofi has NOT BUILT A HOUSE!

d. *[ddan 4-si](-é) na Kofi a-(n-)yd
house prv-build-NmLz Foc Kofi PRE-do
‘Kofi has NOT BUILT A HOUSE!

Taking the phrase structure proposed by Kandybowicz (2015) as a basis, where aspect is located
between v and V, this implies that the fronted constuent is a V(P) rather than a v(P).
Concerning the phrasal status of the sentence-initial constituent in verb fronting, there
are two possibilities: (i) The verb is the head of a remnant verb phrase or (ii) it is a bare head.
In order for the first option to hold, it is necessary to show that Asante Twi comprises of an
independent VP-evacuating object movement. The simplest evidence for such a movement
would be the possibility to have the object appear either pre-verbally (95b) (or before the

indirect object in ditransitive constructions (95d)) or after low VP-adverbs like ntem ‘quickly’
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(96b) which linearize verb phrase finally. As is evident from the examples below, neither option

is grammatical.

(95) a. Kofia-si dan
Kofi prE-build house
‘Kofi has built a house’
b. *Kofidan 4-si

Kofi house PrRE-build
‘Kofi has built a house’

c. Kofima-a mmoffd n6 kratad
Kofi give-psT children DET book
‘Kofi gave the children a book’

d. *Kofima-a  kratad mmofra no
Kofi give-pst book children DET
‘Kofi gave a book to the children’

(96) a. Kofia-si din ntem
Kofi prv-build house quickly
‘Kofi has quickly built a house’

b. *Kofi a-si ntem dan
Kofi prv-build quickly house
‘Kofi has quickly built a house’

Nonetheless, there is an environment in which the direct object appears before the verb, namely
when the verb is embedded under a restructuring verb like kyiri ‘hate, gyae ‘stop;, or pe ‘like’
(97a). These verbs require their complements to exhibit OV order rather than the standard
VO order which is ungrammatical in this context (97b) (this has also been noted by Kobele
and Torrence 2004).
(97) a. Ghanani biard p¢ [nsué noém]

Ghanaian every like water drink

‘Every Ghanaian likes to drink water’

b. *Ghanani biard p¢ [ném nsud]
Ghanaian every like drink water
Curiously, this ‘object shift’ looks very similar to the order reversal that we have seen in verb
phrase fronting, where the fronted constituent also shows OV instead of VO order. This
suggests that they are both plausibly derived by the same syntactic mechanism.

AsIwill suggest in section 4.4.2, this mechanism could be a Last Resort flexible linearization
to avoid a violation of the Final-over-Final Condition (Biberauer et al. 2008) in nominalized
verb phrases. Nominalization is achieved by late attachment of a dissociated nominalizing
head n Embick and Noyer (2001). Since the verb phrase is head-initial but the nominalizer is a
suffix the resulting structure [,,p [vp V Obj ] n ] violates the FOFC. Thus, the word order of the

verb phrase is reversed so as to avoid this violation. If both OV constructions indeed share a
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common analysis, (97) cannot be evidence for VP-evacuating movement of the object since
the object clearly has not moved out of the VP in examples of verb phrase fronting.
Consequently, verb fronting in Asante Twi cannot be remnant verb phrase fronting but
must in fact be a case of A-head movement.
Concerning where and with what verbal fronting can appear, verb phrase fronting seems
to be subject to more restrictions than verb fronting. Thus, verb fronting is possible with
all kinds of verbs, including unergatives (98a), unaccusatives (98b), ditransitives (98c), and

individual-level predicates (98d, e).

(98) a. sa na Kofia-sa/*a-yd
dance roc Kofi pre-dance
‘Kofi has DANCED.

b. da na Kofia-da/*a-y3 wo Accra
fall.asleep roc Kofi pre-fall.asleep/PrRE-do at  Accra
‘Kofi has FALLEN ASLEEP in Accra’

c. ma na Kofid-ma mmofra sika
give FOC Kofi PRE-give children money
‘Kofi has GIVEN money to children’

d. d3/pé¢ na Kofid3d/pé bayéré
love/like Foc Kofi loves/likes yam
‘Kofi LOVES/LIKES yam.

e. sé na Kofisé kraman
resemble Foc Kofi resemble dog
‘Kofi RESEMBLES a dog’

Verb phrase fronting, whether partial or full, however is not possible with ditransitives (99).
Equally degraded is verb phrase fronting of individual-level predicates like pe ‘like’ and se

‘resemble’ (100).

(99) a. *[mmofra sika maj(-é) na Kofia-ma/a-yd
children money give-NMLZ FOC Kofi PRF-give/PRE-do
‘Kofi has GIVEN MONEY TO CHILDREN.
b. *[mmofrda ma](-é) na Kofida-ma/a-y3 sika
children give-NMLz FoC Kofi PRE-give/PRE-do money
‘Kofi has GIVEN CHILDREN money.
c. ®?[sika maJ(-é) na Kofia-ma/*a-ys mmofta
money give-NMLZ FOC Kofi PRF-give/PRF-do children
‘Kofi has GIVEN MONEY to children’

(100) a. *[bayéré d3/pé](-¢é) na Kofiy3

yam love/like-NMLZ FOC Kofi does
‘Kofi LOVES/LIKES YAM.
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b. *[kraman s¢](-¢) na Kofi y)
dog  resemble-NmLz Kofi does
‘Kofi RESEMBLES A DOG.

Additionally, while verb fronting stranding a PP-adverb like wo Accra ‘in Accra’ is perfectly
grammatical (101b), verb phrase fronting stranding the PP is slightly degraded (101c). Any
attempts to front the PP-adverb together with either the verb (101d) or the verb phrase (101e)

result in ungrammaticality.

(101) a. Kofia-si dan wo Accra
Kofi prE-build house at Accra
‘Kofi has built a house in Accra’

b. i na Kofi a-si din wo Accra
build roc Kofi prRE-build house at Accra
‘Kofi has BuIiLT a house in Accra’

c. ‘[dan si](-é) na Kofid-yd wo Accra
house build-NmMLz Foc Kofi PRE-do at Accra
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE in Accra’

d. *[(wo Accra) si(-€) (wd Accra)] na Kofi a-si/a-y3 déan
at Accra build-NMrLz in Accra roc Kofi pre-build/PrE-do house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house IN ACCRA’

e. *[(wo Accra)dan si(-é) (wd Accra)] na Kofi a-y3
in Accra house build-NmMLz in Accra roc Kofi pPrr-do
‘Kofi has BUILT A HOUSE IN ACCRA.

The ungrammaticality of fronted adverbs is part of a larger pattern. In general, Asante Twi does
note seem to allow the fronted constituent to be accompanied by any type of adverb, neither in
verb nor in verb phrase fronting. Thus, the examples of verb fronting with a low adverb ntem
‘quickly’ (102a) and a high adverb ampad ‘truly’ (102b) are equally ungrammatical as their verb

phrase fronting counterparts (103a, b).

(102) a. *[si ntem](-e) na Kofi a-si dan
build quickly(-~mMLz) Foc Kofi PRE-build house
‘Kofi has QuickLy BUILT a house’ / ‘It is quickly building that Kofi does to a
house’
b. *[si ampa](-e) na Kofia-si dan
build truly(-~m1z) Foc Kofi prF-build house
‘Kofi has TRULY BUILT a house. / ‘It is truly building that Kofi does to a house’

(103) a. *[ddn si  ntem](-e) na Kofia-y3
house build quickly(-~mLz) Foc Kofi PRE-do
‘Kofi has QuickLy BUILT A HOUSE. / ‘It is building a house quickly that Kofi has

done’
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b. *[dan si  ampa](-e) na Kofia-yd
house build truly(-~mLz) Foc Kofi PRE-do
‘Kofi has TRULY BUILT A HOUSE. / ‘It is truly building a house that Kofi has done’

Considering these differences between verb and verb phrase fronting, one might be tempted
to conclude that they are two different construction. Indeed, one of their main differences is
syntactic, namely the kind of movement involved, A-head movement in verb fronting and
phrasal A-movement in verb phrase movement. However, apart from the slight degradation
of PP-stranding verb phrase fronting (101c) and the curious unavailability of (partial) verb
phrase fronting with ditransitives (99),both verb and verb phrase fronting show the same
(morpho-)syntactic behaviour: They can span finite clause boundaries, are sensitive to islands,
trigger the tonal raising, do not show genus-species effects, optionally allow for nominalization,
and disallow the presence of negation, inflectional affixes, and any type of adverb in the fronted
constituent. I am therefore convinced that they share a common derivational syntax with
the main difference being that verb fronting involves A-head movement whereas verb phrase
fronting is the result of phrasal A-movement.

Before we can accept the Asante Twi pattern as a real asymmteric repair pattern for verbal
fronting, we need to test if the dummy verb yo and the verb copy are indeed repairs and not just
elements that can be found independently in other constructions. Two structures come to mind
that cross-linguistically show independent verb copies and dummy verbs, respectively and
might therefore serve as the basis for verbal fronting: The first are cognate object constructions
as in Edo (see section A.1.3) and the second are so-called do-periphrases as in German (see
section A.3.1.4).

Cognate objects are rare in Asante Twi. In fact, my informant could only think of one
example involving the verb sa ‘dance’ (104a). A similar construction with a cognate object of

the verb si ‘build’ and the actual direct object ddn ‘house’ in the same clause is ungrammatical
(104b).

(104) a. Kofisa a-sa
Kofi dance NMLZz-dance
‘Kofi dances (a dance).

b. *Kofisi  a-si dan
Kofi build NmLz-building house
The cognate object construction is thus not productive enough to serve as the basis from which
verb fronting is derived by moving the cognate object into the left periphery (and slightly
modifying its morphological form.) The verb copy that appears in the canonical verb position
in verb fronting is therefore most probably the result of a genuine repair operation.
With regard to verb phrase fronting, the approach that suggests deriving it from a periphrase

by moving a nominalized verb phrase complement of the dummy verb yo into the left periphery
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is doomed to fail. Example (105) attests to the fact that the putative base construction is

ungrammatical.

(105) a. *Kofia-yo dan si(-é)

Kofi prv-do house build-NmLz

b. *Kofidan si(-é) a-yo

Kofi house build-NMLZ PFV-do
A related do-support-like construction can be observed with in situ wh-questions where the
questioned element could be a verb phrase. The placeholder verb in this case is y¢ ‘do’ (106a).
Even if y¢ could somehow turn into yo, this construction may not serve as the independent
basis for verb phrase fronting either due to it being ungrammatical with a full nominalized

verb phrase in place of the wh-word déén ‘what’ (106b).

(106) a. Kofire-y¢ déén?
Kofi PROG-do what
‘What is Kofi doing?’

b. *Kofire-y¢ dan si(-é)
Kofi PrROG-do house build-NMLZ
We can therefore safely conclude that insertion of the dummy verb in verb phrase fronting
constructions is a proper repair operation. Consequently, verbal fronting constructions in
Asante Twi display a repair pattern that has hitherto been undescribed and has remained
uninvestigated in the literature. It demonstrates that symmetric repair patterns, though quite

frequent, are not the only possible repair patterns in verbal fronting.

2.3.3.2 Limbum"

Limbum, a Grassfields languages of the Niger-Congo family, is spoken by an estimate of
73 000-90 000 (Fransen 1995: 21) (130 0oo according to Ethnologue based on a census from
2005) predominantly in the Northwestern region of Cameroon. It is the native language of the
Wimbum people and shows a three-way tone contrast between low (a), mid (a), and high (3)

tones. The basic word order is SVO, exemplified in (107).

(107) npwefd am ti pga
man DET PST3 cut wood
“The man cut the wood’ (Becker and Nformi 2016: 58)

Like Asante Twi, Limbum shows both verb and verb phrase fronting but does not display the
same repair in both of them. Rather, verb fronting triggers verb doubling (108a) whereas verb

phrase fronting leads to the insertion of a dummy verb gi meaning ‘do’ (108b).

*Unless otherwise noted, all data in this section were elicited from my informant Jude Nformi. Any occurring
errors are mine.
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(108) a. & r-ya (ci) njipwe¢ £5 bi  yi/*gimsan
FOC 5-buy (COMP) woman DET FUT1 buy rice
“The woman will BUY rice’
b. 4 r-[ya msap] (ci) njipwe £5 bi  gi/*ya
FOC 5-buyrice (comP)woman DET FUT1 do
“The woman will BUY RICE. (Becker and Nformi 2016: 74f.)

In contrast to Asante Twi, the fronted constituent has to obligatorily be nominalized, seemingly
exceptionlessly by being marked with the nominal class marker of noun class five. The focus
marker d is the same that appears in regular nominal focus constructions, like subject (109a)

and object (109b) focus, as well as ex situ wh-questions (109c, d).

(109) a. 4 Nfor(ci) 1 ba zhebaa
rFoc Nfor coMP 3sG PsT1 eat fufu
‘NFOR ate fufu’

b. 4 Ngala(ci) mébi kini
rFoc Ngala compl FUTI meet
‘T will meet NGALA!

c. 4 nda(ci) 1 ba zhebaa
FOC who COMP 3SG pPsT1 eat fufu
‘Who is it that ate fufu?’

d a k& we ba yé
FOC what you.sG PsT1 see
‘What is it that you saw?’ (Becker and Nformi 2016: 60, 72)

Becker and Nformi (2016) argue that this d-focus is new information focus. There also is
a second focus construction, which they argue to be contrastive (exhaustive) focus, with a
different focus marker bd. Examples of regular nominal bd-focus as well as bd-wh-questions

are given in (110).

(110) a. a ba zhebd Nforbaa
EXPL PST1 eat Foc Nfor fufu
‘It is Nfor who has eaten fufu’
b. mébi kdni ba Ngala
I FuT1 meet FOC Ngala
It is Ngala whom I will meet’
c. a ba zhebd nda baa
EXPL PST1 eat FOC who fufu
‘Who (if not X / of them) ate fufu?’
d w& ba yé ba kéé
yOu.SG PST1 see FOC what
‘What (if not X) did you see?’ (Becker and Nformi 2016: 60, 72)
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Such a ‘low’ focus with a contrastive interpretation is also available for verbs with the result of
verb doubling (111). However, in contrast to regular nominal focus the marker bd is absent in
these examples.
(111) njipwe 5 bi ya msapyua

woman DET FUT1 buy rice buy

It is buying that the woman will do to the rice’ (Becker and Nformi 2016: 74)

Since it is the sentence-final verb copy that is prosodically more prominent, Becker and Nformi
(2016) conclude that it must be this copy that occupies the low focus position, i.e. has moved
into its surface position. Based on this, they show that low verb phrase focus, in contrast to
high verb phrase focus with 4, is ungrammatical with both verb doubling (112a) and dummy

verb insertion (112b).

(112) a. *njipwe 5 bi ya (ba) yia msap
woman DET FUT1 buy Foc buy rice
b. *njipw¢ £5 bi gi (bd) yi msan
woman DET FUT1 do FOC buy rice
(Becker and Nformi 2016: 75)

Therefore, low focus is of minor interest to us here, since this section is supposed to establish
Limbum as providing a second instantiation of the asymmetric repair pattern in verbal fronting
that we saw in Asante Twi. As only the high d-focus construction displays this pattern, I
will leave low verb focus aside for the time being. In the following, I will investigate the
syntactic properties of the d-focus constructions in more detail, demonstrating that verb and
verb phrase fronting behave in the same fashion with regard to A-diagnostics, negation, and
possible additional material in the fronted constituent. Furthermore, it will be argued that verb
fronting involves A-head movement rather than remnant movement and that the category of
the fronted constituent is plausibly V rather than v. Finally, I provide evidence that a purported
independent construction displaying dummy verb insertion cannot be the basis for deriving
verb phrase fronting. Equally, verb doubling in verb fronting is shown not to be derivable from
an independent cognate object construction or verb doubling construction.

First, note that, just like Asante Twi, Limbum does not tolerate verb phrase fronting with a
definite object. Thus, example (113) is judged ungrammatical when njiywée ‘woman’ is followed

by the definite determiner f5 (113a) while it is fine when fo is omitted.

(113) a. *a  r-[kloninjipwe £5] (ci) mébi gi
FOC 5-meet woman DET COMP 1SG FUT1 do
‘T will MEET THE WOMAN?
b. & r-[kloninjipwe] (ci) mébi gl
FOC 5-meet woman COMP 1SG FUT1 do
‘T will MEET A WOMAN
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This behaviour is expected given that definite DPs are usually discourse-old (or unique) and
should therefore not occur in a position associated with new information.

Further, the d-focus fronting is not a root phenomenon. Nominal elements (114a) and
wh-elements (114b) as well as verbs (114¢) and verb phrases (114d) may occur in the focus
position in an embedded clause, in the latter two cases we find the regular repair of verb

doubling and dummy verb insertion respectively.

(114) a. mé kwashi [mé-ne 4 ndap (ci) Nforbi bo]
1sG think  1sG-comp Foc house comp Nfor rFuT1 build
‘T think that Nfor will build A HOUSE’

b. Sheya mu bipshi[i-ne a4 kéé (ci) Nforbi zhelg]
Shey 3sG psT2 ask  3sG-comPp Foc what comp Nfor FUT1 eat Q
‘Shey asked wHAT Nfor will eat.

c. me¢kwashi[mé-ne & r-bo (ci) Nforbi bo ndap]
1sG think  1SG-comP Foc 5-build comp Nfor FuT1 build house
‘I think that Nfor will BUILD a house’

d. mée kwashi [mé-ne 4 r-[bo ndap](ci) Nforbi gi]
1SG think  1sG-comP Foc 5-build house comp Nfor FuT1 do
I think that Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE!

Turning to the evidence in favour of verbal fronting involving A-movement we first find that it

may cross finite clause boundaries as shown in (115b, ¢).

(115) a. mé kwashimé-ne  Nforbi bo ndap
18G think 1sG-comp Nfor ruTi build house
‘T think that Nfor will build a house’

b. 4 rbo (ci) méekwashi[mé-ne Nforbi bo ndap]
FocC 5-build comp 1sG think 1sG-comP Nfor FuT1 build house
‘I think that Nfor will BUILD a house’

c. & r-[bo ndap](ci) méekwashi[mé-ne Nforbi gi]
FOC 5-build house comp 1sG think  1sG-comp Nfor FuT1 do
I think that Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE!

Further, it is impossible to front a verb or verb phrase from inside a Complex NP Island

(116b, c), an Adjunct Island (117b, c), or from a coordinate structure (118).

(116) Complex NP Island

a. mé&ma yo? [nshp zi-ne Nforbi bo ndap]
1SG PsT2 hear news 3sG-comp Nfor FuT1 build house
‘T heard a rumour that Nfor will build a house’

b. *a r-bo (ci) m&ma yo? [nsap zi-ne Nforbi bo ndap]
FOC 5-build comp 1sG pPsT2 hear news 3sG-comP Nfor FuT1 build house
‘T heard a rumour that Nfor will BUiLD a house’
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c. *a r-[bo ndap](ci) méma yo? [nsipy zi-ne Nforbi gi]
FoC 5-build house comp 1SG psT2 hear news 3sG-comp Nfor FuT1 do
‘T heard a rumour that Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE’

(117) Adjunct Island

a. Nfora ma v& pka? ka? [andzh3?{ ma si  bo ndap]
Nfor 35G psT2 come party not because he PsT2 PROG build house
‘Nfor didn’t come to the party because he was building a house’

b. & r-bd (ci) Nfora ma va nka? ka? [andzhd?{ mu si
FoC 5-build comp Nfor 3sG PsT2 come party not because he PsT2 PROG
bo ndap]
build house
‘Nfor didn’t come to the party because he was BUILDING a house’

c. *a r-[bo ndap](ci) Nfora ma va pka? ka? [andzh3?i ma
FoC 5-build house comp Nfor 3sG psT2 come party not because he psT2
s gi]
PROG do
‘Nfor didn’t come to the party because he was BUILDING A HOUSE!

(118) Coordinate Structure Constraint

a. Nforbi [bo ndap kir ya ntumntum]
Nfor ruT1 build house and buy motorbike
‘Nfor will build a house and buy a motorbike.

b. *a r-yu (ci) Nforbi [bo ndap kir ya ntumntim]
Foc 5-buy comp Nfor Fut1 build house and buy motorbike
‘Nfor will build a house and BuY a motorbike’

c. *a r-[yn ntumntum](ci) Nforbi [bo ndap kir gi]
FOC 5-buy motorbike comp Nfor FuT1 build house and do
‘Nfor will build a house and BUY A MOTORBIKE.

The situation with Wh-Islands, however, is different. In Limbum the wh-word in an embedded
interrogative most naturally occurs in situ (119a). Consequently, due to the absence of wh-
movement, embedded interrogatives do not constitute proper islands for extraction of a

nominal (119b) or another wh-element (119¢) as expected.

(119) a. Sheya mau bipshi[i-ne Nfor bi  zhe kéé]
Shey 3sG psT2 ask  3sG-comp Nfor FuT1 eat what
‘Shey asked what Nfor will eat’
b. 4 Nfor(ci) Sheya mua bipshi [i-ne i bi zhekéé]
roc Nfor comp Shey 3sG psT2 ask ~ 35G-COMP 3sG FUTI1 eat what
‘Shey asked what NFor will eat’

c. & k& (ci) Sheya mua bipshi[i-ne Nfor bi  zhe asi?ke]
rFoCc what comp Shey 3sG psT2ask  3sG-comP Nfor FUT1 eat when
‘What is it that Shey asked when Nfor will eat (it).
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Even if the wh-element in the embedded interrogative has undergone movement, extraction
of a nominal (120a) or another wh-element, be that an argument (120b) or an adjunct (120c¢),

does not incur a Wh-Island violation.**

(1200 a. & Nfor(ci) Sheya mua bipshi[i-ne a kéé (i) 1 bi
rFocC Nfor comp Shey 3sG psT2 ask  35G-COMP FOC what COMP 35G FUT1
zhe Ig]
eat Q

‘Shey asked wHAT NFOR will eat’

b. a4 ké¢ (ci) Sheya mu bipshi[i-ne a4 asi?ke (ci)  Nfor
rFoc what coMmp Shey 3sG psT2ask  3sG-comP FOoCc when comp Nfor
bi zhea]

FUT1eat Q
‘Shey asked wHAT Nfor will eat WHEN!

c. a asi?ké(ci) Sheya mu bipshi[i-ne a4 kéé (ci) Nfor
rFoCc when cowmp Shey 3sG psT2ask  3sG-comp Foc what comp Nfor
bi  zheélga]

FUT1eat Q
‘Shey asked wHEN Nfor will eat wHAT!

Verb and verb phrase fronting are also possible from inside an embedded interrogative, inde-

pendently of whether the wh-element has undergone movement (121) or not (122).

(121) a. a 1-bo (c) Sheya mua bipshi[i-ne a asi?ke (ci)  Nfor
FoC 5-build comp Shey 3sG psT2ask  3sG-comp FOoc when comp Nfor
bi bo ndap 3]
ruUT1 build house Q
‘Shey asked when Nfor will BUILD a house’

b. 4 r-[bo ndap](ci) Sheya mu bipshi[i-ne a  asi?ke (ci)

FoC 5-build house comp Shey 3sG psT2 ask  3sG-comP FoCc when comp
Nforbi gi a]
Nfor FuT1 do Q
‘Shey asked when Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE’

(122) a. 4 r-bo (ci) Sheya mua bipshi[i-ne Nforbi bo ndap
FocC 5-build comp Shey 3sG psT2 ask  3sG-comp Nfor rFuT1 build house
asi?ke]
when
‘Shey asked when Nfor will BUILD a house’

“When a wh-element is displaced from its base position there obligatorily appears a question particle in
sentence-final position. This question particle is usually /€ for argument wh-items and 4 for non-argument
wh-items. Curiously, when both types of wh-item occur in the same clause and both undergo movement, we
find that only 4 is present if the argument wh-item leaves the clause and the non-argument wh-item stays inside
it (120b), but that a combination of I€ and 4 shows up in the reversed case (120c). I currently have no suggestion
as to why this happens.
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b. a& r-[bo ndap](ci) Sheya mu bipshi[i-ne Nforbi gi
FocC 5-build house comp Shey 3sG psT2 ask  3sG-comp Nfor FuT1 do
asi?ke]
when
‘Shey asked when Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE’

With respect to extraction from embedded interrogative clauses, verbal fronting thus behaves
parallel to wh-extraction and regular nominal focus which can be interpreted as evidence for
it involving the same kind of movement, namely A-movement.

This view is supported by the fact that there is reconstruction for Principle A. When the
fronted verb phrase contains the anaphor zhi tu ‘3sG.Poss head’ as in (123b) it is still coreferent
with the subject of the clause Nfor like it is in the neutral declarative version in (123a) despite

being outside the latter’s c-command domain on the surface.

(123) a. Nfor;a ma jaasi zhjy tu
Nfor 3sG PsT2 criticize 35G.POss head
‘Nfor criticized himself’

b. 4 r-[jaasi zhj tu] (ci) Nfor;a ma gi
FOC 5-criticize 35G.Poss head comp Nfor 3sG psT2 do
‘Nfor CRITICIZED HIMSELE.

Let us now turn to the category of the fronted constituent. As demonstrated below, neither
negation (124) nor any tense (125) or aspect markers (126) may cooccur with the fronted verb

(phrase).

(124) a. *a r-[bo ka?](ci) Nforbi bo ndap (ka?)
FocC 5-build NEG comp Nfor rFuT1 build house NEG

b. *a r-[bo ndap ka?](ci) Nforbi gi (ka?)

FocC 5-build house NEG comP Nfor FuT1 do NEG

(125) a. *& r-[bi bo] (ci) Nfor(bi) bo ndap
FOC 5-FUT1 build comp Nfor ruTi build house
b. *a r-[bi bo ndap](ci) Nfor(bi) gi
FOC 5-FUT1 build house comp Nfor ruti do
(126) a. *a& r-[ce bo] (ci) Nfor(ce) bo ndap

FOC 5-PROG build comp Nfor ProG build house
b. *a& r-[ce bo ndap](ci) Nfor(ce) gi
FOC 5-PROG build house comp Nfor proG do
Assuming that tense and aspectual markers are located in T and v respectively this means that
the fronted constituent cannot be of these categories. Rather, it must belong to a category that
is lower in the phrase structure than both T and v. The fronted constituent in verbal fronting

in Limbum is hence of the category V.
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Given this, it is clear that the fronted constituent in verb phrase fronting is a VP. However,
for verb fronting there are two possible analyses of the fronted verb: (i) It may either be the head
of aremnant VP or (ii) it is a bare V head. Option (i) presupposes the availability of a productive
VP-evacuating movement like scrambling or object shift. As evidenced by (127), however, it is
not possible to scramble direct object across the indirect object in a ditransitive constructions.
The order where the direct object precedes the indirect object is, like in English, only licit when
the indirect object is a PP (128a). However, in this DP-PP-construction, changing the order of

both objects results in ungrammaticality again (128b).

(127) a. Nfora ma fa Sheybzhi
Nfor 3sG Pst2 give Shey food
‘Nfor gave Shey some food’

b. *Nfora mu fa bzhi Shey.
Nfor 3sG pst2 give food Shey
‘Nfor gave Shey some food.

(128) a. Nfora ma fa bzhini Shey
Nfor 3sG Pst2 give food PREP Shey
‘Nfor gave some food to Shey’

b. *Nfora ma fa ni Sheybzhi
Nfor 3sG psT2 give PREP Shey food
‘Nfor gave some food to Shey’

A productive VP-evacuating is thus not available in Limbum. Therefore, verb fronting cannot
be movement of a remnant VP. Rather, it must be the case that the fronted verb is a bare head
with verb fronting being an instance of A-head movement.

Concerning possible restrictions of verbal fronting to a subclass of verbs we find that there
are none. In fact, both verb and verb phrase fronting are available for a variety of different
verb classes. Besides the transitive verbs above unergatives like fa? ‘work’ (129a) as well as

unaccusatives like gwe ‘fall’ (129b) may undergo fronting.

(129) a. & rfa? (ci) Nforbi fa?/gi
roc 5-work comp Nfor FuTt1 work/do
‘Nfor will WORK’

b. 4 r-gwe(ci) ndap 5 a O gwe/*gl
roc 5-fall comp house DET 3sG PFV fall/do
“The house FELL. (Becker and Nformi 2016: 7)

Interestingly, unergatives optionally allow both kinds of repair, verb doubling or dummy verb
insertion, which is expected since fronted constituent here is ambiguous between a bare verbal
head and a verb phrase.

Verb and verb phrase fronting are also available for ditransitives like fa ‘give’ A regular

declarative sentence containing fa is given in (130a). Example (130b) shows verb fronting which,
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as expected, triggers verb doubling, while (130c) is an instance of verb phrase fronting and

results in insertion of the dummy g7.

(130) a. Nfora ma fa Sheybzhi

Nfor 3sG pst2 give Shey food
‘Nfor gave Shey some food.

b. & rfa (c) Nfora ma fa Sheybzht
FOC 5-give coMP Nfor 3sG pPsT2 give Shey food
‘Nfor GAVE Shey some food’

c. a r-[fa Sheybzhi] (ci) Nfora mu gi
FOC 5-give Shey food comp Nfor 35G PsT2 do
‘Nfor GAVE SHEY SOME FOOD!

Partial verb phrase fronting, that is, the fronting of the verb and only one of its two objects,
however, is not licit in Limbum as shown in (131a) for the direct object and in (131b) for the

indirect object.

(131) a. *a r-[fa bzhi] (ci) Nfora fa/gi Shey
FoC 5-give food comp Nfor pst2 give/do Shey
‘Nfor GAVE SOME FOOD to Shey’
b. *a r-[fa Shey](ci) Nfora fa/gi bzhi
FOC 5-give Shey comp Nfor pst2 give/do food
‘Nfor GAVE SHEY some food’

In contrast to Asante Twi, which only allowed verb fronting, Limbum displays both kinds of
verbal fronting with individual-level predicates like yob ‘resemble’ (132) and kdy ‘love’ (133).
The a. examples here provide a neutral sentence containing the respective predicate while the

b. and c. examples respectively show verb fronting and verb phrase fronting.

(132) a. Nfora vyob zhi  taa

Nfor 35G resemble 3pP0ss father
‘Nfor resembles his father’

b. 4 r-yob (ci) Nfora yob zhi taa
FocC 5-resemble comP Nfor 35G resemble 3p0ss father
‘Nfor RESEMBLES his father’

c. a r-[yob zhi  taa] (ci) Nfor a gl
FocC 5-resemble comP Nfor 35G resemble 3p0ss father
‘Nfor RESEMBLES his father’

o

Nfora kdn Shey

Nfor 35G love Shey

‘Nfor loves Shey’

b. 4 r-kdp (ci) Nfora kdp Shey.
FocC 5-love comp Nfor 3sG love Shey
‘Nfor LovEs Shey’

(133)
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c. a r-[kdnShey](ci) Nfora gi.
FocC 5-love Shey comp Nfor 35G do
‘Nfor LOVES SHEY.

However, the behaviour of locative PP-adverbials like ni Yaounde ‘in Yaounde’ under vebral
fronting is parallel to what we observed in Asante Twi. Adverbs in general have to always occur
sentence-finally like in (134a). While both verb and verb phrase fronting that strands the PP is
grammatical (134b, ¢) the PP incurs ungrammaticality when it is fronted alongside a verb or a

verb phrase (1344, e).

(134) a. Nforbi bo ndap niYaounde
Nfor ruT build house in Yaounde
‘Nfor will build a house in Yaounde’

b. *a r-bo (ci) Nforbi bo ndap niYaounde
Foc 5-build comp Nfor rFuTi build house in Yaounde
‘Nfor will BUILD a house in Yaounde’

c. a r-[bo ndap](ci) Nforbi gi niYaounde
FocC 5-build house comp Nfor FuT1 do in Yaounde
‘Nfor will BUILD A HOUSE in Yaounde’

d. *& r-[bo niYaounde](ci) Nforbi bo ndap
FoC 5-build in Yaounde comp Nfor rFuTi build house
e. *a r-[bo ndap niYaounde] (ci) Nforbi gi
FocC 5-build house in Yaounde comp Nfor FuT1 do
Just like in Asante Twi, the ungrammaticality extends to other fronted adverbs. Thus verb
fronting as well as verb phrase fronting where the fronted constituent is accompanied by the

adverb chéchér ‘quickly’ is ungrammatical (135).

(135) a. Nforbi bo ndap chéchér
Nfor ruT1 build house quickly
‘Nfor will quickly build a house’

b. *a r-bo chéchér(ci) Nforbi bo ndap (chéchér)
Foc 5-build quickly comp Nfor Futi1 build house quickly
c. *a r-[bo ndap chéchér] (ci) Nforbi gi (chéchér)
Foc 5-build house quickly comp Nfor ruTi do quickly
As was the case for Asante Twi above, in order for Limbum to serve as a convincing instantiation
of the asymmetric repair pattern it needs to be shown that verb doubling as well as dummy verb
insertion are not derived from independent constructions like cognate object constructions or
do-periphrases.
Starting with cognate object constructions we find that Limbum indeed exhibits a few

verbs that can take cognate objects. One example is the verb b7 ‘dance’ (136).
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(136) Nforbi bi bi
Nfor ruT1 dance(V) dance(N)
‘Nfor will dance (a dance)’

An argument against verb fronting being derived from constructions like (136) is that cognate
objects are quite restricted in their distribution in the language. They can only occur with a
handful of verbs and do not cooccur with the direct object of a transitive verb. It is, for instance,
not possible for the transitive verb bo ‘build’ to take a cognate object in addition to its direct

object ndap ‘house’ in the following example.

(137) *Nforbi bo (r-)bo ndap
Nfor ruT1 build(V) 5-build(N) house
Thus, cognate object formation is not productive enough to provide the necessary base con-
struction for all attested verb fronting examples. It is, therefore, quite clear that verb doubling
in verb fronting cannot be reanalysed as fronting of a cognate object.
Concerning dummy verb insertion in verb phrase fronting, a purported base construction

with a dummy verb embedding a verb phrase is ungrammatical (138).

(138) a. *njipw¢ 5 bi gi (r-)ya msan
woman DET FUT1do 5-buy rice
“The woman will buy rice’

b. *Nfora mu gi (r-)bo ndap
Nfor 35G psT2 do 5-build house
‘Nfor built/did build a house’

Consequently, dummy verb insertion as it occurs in verb phrase fronting cannot be traced
back to an independent construction containing a dummy verb that selects a verb phrase.

In conclusion, both verb doubling and dummy verb insertion in Limbum verbal fronting
must be considered proper repair strategies for an illicit gap. In turn, besides Asante Twi,
Limbum then constitutes a second instance of the asymmetric repair pattern, whose status as a

real pattern is thereby further strengthened.

2.3.4 Generalization I

Having shown that verb and verb fronting have the same distribution and are subject to the same
restrictions within each of the two languages we are forced to accept their asymmetric pattern as
a proper repair pattern in the realm of verbal fronting. This raises two questions, one typological
and the other theoretical. First, if verb doubling and dummy verb insertion legitimately coexist
as repair strategies in verbal fronting in one and the same language as evidenced by Asante
Twi and Limbum, are there languages that instantiate the reverse asymmetric pattern IV,
namely exhibiting dummy verb insertion with verb fronting and verb doubling with verb

phrase fronting? This question may be answered negatively. At least in this sample (and to my
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knowledge), there are no languages that show verb doubling in verb phrase fronting contexts
but dummy verb insertion with verb fronting. It therefore seems plausible that there is a
systematic gap in the typology of repair patterns for verbal fronting. Second, how can the
attested asymmetric and symmetric patterns be derived under Minimalist assumptions about
syntax and PF to the exclusion of the unattested one? In chapter 4, I will present an account
that derives patterns I-III but is unable to derive pattern I'V. The attested patterns are shown

with two example languages each in (139).

(139)  Attested repair patterns in languages with both kinds of verbal fronting

verb fronting verb phrase fronting languages

I verb copy verb copy Hebrew, Dagaare, ...
II  dummy verb dummy verb Breton, German, ...
I verb copy dummy verb Asante Twi, Limbum

Given that pattern III has now been discovered in Asante Twi and Limbum while pattern
IV remains unattested we can formulate the first generalization over the present sample of

languages as in (140).

(140)  Generalization 1
If a language shows both verb and verb phrase fronting it either exhibits the same
repair strategy in both frontings (verb doubling or dummy verb insertion), or verb
doubling in verb fronting and dummy verb insertion in verb phrase fronting. The

reverse pattern is inexistent.

The main theoretical part of this thesis, chapter 4, is devoted to account for this generalization
within Minimalism.

Summarizing about repair patterns in languages that show both kinds of verbal fronting
we could add a final note on their proportions of the sample. Pattern I is by far the most
frequent with a proportion of 16 languages exhibiting it. Both pattern II and pattern III are
much rarer with four and two languages displaying them, respectively. The numbers are given

in table (141).

(141)  Numbers and proportions of each attested pattern

Pattern
I II I  total
number of languages 16 4 2 22
proportion in languages with both frontings 73% 18% 9% 100%
proportion in complete sample 34% 9% 4% 47%

As is evident from (141), more than half of the languages in the sample allow only one kind of

verbal fronting. We will turn to these languages in the following section.
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2.4 Repair patterns in languages with either verb or verb phrase fronting

Not all languages allow both kinds of verbal fronting. There is a considerable number of
predominantly African and creole languages in which a verbs object(s) may not accompany it
into the left periphery. Other languages, in contrast, obligatorily require the object(s) to be
fronted together with the verb. I will refer to the former as verb fronting only languages and to
the latter as verb phrase fronting only languages. Similar to what was the case for languages
with both types of fronting there are a priori four logically possible repair patterns, namely

two for each language type (142).

(142)  Possible repair patterns in languages with only one kind of verbal fronting

verb fronting verb phrase fronting

A verb copy —

B dummy verb —

C — verb copy
D — dummy verb

A language that only allows verb fronting would instantiate pattern A if it used verb doubling as
a repair and pattern B if it used dummy verb insertion. Similarly, a language that only permits
verb phrase fronting would be an example of pattern C if it used verb doubling as a repair, but
of pattern D if it used dummy verb insertion instead. However, again not all four patterns are
attested.

2.4.1 Verb fronting only

In the majority of languages that exhibit only one kind of verbal fronting this kind is verb
fronting. Of 25 languages there are 17 that fall into this category. They are given in alphabetical
order below:
1. Basaa
(Southern Bantoid, Niger-Congo; Bassong 2014, see also section A.1.1)
2. Berbice Dutch Creole
(Dutch-lexicon creole; Kouwenberg 1994, see also section A.1.2)
3. Edo
(Gur, Niger-Congo; Stewart 1998, see also section A.1.3)
4. Ewe
(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Ameka 1991, 1992, 2010, see also section A.1.4)
5. Fongbe
(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Lefebvre 1992; Ndayiragije 1993; Law and Lefebvre 1995; Lefebvre
and Brousseau 2002, see also section A.1.5)
6. Gungbe
(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Aboh 1998; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009, see also section A.1.6)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Haitian Creole'?
(French-based creole; Piou 1982; Lefebvre 1987; Lumsden and Lefebvre 1990; Larson and

Lefebvre 1991; Harbour 2008, see also section A.1.7)

. Kisi

(Mel, Niger-Congo; Childs 1997, see also section A.1.8)

. Leteh/Larteh

(Kwa, Niger-Congo; Akrofi Ansah 2014, see also section A.1.9)

Nupe

(Nupoid, Niger-Congo; Kandybowicz 2008, see also section A.1.10)

Nweh

(Grassfields, Niger-Congo; Nkemnji 1995; Koopman 1997, see also section A.1.11)
Papiamentu

(Portuguese-based creole; Muysken 1977, 1978; Kouwenberg and Murray 1994, see also
section A.1.12)

Pichi

(English-lexicon creole; Yakpo 2009, see also section A.1.13)

Saramaccan

(English- and Portuguese-based creole; Byrne 1987, see also section A.1.14)

Tuki

(Southern Bantoid, Niger-Congo; Biloa 2013, see also section A.1.15)

Turkish

(Turkic; Lee 2002; Goksel and Kerslake 2005, see also section A.1.16)

Vata

(Kru, Niger-Congo; Koopman 1984, see also section A.1.17)

Interestingly, all 17 languages use verb doubling as a repair, that is, they all display pattern A.

There is no language in the sample (and to my knowledge) that exhibits pattern B, namely

allowing verb fronting only but using dummy verb insertion as a repair. A few examples

of pattern A are given below from Basaa (143), Haitian Creole (144), Saramaccan (145), and

Tuki (146). Where available I include examples showing the ungrammaticality of verb phrase

fronting. Otherwise the absence of any such examples is taken as an indication that verb phrase

fronting is illicit.

*Haitian Creole might actually allow both verb and verb phrase fronting. There are three examples of fronting
of an intransitive verb with dummy verb insertion in the clause that could be analysed as verb phrase fronting
(see section A.1.7). In that case, Haitian Creole would actually also instantiate the asymmetric pattern III found
in Asante Twi and Limbum.
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(143) a. n-nigl-ak wd-n hi-bi-nigil minsongi
3.NMLZ-learn-NMLZ 3-FOC 19.SM-PST2-learn 4.mathematics
“The boy LEARNED MATHEMATICS (he did not teach it/play football)’

b. *[n-nigl-ak minsongi] wd-n hi-bi-nigil
3.NMLZ-learn-NMLzZ 4.mathematics 3-FOC 19.SM-PsT2-learn
(Basaa, Bassong 2014: 146)

(144) a. se manje Jan manje pen
SEeat Janeat bread
‘It is eating bread that John did’ (he did not bake it) (Lefebvre 1987: 170)

b. *se [manje yon pom] Jan manje (yon pom)
SE eat an apple John eat an apple
(Haitian Creole, Harbour 2008: 856)

(145) a. suku a suku en
look.for he look.for him
‘He LOOKED FOR him’

b. *[suku en] a suku
look.for him he look.for
(Saramaccan, Byrne 1987: 97)

(146) a. o-nya Owu nu ngu-nu-nyam cwi
INF-eat FOC I sM-F1-eat fish
‘I will AT fish’

b. *[o-nya cwi] éwu nl ngu-na-nyam cwi
INF-eat fish Foc I sM-Fi-eat fish
(Tuki, Biloa 2013: 76)

Thus, the languages which solely allow verb fronting only ever exhibit verb doubling as a repair,
never dummy verb insertion. Of the a priori expectable two patterns A and B, the latter turns
out to be unattested. This immediately raises the question whether a similar observation, i.e.
only one of two possible patterns being attested, holds for the languages in which only verb

phrase fronting is possible. Indeed, this is the case.

2.4.2 Verb phrase fronting only

A considerably smaller number of eight languages in the sample are restricted in so far as they
do not exhibit verb fronting but do display verb phrase fronting. These are in alphabetical
order again:
1. Danish
(Germanic, Indo-European; Platzack 2008; Houser et al. 2006, 2011; Orsnes 2011, see
also section A.2.1)
2. Hausa

(Chadic, Afro-Asiatic; Tuller 1986; Jaggar 2001; Hartmann 2006, see also section A.2.2)
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3. Japanese
(Japonic; Nishiyama and Cho 1998; Aoyagi 2006; Ishihara 2010, see also section A.2.3)
4. Norwegian
(Germanic, Indo-European; Lodrup 1990, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c., see also section A.2.4)
5. Skou
(Western Skou; Donohue 2004, see also section A.2.5)
6. Swedish
(Germanic, Indo-European; Killgren and Prince 1989; Holmberg 1999; Platzack 2012,
see also section A.2.6)
7. Welsh
(Celtic, Indo-European; Sproat 1985; Tallerman 1996; Borsley et al. 2007; Rouveret 2012,
see also section A.2.7)
8. Wolof

(Atlantic, Niger-Congo; Torrence 2013a,b; Martinovi¢ 2015, 2017, see also section A.2.8)

In sharp contrast to the languages in the previous section, these eight unanimously employ
dummy verb insertion, that is, they instantiate pattern D. There are no deviants from this
pattern that I know of. Pattern C, therefore, can be regarded as hitherto unattested. Examples
of pattern D are given below from Norwegian (147), Skou (148), Welsh (149), and Wolof (150a).
Where available I include examples showing the ungrammaticality of object stranding. As

usual, the absence of any such examples is interpreted as them being ungrammatical.

(147) a.  [(4) lese bok-er] gjor/*leser han hele dag-en
to read.INF book.PL-PL.INDEF does/reads he whole day-DEF
‘Reading books he does all day.

b. *(&) lese gjor/leser han bek-er hele dag-en
to read.INF does/reads he book.pL-PL.INDEF whole day-DEF
(Norwegian, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c.)

(148) a. [moerit6 ke=k-ang]=inga, bang ke=li
fish(sp.) 35G.NF=35G.NE-eat=the yesterday 35G.NF=do
‘Eating Yellowtail scad, he did (it) yesterday’
b. *ke=k-ang=inga, bang ke=baléng moerito
3SG.NF=3SG.NF-eat=the yesterday 3sG.NF=man fish(sp.)
(Skou, Donohue 2004: 126f.)

(149)  [porir comin ar cloddiau] a  wnaeth Ifasamy lleill
browse.the common and.the hedges PRt did.3sG Ifas for the others
‘Ifas BROWSED THE COMMON AND THE HEDGES for the others’

(Welsh, Tallerman 1996: 100)
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(150) a. [suub simis b-i] l-a-a  *(def)
dye shirt cL-DER.PROX [-Cc-15G do
‘Dye the shirt is what I did’

b. *suubl-a-a  suub simis b-i
dye I-c-1sG dye shirt CL-DEF.PROX
Intended: ‘I DYED the shirt. (Torrence 2013a: 68)

Languages that only allow verb phrase fronting thus seem to behave exactly opposite to those
that permit only verb fronting as the former exclusively display dummy verb insertion while

the latter show only verb doubling.

2.4.3 Generalization II

In contrast to the largely symmetric patterns in languages that show both kinds of verbal
fronting, the repair in languages that allow only one kind is not independent of this kind.
Verb fronting in the latter never gives rise to dummy verb insertion. A fact that is surprising
given the observation that this repair is in principle able to occur in this kind of fronting
as evidenced by languages like German or Dutch. On the other hand, verb phrase fronting
never leads to verb doubling, which again runs counter to our expectations because verb
doubling is a possible repair of verb phrase fronting in languages like Hebrew or Dagaare. Of
the four expected repair patterns, thus, only two are attested given in (151) each with two of the

languages in the sample that instantiate them.

(151)  Possible repair patterns in languages with only one kind of verbal fronting

verb fronting verb phrase fronting languages

A verb copy — Tuki, Saramaccan, ...
D — dummy verb Danish, Wolof, ...

Given these observations one can formulate a second generalization about verbal fronting over

the languages in the sample that display only one kind of fronting (152).

(152) Generalization I1

a. If a language allows only verb fronting it exclusively shows verb doubling as
repair.
b. If alanguage allows only verb phrase fronting it exclusively shows dummy verb

insertion as repair.

The proposed analysis in chapter 4 will be able to account for (152a). The second part (152b),
however, does not follow from it. In section 4.2.2.2, I will discuss (152b) in more detail against
the background of the presented analysis. I will conclude that the observation underlying
it may be flawed due to the small number of languages instantiating pattern D and due to

the fact that pattern D is expected to be more likely compared to pattern C because the latter
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presupposes a very specific combination of properties while the former emerges under various
different combinations of properties.
Concerning the numbers we find that within the languages that show only one kind of

verbal fronting in the sample pattern A is markedly more frequent than pattern D (153).

(153)  Numbers and proportions of each attested pattern

Pattern
A D total
number of languages 17 8 25
proportion in languages with one fronting 68% 32% 100%
proportion in complete sample 36% 17% 53%

In total, more than half (25) of the languages in the sample (47) show only one kind of verbal

fronting with pattern A being instantiated by the most languages in the sample.

2.5 Summary and overview of sample languages’ properties

In this chapter, I have introduced the terms verb fronting and verb phrase fronting as referring
to surface configurations in which the main verb of a clause appears not in its base position
but in the left periphery either stranding its object(s), a case of verb fronting, or having them
accompany it, a case of verb phrase fronting. Verbal fronting is used as the overarching term
connecting the two. The fronted verb can take different morphological forms in different
languages. Commonly, it is nominalized or an infinitive but there are rare cases where it
may also appear in tensed form. Cross-linguistic variation is also observed in the kind of
non-object material that may cooccur with a fronted verb. While some languages allow the
verb to be marked with TAM-exponents or even nominal modifiers like adjectives, determiners,
and demonstratives, other languages permit no such marking. These elements serve well as
diagnostics for the underlying category of the fronted constituent as V(P), v(P), or Asp(P). A
similar diagnostic is presented by adverbs. Knowing at which level certain adverbs usually
adjoin their presence or absence in the fronted constituent reveals whether it isa VP or a vP.

A further issue concerning verbal fronting is the question whether it involves (A-)movement
or not. In the majority of languages, standard diagnostics for (A-)movement, like unbounded-
ness, island-tests, cooccurrence with other A-movements, or reconstruction effects support
the treatment of the fronted constituent as having been moved itno the left periphery rather
than being base-generated.

All abovementioned properties are of interest to research on verbal fronting and have
therefore been included in the language descriptions in the appendix A where relevant data
were available. An overview of the behaviour of the 47 investigated languages with respect to

them is provided in table 2.1 at the end of this chapter.
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In the absence of any other inflectable material in the clause, verb and verb phrase fronting
commonly trigger one of two repair strategies in order to avoid a gap. Either a copy of the
displaced verb occurs in the base position or a dummy verb, usually equivalent to do in English,
is inserted instead. In some languages there are independent verb doubling or dummy verb
constructions such that verbal fronting could be claimed to be derived from these by moving the
main verb while stranding the other verb copy or dummy verb. However, many languages do
not have the necessary independent constructions or, if they have them, they are not productive
enough. A conception of verb doubling and dummy verb insertion as repairs directly related
to verbal fronting is therefore necessary for these latter languages. In trying to account for
the observed typology and generalizations, which hold for all languages alike, it is therefore
reasonable to treat all verb doubling and dummy verb insertion in verbal fronting as repairs.

The observed patterns fall into two categories: (i) Patterns in languages with both verb
and verb phrase fronting and (ii) patterns in languages with only one kind of verbal fronting.
Concerning (i), new data from Asante Twi and Limbum were presented that instantiate one
of the two hitherto unattested asymmetric patterns. The absence of the second asymmetric

pattern in the sample lead to the formulation of the generalization in (154).

(154) Generalization I
If alanguage shows both verb and verb phrase fronting it either exhibits the same repair
strategy in both frontings (verb doubling, i.e. pattern I, or dummy verb insertion,
i.e. pattern II), or verb doubling in verb fronting and dummy verb insertion in verb

phrase fronting, i.e. pattern III. The reverse pattern, i.e. pattern IV, is inexistent.

Concerning (ii), it was found that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the kind of

verbal fronting and the observed repair, which is formulated as the generalization in (155).

(155) Generalization 11
a. If alanguage allows only verb fronting it exclusively shows verb doubling as
repair (pattern A).
b.  If alanguage allows only verb phrase fronting it exclusively shows dummy verb

insertion as repair (pattern D).

The overall picture that emerges here is that five of eight logically possible repair patterns in

verbal fronting are attested whereas three patterns remain unattested (156).

65



PATTERNS IN VERBAL FRONTING

(156)  Attested and unattested repair patterns in the sample

Pattern verb fronting verb phrase fronting # oflangs % of langs
attested
I verb copy verb copy 16 34
I dummy verb dummy verb 4 9
11 verb copy dummy verb 2 4
A verb copy — 17 36
D — dummy verb 8 17
unattested
v dummy verb verb copy
B dummy verb —
C — verb copy

The conclusion drawn from this observation is that these patterns constitute systematic typo-
logical gaps that any account of verbal fronting should ideally be able to derive. In the next
chapter, I will discuss a few prominent approaches to verb doubling and dummy verb insertion
in verbal fronting and show that none of them adequately accounts for all observed patterns. I
will then proceed to develop a new analysis of verbal fronting and its repair mechanisms in
chapter 4 that derives all attested patterns to the exclusion of the two unattested patterns IV

and B. Pattern C will be argued to be absent from the data due to additional factors.
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Table 2.1: Overview of properties of verbal fronting in languages of the sample

Language Genealogy V VP copy dummy unbd Wh CNP Subj Adj Rel Coord Recon Wh-Cooc GS TAM L-Adv H-Adv Neg Det Nom Inf Dir F/T-M Foc Top
Asante Twi NC > Kwa v v v v v 7/ v v / v v — - = — — - — v) — L v v -
Basaa NC > S Bantoid v - / — v v v v /- v ? ? - — ? ? - — v (=) LR — v -
Basque Isolate v v ) v v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? — V) - v L — v

B. Dutch Creole Creole v - / — ) ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? () — ? 2 - = v L v v -
Br. Portuguese  IE > Romance v v / — v ? v /v v/ 4 ? ? oo — ? — - — — v L — - v
Breton IE > Celtic V) v () v V) ) ? ? 2 () ? ? ? T — v ? ? ? — v L — ? ?
Buli NC > Gur v / v — v v ? v ? ? ? v — ? — — ? — ) Vv — L v v -
Dagaare NC > Gur v v — v V) ) ) ) ) ) ? ? ? ? ? ? v v — L v v -
Danish IE > Germanic A v v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v ? ? ? ? ? v L — - v
Dutch IE > Germanic v /v — v v ? ? v /v 2 v ? ? ? ? v ? ? ? ? v L — - v
Edo NC > Edoid v ) V — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v — L — v -
Ewe NC > Kwa v — — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? (V) — L V) — v
Fongbe NC > Kwa v — 7 — v v ? v ? ? ? ? — T — — ? — v (V) — L v v -
German IE > Germanic v /- v v) — Vv v v 7 v v — —_ = 4 — v - - v L — - v
Gungbe NC > Kwa v ) — — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? — ? ? ? ? ? ? L ) v -
Haitian Creole  Creole v — v v v v ? v /v 2 v ? ? ? ? ? ? v v — L v v -
Hausa AfA > Chadic - v - v v v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v ? ? ? v v L V) v -
Hebrew AfA > Semitic v v 7/ — v v ? v /2 v ? ? - — ? — - - = v L — v /
Hungarian Uralic V) 7 = v /7 7 ? ¢ 2 ? ? ? — B 4 § g g ? v/ L — - v
Japanese Japonic - v - v v ? ? ? [ ? ? ? = ? ? — 7 ? ? L v v -
Kisi NC > Mel v — 7 — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v — L v v -
Korean Koreanic v v / — v ? ? ? [ ? ? ? ? — ? ? — 2 v — L v - v
Krachi NC > Kwa v v / — v v ? v ? ? v ? ? ? — v — — 2 v — L v v -
Leteh NC > Kwa v — / — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v — L v v -
Limbum NC > Grassfields v v v/ v v ? v v ? ? v ? ? ? — — ? - — v — L v v -
Mandarin ST > Chinese v ) ) v v ? ? ? ? v ? ? — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? L ) v /
Mani NC > Mel v / v — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v — L v v -
Norwegian IE > Germanic - v = v v - v v v / v v ? () — — ? ? — v L — - v
Nupe NC > Nupoid v - 7/ — v v v v v/ 2 v ? — 2 — — g 2 - v — L v v o -
Nweh NC > Grassfields v — 7 — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? V- ? ? ? ? ? 2 (V) (V) R — v -
Papiamentu Creole v - v — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? — - ? ? ? ? ? ? L W) v -
Pichi Creole v — / — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? — ? ? ? ? ? L v v -
Polish IE > Slavic v v v/ — V) Vv ? ? v 7/ ? ? v (V) v — - — — VvV L V) — v
Russian IE > Slavic v v / — — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 2 (V) v — 2 - — v L v) — Vv
Saramaccan Creole v - 7 — V) v ? ? ? ? ? ? — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? L — v -
Skou Skou > W Skou A v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? L — - v
Spanish IE > Romance v v / — v — / v v 7 v v ? — (=) 4 — ? ? ? v L — - v
Swedish IE > Germanic - v - v v ? ? v [ ? ? ? ? v v — — ? — ) L — — v
Tiv NC > S Bantoid v v — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v L v v -
Tuki NC > S Bantoid v — — v v ? v ? ? ? ? ? [ v ? - — — VvV L v v -
Turkish Turkic v ? v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ¢ ? ? L v - v
Vata NC > Kru v - v — v v ? v ? ? ? ? — ? — v ? — ? — ? L — v -
Vietnamese AuA > Viet-Muong v vV V/ — v ? ? v v/ 4 ? ? - = v ? - — — — L 4 - v
Welsh IE > Celtic A v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? — v L — v -
Wolof NC > Atlantic - / — v v ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? L — v -
Yiddish IE > Germanic v v / — v v ? ? [ ? ? ? v (V) ? ? ? ? ? v L — — v
Yoruba NC > Defoid v v v/ — ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? v ? ? ? ? v — L v v -

Abbreviations: NC - Niger-Congo; IE - Indo-European; AfA - Afro-Asiatic; AuA - Austro-Asiatic; ST - Sino-Tibetan; V - verb fronting; VP - verb phrase fronting; unbd - unbounded; Wh - Wh-Island; CNP - Complex NP Island; Subj - Subject Island; Adj -
o Adjunct Island; Rel - Relative Clause Island; Coord - Coordinate Structure Constraint; Recon - Reconstruction; Wh-Cooc - Wh-cooccurrence; GS - Genus-species effects; TAM - tense-aspect-mood markers; L-Adv - low (VP) adverbs; H-Adv - high (TP)
N

adverbs; Neg - Negation; Det — Determiners and other nominal modifiers; Nom - nominalized; Inf - infinitive; Dir - direction of fronting (left or right periphery); F/T-M - overt focus/topic marker; Foc - focus interpretation; Top - topic interpretation
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Chapter 3

Previous approaches

Of course, verbal fronting has not escaped the watchful eyes of linguists around the world.
Particularly the predicate cleft constructions found in many West African languages and derived
creoles have sparked interest among the early missionaries/hobby linguists due to their verb
doubling features. The first generally received and highly influential work on verb doubling
verbal fronting within the Chomskyan generative tradition is probably Koopman’s (1984)
work on Vata and Nweh. This was quickly followed by a nowadays vast body of theoretical
work on the topic supplemented by an ever-growing base of empirical data from various
languages. Formal approaches to verb doubling predicate clefts fall into one of four quite
different categories (Kandybowicz 2008: 80of.). The first type of approach analyses verbal
fronting as a bi-clausal structure that is base-generated (e.g. Lumsden and Lefebvre 1990;
Lumsden 1990; Larson and Lefebvre 1991; Dekydspotter 1992). In the second type of analysis,
the copy is independently generated (i.e. as a cognate object or low copy) and subsequently
moved to the left periphery (e.g. Bamgbose 1972; Nylander 1985; Hutchinson 2000; Massam
1990; Manfredi 1993; Lefebvre 1994; Hoge 1998; Stewart 1998; Cable 2004; Kandybowicz 2004;
Harbour 2008). The third and fourth type of approach are quite similar to each other: Both
involve movement of the verbal category to the left periphery coupled with the exceptional
spell-out of a trace or copy of it. They differ with regard to the kind of the relevant movement
in verb fronting: It can either be head-movement (e.g. Piou 1982; Bernabé 1983; Koopman
1984; Ndayiragije 1992, 1993; Aboh 1998, 2006; Nunes 2004; Landau 2006; Vicente 2007, 2009;
Harbour 2008; Kandybowicz 2008; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009; Bastos-Gee 2009; Trinh 2013;
LaCara 2016) or phrasal movement (e.g. Koopman 1997; Nishiyama and Cho 1998; Cho and
Nishiyama 2000; Abels 2001; Nunes 2004; Hiraiwa 2005b).

It is worth mentioning that the majority of these publications are concerned with a single
language or a comparison between two languages, none of which shows the asymmetric pattern
of verb doubling and dummy verb insertion. Notable exceptions are Aboh and Dyakonova
(2009) and Trinh (2011). The former devote half a page to English (Germanic) do-support

where they speculate that their analysis may extend to these languages encoding the difference
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between symmetric dummy verb insertion and symmetric verb doubling insertion as the
existence vs. non-existence of a dummy element in the language. The latter develops an
analysis that supposedly accounts for the difference between the presence of verb doubling
in Hebrew and Vietnamese on the one side its absence in German and Dutch (plus Swedish
and Norwegian) on the other (although he does ignore the dummy verb strategies in those
languages). Unfortunately, he does not explicitly discuss verb phrase fronting. Further, LaCara
(2016) asserts that he aims at extending his account, that currently only accounts for symmetric
verb doubling, to cases of symmetric dummy verb insertion. Apart from these two, all the
other approaches are concerned with verb doubling in languages that exhibit either verb and
verb phrase fronting or verb fronting alone.

In this chapter I will present and discuss a selection of previous approaches in order to show
that without considerable modification they are not able to account for the asymmetric repair
pattern found in Asante Twi and Limbum, let alone derive the Repair Generalization. I choose
to disregard approaches of type one and two, which involve some kind of base-generation of
the two copies. While there are languages that show good evidence for low copying (Haitian
Creole, Harbour 2008), cognate object fronting (Edo, Stewart 1998) or bi-clausality (a number
of creoles with proper cleft structures) in most languages this evidence is absent. It is also
clearly absent in Asante Twi and Limbum, which are the main focus of explanation here. Hence,
unless there is evidence to the contrary, it seems plausible to assume that copies/dummy verbs
are a repair triggered by the A-movement of the original verb (on its own or as part of the
verb phrase) into the left-periphery, which disqualifies type one and type two approaches
as explanations. Of the remaining two types of accounts, the one that makes use of head-
movement is more prominent and relevant for this thesis. First, it contains the most recent
publications on the topic indicating that there is some emergent consensus in the field that this
type of analysis is on the right track. Second, the two pieces of work that actually engage with
verb doubling and dummy verb insertion as two sides of the same coin fall into this category.
And third, the new approach presented in this thesis is of type three as well. Of the most recent
type three analyses I choose to discuss Nunes (2004); Landau (2006); Aboh and Dyakonova
(2009); Trinh (2011) and LaCara (2016). These are, in my opinion, clear and explicit enough to
be evaluated. Additionally, they sufficiently differ from each other and thus represent a wide
range of possible explanations of verb doubling.'® Thus, in the following, I will briefly present

each of these accounts and discuss how they fail to derive the asymmetric pattern.

'°T do not discuss Vicente (2007, 2009) because he explicitly adopts Landau’s (2006) account and hence does
not add a new proposal as to why the lower copy is not deleted. Similarly, Bastos-Gee (2009) merely applies
Nunes’s (2004) approach to Brazilian Portuguese without further modifications. Both Vicente (2007, 2009) and
Bastos-Gee (2009) can therefore be regarded as a simple applications of Landau (2006) and Nunes (2004) to
different data respectively.
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3.1 Linearization conflict

In the Copy Theory of Movement (Chomsky 1995b), each movement step leaves behind a copy
of the moved item rather than a trace, which used to be the case in Government and Binding
approaches to movement. This conception of movement requires an explanation for the fact
that, in most cases, these lower copies are not pronounced. Nunes (2004) is, to my knowledge,
the first attempt at providing such an explanation without simply restating the facts. Revising
and extending the ideas presented in his dissertation (Nunes 1995), Nunes (2004) proposes
that the deletion of lower copies of a movement chain is the consequence of contradicting
linearization statements. Consider his example of an English passive sentence in (157), where
the element John has moved from the complement position of V to the specifier position of T

leaving behind a copy of itself.
(157) [rp John! was [,p kissed John! ] ] (Nunes 2004: 24)

As both instances of John in this movement chain bear the same selectional index'” they are
indistinguishable from each other. When this structure is linearized according to the Linear

Correspondence Axiom (Kayne 1994) we obtain the following partial linearization statements:

o (was, John! ), because was c-commands John' and has to precede it according to the
LCA.

o (Johni, was ), because John' c-commands was and has to precede it according to the
LCA.

These two statements are contradictory and, therefore, the structure in (157) needs to be repaired
to be linearizable. Nunes proposes that this is done by an operation Chain Reduction (158),

which applies post-syntactically.

(158) Chain Reduction (Nunes 2004: 27)
Delete the minimal number of constituents of a nontrivial chain CH that suffices for

CH to be mapped into a linear order in accordance with the LCA.

Given this operation, the structure in (157) could be made fit for linearization in two ways: (i)
by deleting the lower copy of John' or (ii) by deleting the higher one. What we find, however, is
that only deletion of the lower copy leads to a well-formed output sentence. In order to account
for this, Nunes (2004), following Chomsky (1995b: 230-231), suggests another operation called
Formal Feature Elimination (FF-Elimination) that is active at the PF branch of grammar and

takes care that formal features, which are not legible in this component, are deleted (159).

'7 A selectional index is assigned to an item when it is selected from the lexicon into the numeration (Chomsky
1995b: 227). It is simply copied along when the whole item is copied in the syntax as a result of movement and
thus serves as a means to determine the distinctiveness of two syntactic elements. If they share the same index,
they are nondistinct.
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(159)  Formal Feature Elimination (FF-Elimination) (Nunes 2004: 31-32)
Given the sequence of pairs ¢ = ((F, P), (F,P),,...,(F,P),) such that ¢ is the
output of Linearize, F is a set of formal features, and P is a set of phonological features,
delete the minimal number of features of each set of formal features in order for o to
satisfy Full Interpretation at PF.

Since higher copies usually have fewer formal features, because these have been satisfied/deleted
by movement/checking, it requires fewer applications of FF-Elimination, if Chain Reduction
deletes the lower copy (and their formal features with them) than if it deletes the higher one.
Thus, simple economy considerations ensure that Chain Reduction, all else being equal, applies
to the lower copy.

As elegant and intricate as this proposal may be, it is empirically inadequate for structures
in which more than one copy in a movement chain is phonetically realized, as is the case in

verb doubling verb fronting, for instance. Consider the Vata verb fronting examples in (160).

(160) a. li 5 da sakdli
eat s/he PERF rice eat
‘S/he has EATEN rice!

b. i a li-da zué saka
eat we eat-PST yesterday rice
‘We ATE rice yesterday’ (Koopman 1984: 38)

Nunes argues that in these cases, the higher copy of the verb is morphologically reanalysed as
forming a single terminal together with the Focus head to which it has moved (161). Appealing
to a proposal by Chomsky (1995b), Nunes assumes that the LCA does not apply word-internally
and that the higher copy therefore becomes invisible for the LCA as soon as it is fused with
the Foc® head (only the newly formed VFoc terminal node plays a role for linearization).

Consequently, it will not trigger Chain Reduction because it no longer causes a linearization

paradox.
(161) FocP
/\
FocY TP
/\ /\
Vi Foc® T’
VFoc /\
TO VP
/\ PN
(Vi) 1O ...Vi..
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The lower copy of V will not be deleted in any case, whether it moves to T° or not.'® If it
does move to T? (as is presumably the case in (160a)) there are two chain links visible to the
LCA/Chain Reduction, one in the complex T° head and the other in the base position of V.
Deleting the latter will suffice for the structure to be linearized according to the LCA. If an
auxiliary occupies T° and the V head stays in-situ (as is presumably the case in (160b)), there
will only be one chain link of a trivial chain and no linearization conflict arises. Note that head
movement of the verb to T, which is analogous to head movement of the verb to Foc’, does
not suffice to render it invisible to the LCA. This is achieved only by morphological reanalysis
of the complex head as one single terminal.

Evidence for a morphological reanalysis for the higher V copy, according to Nunes (2004),
comes from the fact that none of the material that usually accompanies the verb, like tense

particles or negation, can occur with it (162).

(162) a. *li-da a li-da  zué sakd
eat-PST we eat-PST yesterday rice
(Koopman 1984: 38)
b. (*na‘-)le wa na' -le-ka
NEG-eat they NEG-eat-FT
“They will not EAT’ (Koopman 1984: 156)

He argues that if the Foc® head did not obligatorily trigger morphological reanalysis, we would
expect sentences like (162) to be grammatical as nothing would prevent copying the tense
or negation particle along with the verb. However, if it does obligatorily trigger fusion, the
presence of copied particles renders the verbal head too complex for reanalysis, correctly
predicting the ungrammaticality of (162). A further argument, Nunes presents, concerns verbs
that cannot appear in the verb doubling verb fronting construction. These are auxiliaries, the
defective verb na/la/lo ‘to say’ and the verbs [¢ ‘to be’ and ka ‘to have, whose common property
is that they cannot be affected by morphological processes that all other verbs can be subjected
to (Koopman 1984: 158). Nunes argues, that it is plausible that they also cannot undergo the
morphological process of obligatory fusion with the Foc® head in verb fronting constructions
and are therefore precluded from fronting. Their inertness to fronting thus receives a simple
explanation if morphological reanalysis is obligatorily triggered by Foc®.

In summary, the pronunciation of two links of a verb movement chain is the result of one
of these links being morphologically fused with another head thereby becoming invisible for
the LCA and consequently for Chain Reduction.

*Here, it is not entirely clear to me whether Nunes assumes that head movement of V applies successive-
cyclically via T° to Foc” or whether he envisages this more as counter-cyclic parallel movement of the verb into
both positions at the same time (i.e. parallel chains, see Aboh 2006; Chomsky 2008; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009).
For the ensuing discussion, I will take him to mean the former.
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There are a number of problems with Nunes’ (2004) account of verb doubling when one
tries to apply it to other languages beyond Vata. First, there are a lot of languages with verb
doubling verb fronting, in which the Foc? head (or Top® head) is (at least optionally) overtly

realized.’® A few examples are given in (163).

(163) a. si(-é) na Kofi a-si dan
build-NMLz Foc Kofi PrRE-build house
‘Kofi has BUILT a house. (not e.g. bought one)’ (Asante Twi)

b. daaé la kian da da bod
buy.NMLZ FOC C 1SG PST buy goat
‘It is buying that I did to a goat (as opposed to e.g. selling it).
(Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008: 803)
c. duwe Kdkuadu asond
eat Foc Koku eat crab DET
‘It is eat that Koku did to the crab (not e.g. throw it away).

(Fongbe, Lefebvre 1992: 58)
d. u-ban kS mbom wd ban wim-y¢
NcM-build Pro.Foc Mbom 3sG build boat-STAT
‘It is building a boat that Mbom did (built a boat)’ (Mani, Childs 2011: 219)

e. 0-nyd Owu nu ngu-nu-nyam cwi
INF-eat FOC I sMm-F1-eat fish
‘T will EAT fish? (Tuki, Biloa 2013: 76)

f.  doc thi toico doc quyensach nay, nhung khong hieu
read TopI AsrRreadcL  bookthis but not understand
‘As for reading this book, I read, but I don’t understand’

(Vietnamese, Tran 2011: 60)

In these languages it seems implausible to assume that morphological reanalysis of V and Foc?
takes place because if it did, we would expect there to be a single terminal node in which only
one phonological exponent can be inserted, i.e. either the fronted verb or the focus marker,
not both. Further, an alternative approach where it is the copy in T? that fuses with its sister
and evades Chain Reduction is untenable for the same reasons. Among the languages in (163),
many show tense or aspect markers which are usually assumed to be hosted in T° or Asp?/v°.
If these heads show overt expression and the V head that has moved to them also is overtly

realized, then fusion into a single terminal cannot have taken place

*In my sample, these languages are: AsanteTwi (see section 2.3.3.1), Berbice Dutch Creole (see section A.1.2),
Buli (see section A.3.2.2), Dagaare (see section A.3.2.3), Ewe (see section A.1.4), Fongbe (see section A.1.5),
Gungbe (see section A.1.6), Haitian Creole (see section A.1.7), Japanese (see section A.2.3), Kisi (see section A.1.8),
Krachi (see section A.3.2.7), Leteh (see section A.1.9), Limbum (see section 2.3.3.2), Mandarin Chinese (see
section A.3.2.8), Mani (see section A.3.2.9), Nupe (see section A.1.10), Papiamentu (see section A.1.12), Pichi (see
section A.1.13), Polish (see section A.3.2.10), Russian (see section A.3.2.11), Tiv (see section A.3.2.13), Tuki (see
section A.1.15), Turkish (see section A.1.16), Vietnamese (see section A.3.2.14), and Yoruba (see section A.3.2.16).
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A further issue concerns the availability of verb doubling with verb phrase fronting in some
languages, where the verb and its object(s) are displaced into the left periphery and a copy of

the verb appears in the canonical verb position (164).

(164) a. [bds daad] la kan da da (*0/*bod)
goat buy.NMLZ FOC C 1SG PST buy it/goat
‘It is buying a goat that I did (as opposed to e.g. selling a hen)’

(Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008: 805)
b. u-[ban  wdm]kd mbom wd bap-y¢
NcM-build boat PrRo.FOCc Mbom 3sG build-sTAT
‘It is building a boat Mbom built a boat. (Mani, Childs 2011: 219)

c. [doc quyen sach nay]thi toico doc, nhungkhong hieu
readcL  bookthis TorI Asrreadbut not understand
‘As for reading this book, I read, but I don’t understand.’

(Vietnamese, Tran 2011: 60f.)

One can in principle conceive of two different structures for verb phrase fronting: In the
first structure, the VP moves as a whole phrase into the specifier of FocP (or CP) (165).>° In
the alternative structure, first the V head adjoins to Foc?, then the object DP moves into the
specifier of FocP (or CP) (166).

(165) . FocP b. FocP
VPi Foc’ DPi Foc’
A /\
ViDPi  Focd TP Foc® TP
A /\
Subj T Vi Foc® Subj T
/\ /\
To VPi To VP
N N
Vi DPi Vi DPi

Both options pose problems for Nunes’ approach to verb doubling. In (165a), morphological
reanalysis of the V head in the fronted VP with the Foc® head is not possible. Hence, we would
expect that Chain Reduction applies to the movement chain of VPs and deletes the lower
VP copy. This would leave us with one token of V in the fronted VP and possibly a dummy
verb that acts as a host for tense-markers in T. While this accounts for the Asante Twi and

Limbum pattern of verb phrase fronting it leaves unexplained the vast number of languages in

**Concerning distinctiveness of phrasal objects, Nunes (2004: 23) assumes that “their labels encode the
relevant piece of information regarding distinctiveness”. I take this to mean that they either inherit the selectional
index of their head (and are distinguished from their head by their phrase structure status) or that they get
assigned a unique new index when they are moved and thus copied.
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section A.3.2 which show verb doubling rather than dummy verb insertion with verb phrase
fronting. Note that head-movement of V to T° does not remedy the situation. In such a case
there would be two movement chains, one linking the two VPis, and the other linking the three
Vis. As it stands, Chain Reduction would apply to both chains and delete the copies with more
formal features. For the V-chain, these would be the two copies dominated by VP. For the
VP-chain, it would be the lower copy. We would thus wrongly expect the structure to surface

as in (166), with the single V copy appearing in T and a headless VP occupying SpecFocP.

(166)  [rocp [ve ¥ DP ] [roc Foc [1p Subj [ [0 VT | fvpV-DPP}] ] 1]

Turning to the second structural option in (165b), Nunes’ approach basically runs into the
same problems mentioned for verb fronting above because it basically is the same structure as
the one for verb fronting in (161). The only difference is that in (165b), the specifier position of
FocP is occupied by the object. Therefore, morphological reanalysis of V and Foc? is necessary
to prevent deletion of lower V copies and to ensure double pronunciation. However, as was
already argued above, this reanalysis is not possible in all languages that show verb doubling
and thus cannot be the correct way to resolve the issue of verb doubling.

In summary, for Nunes (2004) verb doubling is the result of one of the verb copies to be
invisible to Chain Reduction. This invisibility is achieved by morphological reanalysis of a V
with the head that it is adjoined to. Crucially, though, many verb doubling languages show
overt focus and/or tense markers in verb doubling constructions which makes it seem very
implausible that a morphological reanalysis has taken place in these structures. Consequently,
Nunes (2004) is unable to account for verb doubling in a number of languages, let alone derive

the whole typology that we have seen in the previous chapter in a satisfactory manner.

3.2 P-recoverability and Economy of Pronunciation

Landau (2006) pursues a somewhat distinct approach to spell-out of multiple copies. The
decision whether a copy is spelled-out or deleted is not made based on linearization conflicts
and the most economic application of Chain Reduction and FF-Elimination. Rather, the
phonological/prosodic properties of copies are taken to determine whether they surface or not.
Working in the Copy Theory of Movement, Landau’s explanation for the fact that not all copies

of a movement chain are pronounced is the existence of the economy constraint in (167).

(167)  Economy of Pronunciation (Landau 2006: 57)

Delete all chain copies at PF up to P-recoverability.

Thus, similar to Chain Reduction, the deletion operation applies in the PF component of gram-
mar but, in contrast to it, it does not need to be specifically triggered by a linearization conflict.

Rather, it applies freely up to a certain boundary. This boundary is set by P-recoverability.
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(168)  P(honological)-Recoverability (Landau 2006: 56)
In a chain (X;...X;... X,), where some X; is associated with phonetic content, X;

must be pronounced.

In the standard cases, (168) ensures that at least one copy in a chain of non-empty elements
is pronounced simply because all copies in such a chain have phonetic content themselves
that would be irrecoverably lost if they were all deleted.*' Now the key to both spell-out of the
highest copy and spell-out of multiple copies is what it means for a copy to be “associated with

phonetic content” Landau (2006) proposes the following definition (169).

(169) X is associated with phonetic content iff:

a. X has phonetic content, or

b. X isin a position specified with some phonological requirement.

The crucial part of (169) is the second. According to Landau, certain syntactic positions can
impose phonological requirements on the elements in these positions. One example is head
movement of V to T, where V adjoins to T and has the phonological requirement to provide a
lexical host for the affixes in T (170), an idea that, as Landau acknowledges, is not new (see

Davis and Prince 1986; Dekydspotter 1992; Abels 2001).

(170)  [rp [r [vwork] [r-ed] ] [... [ywork]]]

In this case, according to clause b. of (170), V is associated with phonetic content and therefore
will be pronounced. The lower copy of the V-movement chain, which is associated with
phonetic content as stated in clause a. of (169), however, will be deleted because its phonological
features can be recovered from the higher copy and it does not fulfill a specific phonological
requirement in its position that cannot be recovered from the higher copy. Another example of
clause b. is the requirement of English interrogative C (in wh-questions), whose specifier must
be spelled out. The reason for why it is usually the highest copy that will be spelled out is that
it is the one that has moved and is therefore most likely to be imposed with some additional
phonological requirement that lower copies do not have to fulfill.

The situation is different with multiple copy spell-out. Based on data from Hebrew V(P)
fronting, Landau claims that in verb doubling structures, the two overtly realized copies both
tulfill a distinct phonological requirement. Consider the Hebrew verb fronting examples in

(171) and its simplified undrelying structure in (172).

*'Note that this requires syntactic terminals to either start out with phonological information specified or
be equipped with it (e.g. via Vocabulary Insertion in Distributed Morphology) prior to the application of the
deletion operation.
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(171) lirkod, hurakad
INF.dance he danced
‘As for dancing, he danced’ (Landau 2006: 57)

(172) TopP

T VP

There are three copies of the verb in the structure. At first glance, only the sister of T position
is associated with a phonological requirement, i.e. providing a lexical host for tense and
agreement features as an active do-support strategy is absent from Hebrew (Landau 2006:
37). However, Landau claims that the position SpecTopP equally imposes a phonological
requirement on V as the head of VP, namely, the specific intonational pattern of fronted VPs.
This pattern consist of a high pitch accent on the stressed syllable of the fronted verb followed
by a low tone plateau (Landau 2006: 39). Consequently, both the V copy in SpecTopP and
the one in T fulfill some phonological requirement that is not recoverable from any of the
other copies and, hence, they are both unaffected by deletion. The lowest copy of V, in contrast,
only has phonetic content that can be recovered by the higher copies. It will therefore undergo
deletion resulting in the presence of two pronounced verbs in the structure (172).

In summary, Landau (2006) attributes the pronunciation of two verb copies to each of them
serving an additional phonological purpose in the positions that it has moved to. Therefore,
one prerequisite of double pronunciation is that the verb moves at least twice in order for there
to be two different target positions with different additional phonological demands because
the verb’s base position does not have any such requirements. Commonly, at least one of these
movements is V-to-Asp/T/C movement.

Even though Landau’s (2006) proposal is successful in deriving Hebrew verb doubling in
V(P) fronting without making reference to any dependency of PF-deletion on LF-recoverability
there are, in my opinion, several issues, both empirical and conceptual, that shed doubt on it.

First, let us have a look at the empirical side. As stated above, in order for the account to
work, the verb has to move at least twice with one movement usually being head movement of
V to some higher functional head in order to act as a host for the affixes in this head. While
this movement is well motivated for Hebrew and a lot of the Indo-European languages in my

sample, it is not clear that it is also as prevalent in the verb doubling languages of other families.
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Consider, in particular, the examples (173) of verb doubling in languages where tense/aspect or
agreement is expressed by a free morpheme rather than by a bound one that requires a lexical
host to attach to.
(173) a. [bdd daad] la kan da da (*0/*bod)
goat buy.NMLZ FOC C 1SG PST buy it/goat
‘It is buying a goat that I did (as opposed to e.g. selling a hen).

(Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008: 805)

b. bi-ba Musaa ba nakano
RED-cut Musa FUT cut meat FOC
‘It is cuTTING that Musa will do to the meat (as opposed to say, cooking.)’

(Nupe, Kandybowicz 2008: 79)
c. a rya (ci) njipwe £5 bi yu msap
FOC 5-buy cOMP woman DET FUT1 buy rice
“The woman will BuY rice’ (Limbum)

d a k&?n-cu ki cu
s/he psT N-boil crab boil
‘She BOILED the crab (as opposed to frying it). (Nweh, Koopman 1997: 71)

e. ta postmi no a poste karta
FOC mail 15G not Asp mail the letter
‘It’s just that I hadn’t mailed the letter’

(Papiamentu, Kouwenberg and Murray 1994: 36)
f. na goa dé goo
FOC g0 1SG.SBJ IPFV g0 SP
‘(Mind you] I'm going’ (Pichi, Yakpo 2009: 297)

In these languages, in the absence of any supporting evidence, the null hypothesis is most
plausibly that V does not move to any higher functional head at all. According to Landau’s
account, it should then be deleted, contrary to fact.

Another way in which the crucial head movement of V can be absent even in a language that
usually shows it is when the higher functional head is realized by an overt auxiliary or modal.
Whereas in many Indo-European languages, a copy of the lexical verb will be ungrammatical
in such a case, it is by no means unattested cross-linguistically.?? Particularly interesting in

this regard is the Vata example (174) that we have already seen in the previous section.

(174) a. N a Li-da zué saka
eat we eat-PST yesterday rice
‘We ATE rice yesterday’

*?The distinction between auxiliaries and free tense/aspect morpheme is, of course, rather fuzzy. Here, I
remain agnostic as to what exactly distinguishes them and rely on the denotations assigned to these elements by
the authors of the language sources. What is relevant to the argument is that these elements, instead of the lexical
verb, express tense/aspect and are thus most plausibly hosted by the T/Asp head which renders movement of V
to T/Asp unlikely.
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b. Ii o da sakali
eat s/he PERF rice eat
‘S/he has EATEN rice’ (Vata, Koopman 1984: 38)

As (174a) indicates, the verb may move to T in the past tense, where T is occupied by the marker
da. However, present perfect is expressed with the same marker in T and the lexical verb in its
base position (174b). Nonetheless, when the verb is fronted, the lower copy is expressed overtly
and thus must have evaded deletion by Economy of Pronunciation even though it cannot be
said to serve some additional phonological requirement. If it did, we would incorrectly expect
it to also be pronounced in this position in (174a). Two further examples of verb doubling in

the presence of auxiliaries are given in (175).

(175) a. (kd) de-ka  ali/ati Atim boro-a d& mango, atin jam la
FOC eat-NMLZ C Atim PROG-PROG ate mango C 1SG came DEM
‘When I came, it was eating that Atim was eating a mango’
(Buli, Hiraiwa 2005b: 556)

b. doc thi nonen doc sach
read ToP he should read book
‘As for reading, he should read books’ (Vietnamese, Trinh 2009: 191)

Asante Twi and Limbum’s®> asymmetric pattern — where only verb fronting leads to verb
doubling while verb phrase fronting results in dummy verb insertion - present a further
problem. As Landau (2006: 58) himself insinuates, in Hebrew the phonological requirement
of T to have a lexical host for its affixes is tied to the absence of any kind of do-support strategy
in the language. Taking this idea and developing it, one could assume that in a language that
has such a strategy at its disposal, a higher functional head would not impose a phonological
requirement on an adjoined V head because a dummy verb could take its place. In effect, for
verbal fronting this would predict that the V in this position should always be deleted due to
Economy of Pronunciation because it does not fulfill a phonological requirement that could
not be recovered from spell-out of the highest copy of V in the left periphery. In contrast, what
happens is that the V copy in T is deleted only if the higher copy is part of a VP but evades
deletion in case the higher copy is a bare head. One could, of course, assume that V only moves
to in verb fronting and stays in situ when a whole VP is preposed. However, this would be an
ad hoc solution and seems dubious in light of the fact that run-of-the-mill phrasal movement
in Asante Twi does not appear to block head movement of V to a higher functional head like
Asp or T (176).

**Note that Limbum does not seem to show any evidence for V-to-higher functional head movement and
hence only abstractly bears on the issue here because it shows the asymmetric repair pattern.
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(176) a. dan na Kofia-si
house roc Kofi prv-build
‘Tt is a house that Kofi has built’

b. din na Kofisi-i
house roc Kofi build-psT
‘It was a house that Kofi built. (Asante Twi)

Additionally, the trigger for insertion of a dummy verb in those cases where the lexical verb is
not available is usually assumed to be the need to provide a host for any inflectional affixes in
higher functional heads like Asp and T. If, indeed, the non-pronunciation of Asp/T-adjoined
V heads in verbal fronting with dummy verb insertion were due to the absence of a lexical
host requirement on Asp/T, the need to insert a dummy verb would disappear leaving us with
no explanation as to why there actually has to be a dummy verb intead of a simple gap in this
position.

Aside from these empirical arguments against Landau (2006), there are two conceptual
difficulties that I want to point out here. The first one concerns the information flow between
syntax and prosody when the system determines that the V copy in SpecTopP in Hebrew cannot
be deleted because a particular prosodic pattern will be realized on it. In the standard theory
of the syntax-prosody interface (Match Theory, Selkirk 2011), however, syntactic consituency
only indirectly translates into prosodic structure governed by a set of mapping constraints.
This means that information about the intonation, which is determined based on prosodic
structure, cannot be tied to a particular syntactic position. The detailed syntactic information
necessary for this has simply been lost in the mapping procedure. Hence, an intonational
pattern cannot be said to be specified of a particular position like SpecTopP and therefore
cannot determine that a copy in this position is to be pronounced. A second issue, although
perhaps only terminological in nature, is that it seems odd to me to refer to a copy as having
or being associated with phonetic content if what one is trying to account for is whether this
copy actually gets to have phonetic content, i.e. is pronounced. Copies may have phonological
content, e.g. bear phonological features, before they are deleted. Phonetic features, however,
are, in my opinion, tied to actual articulation rather than abstract representation.

To conclude this section, double pronunciation of a verb in verb fronting in Landau (2006)
is the result of two copies fulfilling two distinct phonological requirements in their respective
positions. As, commonly, such a requirement is absent from the verb’s base position, there
have to be at least two movement steps into two distinct positions in order for verb doubling to
occur. Crucially, one of these movement steps, i.e. head movement of V to a higher functional
head, appears to be unattested in some of the verb doubling languages I have investigated.
Equally, it is sometimes blocked by the presence of an auxiliary in the higher functional head

with the lower verb copy still being overtly realized. Landau’s (2006) account is therefore
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unsuitable as a general explanation for verb doubling, dummy verb insertion and the resulting

typology developed in the previous chapters.

3.3 Parallel Chains

Similar to what was the case in Landau (2006) and Nunes (2004), the verb in Aboh (2006);
Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) and Kandybowicz (2008) undergoes two movement steps into
distinct positions. In contrast to Nunes (2004), however, where the two copies in these positions
were part of the same chain, they propose that the higher copies are each the highest copy of
their respective separate movement chain sharing a common tail in the base position of the
verb. The two chains are reduced regularly, that is, the lower copy is deleted while the highest
one of each chain is pronounced resulting in double spell-out of the verb. This is an instance
of Chomsky’s (2008) parallel chains where the lowest copy of a moved element is part of both
an A chain and an A chain. For Chomsky (2008) parallel chains are created when a phase
head H;, that carries both a movement-triggering Edge-feature and some movement-triggering
Agree-feature inherits the latter to another head H, c-commanded by H; and both features
then probe for the same goal G. This goal, then, moves into the specifier position of each head
separately creating two distinct chains CH; and CH, with different heads but a single common

foot (177).

(177)  Ispectp G [ HIFP® [gecrrp G [HYF¥F [ .G 1111
CH, t CH, JJ

Originally, this approach was meant to eliminate chains that link A and A position such as
the one in English subject wh-questions. There, the wh-subject standardly has to undergo
A-movement to SpecTP first before being A-moved to SpecCP in a second step thereby creating
an A-A chain. On a parallel chains account, both movements are independent of one another
and each constitutes its own chain with one being and A-chain and the other being an A-chain
(178).

(178)  [speccp who [ CIWHI [ rp who [ TEPP] [g.,p who [ v see John ] ] ]]]]
A-chain JJ

A-chain t

Kandybowicz (2008: 114) notes that both movements do not necessarily have to take place at
the same time. He argues that the longer chain is likely created first because inheritance of
the Agree-feature by the lower head only takes place after the higher head is merged into the
structure. However, he also mentions that feature inheritance is not a necessary requirement.
Rather, the minimal condition for creating parallel chains is two separate Agree operations

applying to the same goal.
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The proposals by Aboh (2006); Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) and Kandybowicz (2008)
differ from Chomsky’s original one in that at least one of the two parallel movements is head
movement. Investigating verb doubling in a verb fronting construction in Nupe, Kandybowicz
(2008), referring to Vicente’s (2007) arguments against the ban on A-head movement, argues
that the verb root moves into SpecFocP. Probing of Foc for the verb root is possible because
under the revised Phase Impenetrability Condition Chomsky (2001) transfer of the domain
of the v phase head, which contains it, is delayed until the next higher phase head is merged.
Thus, Foc must not be merged higher than C, for which independent evidence exists in Nupe
(Kandybowicz 2008: chap. 2). Independent of verb fronting, the verb root has to move to v in
the language (Kandybowicz 2008: chap. 2). Since both Foc and v separately probe for the verb
root, two parallel chains are created, one being a head movement chain and the other being an

A-head movement chain (179).

(179) FocP

>
>

V vV Obj

AHM chain [HM chainJ

An ordinary mechanism of chain reduction then inspects each chain separately and deletes its

lower copy.**

Aboh and Dyakonova investigate VP fronting in Russian and V fronting in Gungbe and
assume a checking approach, where two elements both bear the relevant feature which is
checked (and possibly deleted) under Agree. Working under the split-C hypothesis (Rizzi
1997), where C has a finer structure consisting of the heads Foc and Top projecting between

the higher Force and the lower Fin heads, they propose that Agree-Tense-Aspect features on an

**Kandybowicz (2008) claims that a linearization conflict (which is the trigger for deletion of all but one copy
in Nunes 2004) between the two non-distinct elements in the heads of the separate chains does not arise because
the lower chain between V and v is entirely contained within the vP phase. In cyclic phase-based spell-out, this
chain will pass the interfaces and thus undergo Chain Reduction and Linerization before the V-to-SpecFocP
chain becomes available at PE. However, in standard conceptions of phase transfer, the phase head itself, v in this
case, is not part of the domain that is sent off to PE. As v contains the higher chain link of the V-to-v chain, we
would expect it to not be visible by Chain Reduction and therefore, the lower link of that chain should not be
deleted. Instead, upon transfer of the domain of the CP phase, both the V copy in SpecFocP and the lower one
in the complex v head become available at PF and should cause a linearization conflict that should result in the
deletion of the V copy in v, contrary to fact.
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Asp head, which are inherited from Fin, trigger the short V-to-Asp head movement. The Foc
or Top head, on the other hand, bears a discourse-related feature probing for a focus feature on
V and triggering V-to-Foc head movement (180) (for details see Aboh and Dyakonova 2009:
§4).25

(180) FocP
/\Foc’
Foc? TP
V Foc® TO AspP
/\
Asp VP

AN\

V Asp V Obj
Chain 2 Chain 1 J

Probing of Foc/Top for V is possible because under the revised Phase Impenetrability Condition
Chomsky (2001) transfer of the domain of the v phase head, which contains V, is delayed until
the next higher phase head is merged. Thus, Foc/Top must not be merged higher than the next
phase head and must not constitute a phase head itself.

Example (181) illustrates that V-to-Foc movement skips intermediate tense and aspect
markers and cannot successively adjoin to these heads on its way to Foc. Since this violates the
Head Movement Constraint (Travis 1984) it has led to the postulation of a distinct operation
called long head movement (see Lema and Rivero 1990, 1991; Rivero 1991, 1993; Roberts 1994)
(181) a. x> Sféndnd nd x> wémana Kofi

buy Sena FUT HAB buy book pPREP Kofi
‘Sena will habitually Buy a book to Kofi.

b. *x3-nd-nd Séndxd wémana Kofi
buy-HAB-FUT Sena buy book PREP Kofi
(Gungbe, Aboh and Dyakonova 2009: 1055)

Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) claim that this failure to obey the HMC is a result of the fact that
both movements are due to distinct probes. As distinct features are activated in the two Agree-
relations, intervention is not expected. Competition and hence intervention may only take
place between features of the same kind, e.g. tense and aspect, but not across types of features,
e.g. tense and focus. Consequently, an auxiliary, modal, or restructuring verb, which bears

tense/aspect features and is merged above the lexical verb, intervenes for V-to-Asp movement

**VP/vP movement is supposed to be the result of Generalized Pied-piping (Chomsky 1995b: 262) where the
whole VP/vP moves instead of the V head and lands in SpecFocP/SpecTopP instead of adjoining to Foc/Top.
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thereby blocking it and eventually preventing double pronunciation fo the verb (182). The
lexical verb may still move to Foc/Top, as the auxiliary is not specified for a discourse-related

feature.

(182) a. kupatsja(-to) my budem,...
SWim.INF-PRT We.NOM AUX.FUT.1P
‘As for swimming, we will swim...’

b. pomol(-to) emu ja kone¢no smogu (*pomoc),...
help.INF-PRT him.DAT .NOM certainly can help
‘Speaking of helping him, I certainly can do it,...’

c. gotovitsja k ekzamenu(-to) my uze  nacali
prepare.INF to exam.DAT-PRT we.NOM already start.PST.MASC.S
(*gotovitsja),. ..
prepare.INF
‘As for preparing for the exam, we have already started it indeed,...’

(Russian, Aboh and Dyakonova 2009: 1056f.)

Concerning English VP topicalization as in (183) (or V(P) fronting in Germanic languages
in general), where instead of a copy of the lexical verb there is a form of do inside the clause,
Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) suggest that these obligatorily involve intervention of do between

the inflectional head (Fin, T, or Asp) and the lexical verb.
(183)  Iasked John to repair the car and [repair the car] he did.

The difference between languages that show verb doubling and those that exhibit dummy verb
insertion is then attributed to the fact that the latter dispose of a dummy element that always
agrees with the inflectional head and, thus, always adjoins to it blocking the creation of two
parallel V chains whereas the former do not comprise of such an element.

In summary, pronunciation of two verb copies in verbal fronting structures is due to the fact
that there are two distinct chains of verb (head-)movement, one to SpecFocP (Kandybowicz
2008) or to Foc/Top (Aboh and Dyakonova 2009) and the other to v/Asp, which are both
rooted in the same position, namely the verb’s base position. Whatever the mechanism is
that ensures that in the common cases only the highest copy of a chain is pronounced, it also
applies to these verb chains and deletes the lower copies while retaining the highest one in
a regular fashion. Consequently, two copies of the verb are phonetically realized. Therefore,
like in Landau (2006), verb doubling is contingent on the verb moving to v or Asp (or T) in
addition to its displacement into the left periphery. The consistent occurrence of a dummy
instead of a verb copy in some languages is a consequence of it blocking the crucial V-to-Asp/T
movement like any other auxiliary, modal, or restructuring verb.

Having presented the general functioning of a parallel chains approach as presented in
Aboh (2006); Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) and Kandybowicz (2008) for single languages let

me now turn to its evaluation with regard to the typological variation shown in the previous
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chapters. The first thing to note is that because of the dependency of doubling on V-to-higher
inflectional head movement, the account suffers from the same empirical flaw as Landau (2006).
It is unable to explain why some languages which seem to show no evidence for movement of
V to v/Asp or T still pronounce two copies of the verb in verbal fronting constructions. Even
in Gungbe itself the aspect and tense markers are free morphemes that do not require a lexical

verb to lean on to (184) and hence do note require the verb to move to Asp.*®

(184) x5 Séndnd nd x> wémana Kofi
buy Sena FUT HAB buy book PREP Kofi
‘Sena will habitually Buy a book to Kofi.

(Gungbe, Aboh and Dyakonova 2009: 1055)

In conjunction with the language data raised against Landau (2006) in (173) this challenges
the present approach.

Equally problematic for Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) and Kandybowicz (2008) are lan-
guages like Buli, Vata, and Vietnamese, where the lower copy is pronounced even when an
auxiliary or modal blocks the V-to-v/Asp/T movement as in (174b) and (175) in the previous
section. In these cases, Aboh & Dyakonova as well as Kandybowicz counterfactually predict
that the lower copy of the single V-to-Foc/Top chain should undergo deletion.

The asymmetric repair pattern of verbal fronting constitutes another problem. Both Lim-
bum and Asante Twi do show verb doubling in verb fronting. Disregarding the fact that
Limbum does not seem to have V-to-v/Asp/T movement, this means that according to a
parallel chains account, the verb moves to at least Asp. In verb phrase fronting, however,
instead of a copy of the verb there is a dummy verb inside the clause. Head movement of V to
Asp thus must have been blocked by the intervening dummy. There are two questions that this
pattern raises: (i) Although a dummy element occurs in verb phrase fronting in Asante Twi
and Limbum this element does not seem to be independently available in a position between
the verb and the higher Asp or T head (185), at least not in the way it is in English (186).

?$Based on evidence from the closely related language Gengbe Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) argue that all Gbe
languages have V-to-Asp movement. If I understood their argumentation correctly, in Gungbe, this movement
is blocked if the aspect head is realized by a free morpheme, just like V-to-T(-to-C) movement is blocked in
Germanic languages when T is realized by an auxiliary. Crucially, Gungbe allows aspect stacking (of, at least,
habitual over progressive) which Aboh and Dyakonova take to imply that both Asp heads are present in the
structure. Thus, if both are overtly expressed, V has to stay in situ. When the progressive Asp is empty, V raises
to it. When both of them are empty, V raises all the way to the habitual Asp. If this analysis of Gungbe is correct,
all verb doubling examples found in the paper are unproblematic for their account. However, if both aspect
heads are overtly realized, V-to-Asp movement should be blocked. Therefore, in verb fronting constructions
with two overt aspect markers, the verb copy in the base position should be deleted as the foot of the V-to-Foc
chain and, consequently, verb doubling should not occur. Unfortunately, an example with this configuration has
not been provided in the literature.
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(185) a. *Kofia-yp si dan
Kofi prv-do build house
b. *Kofi a-yodan si(-¢)
Kofi prv-do house build-NMLZ
(Asante Twi)

c. *njipwe f5 bi gl r-ya msan.
woman DET FUT1 do 5-buy rice
Intended: “The woman will buy rice’ (Limbum)

(186)  John did (indeed) build a house.

How, then, could we make sure - without incurring a violation of the ban against look-ahead -
that it is selected and merged in the structure in exactly those cases where at a later step in the
derivation the verb phrase moves to Foc? (ii) Given that verb phrase fronting is triggered by the
same mechanism as verb fronting (i.e. a probe on Foc probing for V plus optional Generalized
Pied-piping of VP) why is an intervening dummy element obligatorily merged in the former
but is obligatorily absent in the latter? As far as I can see, there is no straightforward way to
capture the asymmetric pattern in a parallel chain account.

A last point of criticism is of conceptual nature. In order for parallel chains to be created
two distinct heads have to probe for the same goal. The subsequent movements of the goal to
the two heads necessarily violate the Strict Cycle Condition (Chomsky 1973: 243). Although
this generally holds for syntactic head movement (see Heck 2016 for a discussion of this
problem and possible solutions) the point here is that the violation would be incurred even if
the movements were phrasal movements into specifier positions.

In conclusion, Kandybowicz (2008) and Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) analyse double
pronunciation of the verb in verbal fronting as the spell-out of the heads of two different chains
that have been created by parallel (head-)movement of the verb into a higher information
structural head like Foc or Top and into a higher inflectional head like v/Asp or T. Just as
in Landau’s (2006) approach, verb doubling thus requires the verb to undergo at least two
distinct movements. Consequently, verb doubling languages that do not show any evidence
for movement of V to v/Asp/T or where this movement is blocked by an auxiliary occupying
v/Asp/T are incorrectly precluded by this account. Further, it is unclear how the asymmetric
pattern instantiated by Asante Twi and Limbum could be derived. On the one hand, in verb
phrase fronting only, the dummy verb has to enter the structure early enough to block V-to-Asp
movement, on the other hand, it must not be contained in the structure at all in verb fronting.
This problem is aggravated by the fact that both verb and verb phrase fronting are supposed to
be triggered by the same mechanism, a head probing for V, with the difference being that in the
latter, the verb phrase is pied-piped along with the verb. In light of these empirical challenges,
I believe that an analysis in terms of parallel chains is not the right approach to derive the three

attested patterns and the gap in the typology of verbal fronting.
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3.4 An edge constraint on copy deletion

The proposal by Trinh (2009, 2011) is similar to Nunes (2004) and Landau (2006) in the sense
that within the Copy theory of Movement, it tries to account for multiple copy spell-out in
verbal fronting by constraining the application of a PF operation Copy Deletion in a certain
way. In contrast to all the previous proposals, Trinh (2011) explicitly tries to account for those
languages, where doubling occurs despite the two verb copies not being morphologically
distinct (as in Nunes 2004) or the verb not moving to v/Asp/T (as in Landau 2006; Aboh
2006; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009; Kandybowicz 2008). Starting from an observation by
Vicente (2007) that morphological distinctness (and V-to-v/Asp/T movement) is likely not the
sole factor conditioning multiple copy spell-out, he postulates the Edge Condition on Copy
Deletion (ECCD) (187).

(187)  Edge Condition on Copy Deletion (Trinh 2011: 31)
For any chain («, 8) where « is the higher and 8 the lower copy of the moved con-

stituent, deletion of 3 requires that  ends an XP.

In this formulation, § ends an XP if and only if the last morpheme of 3 coincides with the
last morpheme of the XP. Against the background assumption of Pronunciation Economy,
that states that Copy Deletion must apply when it can, this condition is claimed to account for
the distribution and (un)availability of verb doubling in various languages, including Hebrew,
Vietnamese, Dutch, German, Swedish and Norwegian. The underlying observation leading
to (187) is that a majority of verb doubling languages are VO languages while multiple verb
spell-out is absent from OV languages despite them exhibiting verbal fronting. Accepting the
possibility that verb fronting in addition to being remnant VP movement, can also be derived
by A-head movement of the verb into the left periphery, Trinh (2011) deduces three possible
structure-types of verb fronting (188).

(188)  Possible underlying structures of verb fronting (Trinh 2011: 31)

a. Type 1 b. Type:z c. Types
CP CPp
\A 2N VR

\A(P Xﬁvz u
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In the type 1, the lower V copy does not end an XP and therefore will not be deleted as it
does not satisfy the ECCD. This type is supposedly instantiated by Hebrew and Vietnamese.
Intransitives are claimed to always derive from transitives by incorporation of the head of
a phonologically empty NP into the verb (cf. Hale and Keyser 1993, 2002). Consequently, a
difference of copy realization is expected depending on whether the V or the VP is fronted.
While both are phonologically indistinguishable, the former leaves a V copy that does not end
a phrase and should therefore not be deleted (189a) but the latter leaves a VP copy that ends
the vP and thus is expected to be deleted in accordance with the ECCD (189b).

(189)  Fronting of an intransitive verb

a.

As both options, V and VP fronting are in principle available in Hebrew and Vietnamese,
this predicts that there should be optionality because fronting of an intransitive is ambiguous

between V and VP fronting. According to Trinh (2011: 39), this is in fact what can be observed

(190).

(190) a. lalexet Dankiva (lalexet)
walk.INF Dan hoped walk.INF
(without translation in source) (Hebrew, Trinh 2011: 39)

b. ngu thi nonen (ngu)
sleep TOP he should sleep
(without translation in source) (Vietnamese, Trinh 2011: 39)

In type 2, the lower V copy is at the end of an XP, namely VP. The ECCD is fulfilled and the

lower V copy is deleted. This structure is claimed to underly verb topicalization in German
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and Dutch. Finally, type 3 has been generated by remnant VP movement, and the lower VP
copy is deleted in accordance with the ECCD as it ends the vP. This structure, Trinh argues,
underlies verb topicalization in Swedish and Norwegian.

In summary, Trinh (2011) proposes that lower copies of a movement chain can only be
deleted if they end a phrase. Under the assumption that (unergative) intransitive verbs always
take a phonologically empty NP complement and that verb fronting is V-to-SpecCP move-
ment, the Edge Condition on Copy Deletion predicts that SVO languages, like Hebrew and
Vietnamese, show verb doubling in verb fronting, whereas SOV languages, like Dutch and
German, exhibit a gap instead. Languages that are SVO but do not show verb doubling are
argued to employ remnant verb phrase movement rather than V-to-SpecCP movement in verb
fronting. Based on this, Trinh develops a typology where languages vary according to two
parameters: (i) Whether they show verb doubling or not (+V doubling)and (ii) whether they

allow bare verb movement into specifier position or not (+V topicalization).

(191) Trinhs typology (Trinh 2011: 59)

+V doubling -V doubling
+V topicalization Hebrew, Vietnamese German, Dutch
-V topicalization - Swedish, Norwegian

Assuming the +V doubling parameter as a basis, Trinh argues that the Edge Condition on
Copy Deletion then straightforwardly derives the availability of V topicalization from the
interaction of verb doubling and word order. SVO languages that are +V doubling need to
have bare V-to-Spec movement because otherwise they verb could not get doubled. Hence,
languages that are set to +V doubling but do not show V topicalization (in the sense of A-head
movement) are predicted to be impossible. In SVO languages that are —V doubling this kind
of movement would lead to verb doubling (due to the ECCD) which would contradict their
-V doubling parameter. Therefore, they do not allow it. SOV languages are —V doubling but
A-head movement of V to SpecCP does not lead to verb doubling anyway because the ECCD
enforces deletion of the XP-final lower V copy. Thus, no parametrical conflict arises and the
languages do allow V-to-Spec movement.

Although Trinh’s (2011) idea of tying multiple copy pronunciation in verb fronting to the
general word order of a language seems to have some cross-linguistic validity (see section 4.4.3)
and in contrast to previous proposals does not rely on the empirically problematic condition
that the verb moves twice there are a number of issues with the actual implementation of it.
Several of these issues, both empirical and conceptual, have been raised in the various reply
articles on a version of Trinh’s proposal, which was published as a target article in Theoretical
Linguistics (Trinh 2009). Here, I will discuss just a few empirical problems that have been

pointed out.

90



3.4. AN EDGE CONSTRAINT ON COPY DELETION

The most obvious challenge for Trinh’s account of verb doubling are languages, like Buli,
Brazilian Portuguese, Dagaare, Russian, and many others that also exhibit verb doubling when
the whole verb phrase is displaced into the left periphery. In fact, Hebrew is such a language
(192).

(192)  liknot et ha-praxim hi kanta
buy.INF Acc the-flowers she buy.psT
‘As for buying the flowers, she bought (them)’ (Hebrew, Landau 2006: 37)

Although Trinh (2011) discusses Hebrew verb fronting in detail, an explanation of how verb
phrase fronting would fit with his account is suspiciously absent from his thesis as Miiller
(2009a) notes. Indeed, it is not quite clear how verb doubling in verb phrase fronting should
follow from the ECCD. As the lower copy of the VP movement chain ends an XP, we would
expect it to be deleted. One might interject that V head-moves to v or T thereby creating a
second movement chain of which it is the highest copy and therefore must be pronounced.
However, this is exactly the solution that was presented in the previous proposal: The verb
is actually part of the head of two separate movement chains, VP-to-SpecCP and V-to-T
movement. Thus, the ECCD would have nothing to do with the multiple spell-out of V in
verb phrase fronting. Consequently, there would be two distinct sources for verb doubling
depending on whether the verb or the whole verb phrase undergoes fronting. In the former
case, verb doubling is the result of the ECCD-induced failure to delete the lower V copy. In the
latter, it is a consequence of the verbal head being (part of) the highest copy of two separate
movement chains. I take this to be an undesirable result. In addition, Trinh (2011) explicitly
argues that head movement takes place at PF and does not create any chains or leave any copies.
Thus, he cannot appeal to parallel chains of A-head movement and head(-to-head) movement
to extend the analysis to verb phrase fronting.

In fact, verb doubling verb phrase fronting is not the only place where one needs to
reintroduce a concept like parallel chains into Trinh’s proposal in order to cover the data. His
account undergenerates even if we restrict it to verb fronting only, where on the surface a
single verb appears in the left periphery. If one considers the full cross-classification of the
parameters word order, verb doubling and A-head movement (Trinh’s V-topicalization) (193),

it turns out that the ECCD actually incorrectly rules out two combinations (shaded cells).

(193) SVO sov
+V doubling -V doubling +V doubling -V doubling
Yoo Hebrew,
+V topicalization ;i pamese . | ,fo;' CQ%O%\
Q
-V topicalization Polish g‘l:vvzg%slﬁn, % % 4
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Note that the distinction of +A-head movement does not lead to distinct surface structures in
SOV languages because the lower copy is always XP-final be it a copy of V or VP. Hence, it is
always deleted according to the ECCD. Therefore, German and Dutch could equally employ
A-head movement or remnant VP movement in verb fronting and the result would be a gap
one way or another. For that very same reason, the ECCD predicts the inexistence of SOV
languages with verb doubling. This prediction, as mentioned by Aboh (2009) and Miiller
(2009a), is falsified by Korean. Korean is an SOV language, where a verb can be preposed
into the left periphery and a second copy is pronounced in the canoncial sentence-final verb

position (194).

(194)  ilk-ki-nun Chelswu-ka chayk-ul ilk-ess-ta
read-NMLZ-TOP Chelswu-NoM book-Acc read-pST-DECL
‘Read the book, Chelswu does! (Korean, Hagstrom 1995: 32)

The second parametric combination that should never be instantiated is an SVO language
that employs remnant VP movement in verb fronting and nonetheless displays verb doubling.
In such a case, the low remnant VP copy is XP-final and conforming to the ECCD should
therefore always undergo deletion. Yet, one languages that manifests this combination is Polish,
where as Bondaruk (2009, 2012) argues verb fronting structures like (195) are actually derived

by movement of a remnant verb phrase.

(195) wypi¢  (to) Marek wypije  herbate, ale nie wypije = kawy
drink.INF TO Marek will.drink tea but not will.drink coffee
‘As for drinking, Marek will drink tea, but he will not drink coftee.

(Polish, Bondaruk 2012: 55)

In order to account for the Polish data in Trinh’s approach, one could again suggest that the
verbal head of the low remnant VP copy undergoes a second movement, e.g. head movement
to T. This would render the V in T the highest copy in a separate movement chain and prevent
it from being affected by Copy Deletion. Thus, it is necessary to reintroduce a parallel chains
concept not only to account for languages that show VP fronting with verb doubling, but also
to account for those like Polish that show verb doubling in verb fronting but arguably employ
remnant movement instead of A-head movement. In addition, head movement of the verb
to T could in principle also explain why Korean allows verb doubling despite being an SOV
language. As the TP is head-final, this movement would be string-vacuous, but would create
the additional movement step in order for the verbal head to become the highest copy of a
separate chain and thereby to not be targeted by Copy Deletion.”” However, as mentioned

above, Trinh (2011) explicitly takes head movement to be a PF operation that does not create

*’Note that although the parallel chains solution might work for Korean it makes the wrong predictions for
German. As a V2 language, German requires the verb to always head-move to C in non-embedded sentences. In
a non-embedded verb fronting sentence we would therefore expect two copies of the verb to be pronounced, one
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chains or copies. It will therefore never be able to turn the low V copy into the head of a
separate movement chain.

Despite the various empirical problems mentioned above, Trinh (2011) is the only account
so far that if interpreted generously actually predicts asymmetric languages like Asante Twi
and Limbum to exist. As SVO languages, A-head movement of V into the focus position
will always result in the lower V copy being pronounced as it is never the element that ends
the VP. In contrast, verb phrase fronting is predicted to result in a gap because the lower VP
copy actually is XP-final. Assuming that a dummy verb then is inserted to provide a host for
inflectional affixes in Asp or T we end up with a pattern where verb doubling occurs in verb
fronting and a dummy verb strategy is used in verb phrase fronting. However, this property of
treating V and VP movement differently with regard to Copy Deletion is exactly what makes it
difficult for Trinh (2011) to derive symmetric patterns of verb doubling such as Buli, Dagaare,
Hebrew, and many other languages.

In conclusion, for Trinh (2011) double pronunciation of a verb in verb fronting is a conse-
quence of the interaction of two factors: A-head movement of the verb (rather than remnant
verb phrase movement) and the VP-internal VO order. In this configuration, the lower copy
of the V-chain cannot be deleted because not being XP-final it does not fulfill Trinh’s Edge
Condition on Copy Deletion. Although the account neatly derives the asymmetric pattern of
Asante Twi and Limbum it does not straightforwardly explain why there is verb doubling in
verb phrase fronting in many languages. Furthermore, it makes wrong empirical predictions
concerning the existence of languages like Polish and Korean. These exhibit (a combination
of) parameters that are not predicted to give rise to verb doubling, i.e. VO order and remnant
VP movement in Polish and OV order in Korean. Nevertheless, verb doubling is attested in
both verb and verb phrase fronting in these languages. Since the system undergenerates and
modifying it appropriately would bereave it of any meaningful predictions, I conclude that it is

not able to naturally derive the typology of verbal fronting in a simple and elegant way.

3.5 Non-syntactic head movement

As far as I know the most recent proposal that is concerned with verb doubling in verbal
fronting constructions is LaCara (2016). In contrast to Trinh (2011), he exclusively discusses
cases of verb doubling that occur in verb phrase fronting. Based on his observation that

verb doubling in verb phrase fronting occurs in languages that independently show V-to-T

being the head of the V-to-SpecCP chain and the other being the head of the V-to-C head-movement chain.
Such a sentence, however, is ungrammatical (i).

(i) *essen isst Paul nur griines Gemiise
eat.INF eats Paul only green vegetables
Intended: ‘As for eating, Paul only eats green vegetables’
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movement, LaCara (2016) suggests that one can straightforwardly derive verb doubling if one
abandons the idea that head movement is successive syntactic adjunction of a head to a higher
head (see e.g. Travis 1984; Pollock 1989; Vikner 1995). Concretely, he adopts the view of head
movement as Conflation (Hale and Keyser 2002; Harley 2004, 2013) where the features of a head
that trigger lexical insertion come to be present on higher heads under certain conditions.?®
Due to economy considerations insertion of actual morphemes in the presence of more than
one head with conflated features then only takes place in the highest head that contains the
relevant features. Head movement is therefore not treated as actual displacement of a syntactic
terminal but rather as a kind of feature propagation where all the features of a lower head are
also present on any higher head within a certain domain.

As a consequence, there is only one syntactic movement that leads to the creation of verb
copies, namely movement of the verb phrase to SpecCP, to which a copy deletion mechanism
applies in a regular fashion deleting all but the highest copy. Crucially, in languages that show
V-to-T movement, the verbs insertion-triggering features yy have been passed up to T by
Conflation. Therefore, besides being spelled out as part of the verb phrase occupying SpecCP
the verb will also be pronounced in T despite the fact that there is no actual V head in this

position (196).

**The actual implementation is depicted in (i): When a head Y° with defective morpho-phonological features
{4, is merged with another head Z° with the features y,, yi, is conflated with y, on Y°. As the features of a head
are shared by all its higher projections, YP also bears the conflated features [y, u.] (ia). Upon merger of a
higher head X° with defective features y,, YP’s features are conflated with p, on X°. The conflated feature set
[tx> piy> 4] on X° contains all features of both lower heads Y° and Z° (ib).

(i) a. YP
[.“y’ pe]
Merge /\
Y? 70 Y? z0
[uy]  [u:] (uy» pz] (]
b. XP
(4> Uy> i)
Merge /\
X0 YP X0 YP
(4] 2923 (fhxs thys 2] 2923
YO ZO YO ZO
[by» piz] (] (by» pz] (p:]

Any head with defective features that is merged above XP will continue the conflation span and acquire all
features of the lower heads. In effect, Conflation mimics the effects of head movement without actually displacing
syntactic terminals. LaCara (2016) claims that any implementation of head movement that does not derive it by
actual syntactic displacement could in principle stand in for Conflation in his argumentation with the same
results.
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(196) CP

Vocabu.lary [//lT) [ThR #V] [
Insertion T
Vocabulary v
_ . Insertion [//LV » v :|
A-chain /

/

[verb/ <> [uy] [verb/ < [uy]

Thus, LaCara (2016) rejects an approach where distinct movements create a multitude of verb
copies some of which have to be exempted from deletion by a special mechanism that he
criticizes as more or less arbitrarily invoked when needed (like e.g. morphological reanalysis,
Nunes 2004, or phonological content, Landau 2006). Rather, his proposal pursues the opposite
direction where there is really just one verbal movement chain (i.e. VP-to-SpecCP) that can
be reduced by an ordinary mechanism of chain resolution. The pronunciation of a second
verb token is independent of any movement or resolution mechanism as it is the regular
consequence of a distinct operation, Conflation, that has been designed as a replacement for
syntactic head movement deriving the effects of the latter but avoiding the various problems
associated with it.

Although LaCara’s proposal is on the right track, I believe, concerning the abandonment of
head movement as a syntactic movement operation it suffers from several empirical shortcom-
ings. First, it starts out from the empirically difficult claim that languages with verb doubling
verb phrase fronting always exhibit V-to-T (or some funtional head outside the verb phrase)
movement. The analysis therefore claims that the verb’s features are conflated onto T where
they are spelled out even if the lower verb phrase copy has undergone deletion. In effect, this
is a variant of the idea that is at the heart of parallel chains accounts (Aboh 2006; Aboh and
Dyakonova 2009; Kandybowicz 2008) and to some extent Landau’s (2006) P-recoverability
approach: The verb undergoes two movements whose final landing sites are pronounced.
LaCara (2016) differs only in the implementation of the second (shorter) movement step
thereby circumventing several open issues about copy deletion that were left unresolved in
the other accounts. However, as he ties double pronunciation to V-to-v/T movement just as

those did, he is unable to account for data like (197) where there seems to be no evidence for

95



PREVIOUS APPROACHES

V-to-v/Asp/T movement since tense or agreement markers are free morphemes rather than
bound affixes and nonetheless the verb is pronounced twice.
(197) a. [bdd daaé] 1a kan da da (*o/*bod)
goat buy.NMLZ FOC C 1SG PST buy it/goat
‘It is buying a goat that I did (as opposed to e.g. selling a hen).

(Dagaare, Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008: 805)
b. u-[ban wim] k3 mbom wd bap-y¢
NCcM-build boat ProO.FOC Mbom 3sG build-sTAT
‘It is building a boat Mbom built a boat. (Mani, Childs 2011: 219)

c. [doc quyen sach nay]thi toico doc, nhungkhong hieu
readcL  bookthis TorI Asrreadbut not understand
As for reading this book, I read, but I don’t understand’

(Vietnamese, Tran 2011: 60f.)

A further problem is presented by languages that do not exhibit verb doubling in verb phrase
fronting although they are commonly assumed to have some type of V-to-higher head move-
ment. Most Germanic languages, for instance, show V2 word order to some degree in at least a
subset of sentences which is commonly analyzed as arising through V-to-C movement (see den
Besten 1983; Haider 1986; Platzack 1986; Vikner 1995, among others).?> According to LaCara
(2016), we would therefore expect the verb to be doubled if the verb phrase of a V2 sentence
is topicalized with one token of the verb pronounced in the verb phrase in SpecCP and the
other in C. However, when one considers verb phrase fronting in the relevant languages in
(198) one observes, as LaCara (2016: 12) himself acknowledges with regard to German, that
“[t]his does not happen here; instead, the default verb tun, ‘do; is inserted in C°. Nonetheless,
verb movement to C° is predicted to happen here rather than do-supprt regardless of whether

»

one adopts Conflation [...]"

(198) a. [haar verraden] doet hij niet
her betray  does he not
‘He doesn’t betray her’ (Dutch, Broekhuis and Corver 2015: 1043)

b. [das Auto waschen] tut er nie
the car wash.INF does he never
‘Something that he never does is wash the car’

(German, Diedrichsen 2008: 221)

*?Some authors have also claimed that the verb does not (always) move all the way to C because some (or all)
V2 clauses are actually TPs rather than CPs (see e.g. Travis 1984, 1991; Diesing 1990; Zwart 1991, 1997; Sells 2001;
Mikkelsen 2010). Importantly, in all these approaches the verb still moves out of its base position to a higher
functional head even if this head is not C but some head between C and V.
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c. Jasper lovede at vaske bilen og [vaske bilen] gjorde han (sa
Jasper promise.PsT to wash car.DEF and wash car.DEF do.psT he so
sandelig)
truly

‘Jasper promised to wash the car and wash the car, he did (indeed).
(Danish, Houser et al. 2006: 2)

d. [ldser boken] gor hannu
reads book.DEF does he now
‘Reading the book he is now. (Swedish, Kéllgren and Prince 1989: 47)

e. [a lese bok-er] gjor han hele dag-en
to read.INF book.PL-PL.INDEF does he whole day-DEF
‘Reading books he does all day’ (Norwegian, Siri M. Gjersoe p.c.)

Additionally, his analysis only explicitly targets verb phrase fronting. In attempting to extend it
to verb fronting the prediction emerges that the left-peripheral movement of the verb cannot
be head(-to-head) movement to C (or Foc/Top) because under the view of head movement
adopted by LaCara that would result in the verbal features being conflated on C (/Foc/Top).
As this head would be the uppermost host of the conflated set of features the verb would be
pronounced in this position only with no second pronunciation in T or v. Therefore, verb
fronting must be V-to-SpecCP movement (or remnant verb phrase movement). Given this, the
conflation account works fine for verb doubling verb fronting so long as there is V-to-higher
functional head movement.

With regard to the asymmetric pattern of Asante Twi and Limbum, the problems of
LaCara’s (2016) account manifest themselves in opposite ways. While the verb in Asante Twi
arguably moves at least as high as Asp, it appears to remain in situ in Limbum. Hence, the
Conflation approach predicts that the former should exhibit symmetric verb doubling as the
verb’s features will be available for pronunciation outside the lower copy of V(P) whereas the
latter should arguably show symmetric dummy verb insertion (or even symmetric gaps) as
the verb’s morpho-syntactic features remain inside the lower V(P) copy and will therefore be
deleted.

In conclusion, LaCara (2016) provides a non-movement implementation of the idea of
parallel chains. Thereby, he ties double pronunciation of a verb to independently available
‘movement’ of V to T (or another higher functional head). This dependency is falsified in
both ways: There are languages that show verb doubling despite lacking evidence for V-to-T
movement as well as languages where the verb obligatorily moves to a higher head and no verb
doubling occurs. Furher, his account is unable to derive the asymmetric pattern instantiated
in Asante Twi and Limbum. I therefore take it as obvious that LaCara (2016) is not applicable

to derive the typology of verbal fronting as presented in section 1.
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Chapter 4

An analysis in terms of order of operations

In this chapter, I will propose a new analysis of verb doubling and dummy verb insertion in
verbal fronting constructions which is able to derive the two symmetric patterns and the one
attested asymmetric pattern. Crucially, the unattested second asymmetric pattern, namely
dummy verb insertion in verb fronting and verb doubling in verb phrase fronting, cannot be
derived by the system and is therefore correctly predicted to be inexistent, which accounts
for Generalization I. Further, Generalization IIa naturally emerges as a consequence of the
proposed system. In the following, I will first lay out the general idea behind the approach.
Then, I will present some arguments from the literature in favour of syntactic A-head movement
and post-syntactic head movement. Thereafter, I introduce the notion of copy deletion used
here, the general syntactic system underlying the approach, and propose that languages have
different orders of application of operations. I will then demonstrate how this account derives

the two generalizations in detail and discuss some predictions and further issues.

4.1 The general idea and basic assumptions

The basic intuition that underlies this approach is a blend of various insights from previous
approaches enriched with two important additional assumptions. Starting from the idea that
verb doubling is the result of two distinct movements of the verbal head, one being A-movment
into the left periphery and the other being head movement of the verb (Abels 2001; Aboh
2006; Landau 2006; Kandybowicz 2008; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009) the first question to
be answered is why some languages show dummy verb insertion even though they usually
exhibit movement of the verb to a higher functional head. Commonly, do-support phenomena
are treated as a Last Resort repair mechanism for a high functional head like T/v/Asp in
case the lexical verb is unable to combine with them (see among others Chomsky 1957, 1991;
Lasnik 1981, 1995; Halle and Marantz 1993; Bobaljik 1995; Cowper 2010). Therefore, head
movement of the verb in verbal fronting constructions must somehow be blocked in those

languages where this construction shows dummy verb insertion. As head movement of the

99



AN ANALYSIS IN TERMS OF ORDER OF OPERATIONS

verb always takes place from the lower chain link of the left-peripheral A-movement, the
blocking could be achieved if V-to-T/v/Asp movement applies too late, that is, only after
the lower copy has already been deleted. This way, head movement would be bled by copy
deletion. Since copy deletion is commonly presumed to apply in the PF-branch this entails that
head movement in the relevant languages is a PF operation, too (as argued in e.g. Chomsky
1995b, 2001; Merchant 2002b; Platzack 2013; Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ 2001; Schoorlemmer
and Temmerman 2012; Zwart 2016). In fact, Houser et al. (2006) propose exactly that: Head
movement can language-specifically apply either in the syntax or at PE In the former case, it
is counter-bled by copy deletion meaning that the verb moves out of the lower copy before
it is deleted which then results in verb doubling. In the latter case, head movement is bled
by copy deletion, that is, the verbal head is deleted as (part of) the lower copy of a syntactic
movement chain and a dummy verb is inserted in T/v/Asp as a Last Resort. For conceptual
reasons and reasons that have to do with copy deletion in remnant movement the division of
head movement into a syntactic part and a post-syntactic part is unattractive. Concerning the
former reason, it is in my view conceptually more attractive to encode cross-linguistic variation
in the different interactions between grammatical operations rather than in the operations (like
head movement) themselves. Concerning the latter reason, if head movement were syntactic
in languages that show verb doubling, like Hebrew, one would have to make the copy deletion
mechanism treat copies of heads and phrases differently to derive the fact that in remnant VP
movement, the copy of the object in the fronted VP is not spelled out, whereas in the analogous
verb fronting structures, the verb copy in the fronted VP is spelled out. However, the general
idea that head movement and copy deletion can stand in a bleeding and counter-bleeding
relation seems to capture the observations elegantly. I therefore propose that head movement
takes place at PF in every language but that its order of application with regard to copy deletion
is subject to language-specific choice. The proposal that there is a language-specific order of
operations has already been made for various other syntactic and post-syntactic operations
(Miiller 2009a; Arregi and Nevins 2012; Schoorlemmer 2012; Georgi 2014; Murphy and Puskar
2015; Puskar 2015; Assmann et al. 2015). In particular, Schoorlemmer (2012) shows that different
definiteness marking strategies (i.e. double definiteness) in Germanic languages can be derived
from language-specific orders of application between the two processes Chain Reduction (a
copy deletion process) and Local Dislocation (a movement process) in the post-syntax. The
claim then is that languages like Hebrew, which exhibit a symmetric pattern of verb doubling
in verbal fronting, have the PF order of operations where head movement (HM) precedes
copy deletion (CD) thereby allowing the verb to evade the deletion site and being pronounced
in T (199a). In contrast, languages that consistently show dummy verb insertion in verbal
fronting contexts have chain reduction apply before head movement with the result that upon

application of head movement the verb has already been deleted and hence cannot be moved
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to T. As a Last Resort repair, a dummy verb is inserted into T to enable spell out of T’s features
(199D).

(199)  PF operations applying to a VP fronting structure

CD CD
a. HM > CD: [CP[VPVDP] [C/C...V+V+T... MW]]
A N )
HM HM
CD
—~
b. CD > HM: [CP[VPVDP] [CCTVWD‘P“}”
HM HM

Table (200) nicely illustrates the relation between the order of operations and the repair.
Depending on which order of application holds between the two PF operations head move-
ment and copy deletion a language exhibits verb doubling or dummy verb insertion in both

environments, verb fronting and verb phrase fronting.

(200)  Repair mechanism in VP fronting depending on order of post-syntactic operations

Order Repair Languages

CD >HM dummy verb insertion = German, Dutch, Skou, ...
HM > CD verb doubling Hebrew, Polish, Dagaare, ...

The general derivation of symmetric verb doubling vs. symmetric dummy verb insertion being
clear we can now turn to the question how the asymmetric pattern can arise in the current
system. Variable choice of the PF order depending on the type of fronting is not an option as
we would expect this to allow that a language chooses CD > HM in verb fronting, which results
in dummy verb insertion, but opts for HM > CD in verb phrase fronting, which results in
verb doubling. Thus, optional operation ordering does not exclude the unattested asymmetric
pattern and is therefore not the solution we are looking for. Consequently, the languages that
exhibit the asymmetric pattern also have to have a rigid order of PF operations. Apparently,
then, the effect of this order on the repair in verbal fronting can be overridden or neutralized
in one of the fronting types. Two options present themselves here: (i) The basic order is HM
> CD, which usually gives rise to consistent verb doubling, but this effect is annihilated by a
special property of verb phrase fronting in the relevant languages; (ii) the basic order is CD
> HM, which usually results in consistent dummy verb insertion, but a special property of
verb fronting overrides this effect and leads to exceptional verb doubling. I will pursue the
latter approach here because there is an independently established dichotomy concerning verb
fronting that the overriding can be attributed to whereas no such independent division has
is known to exist in verb phrase fronting. For verb fronting it has been argued that it can be
brought about by two distinct kinds of movement, namely either movement of a remnant verb
phrase, i.e. one that has been evacuated of all material apart from the verbal head itself (amongst

others see den Besten and Webelhuth 1990; Grewendorf and Sabel 1994; Koopman 1997; Miiller
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1998, 2014; Takano 2000; Abels 2001; Hinterhdlzl 2002; Aboh and Dyakonova 2009; Bondaruk
2012), or A-head movement of the verb into the specifier position of CP/FocP/TopP (amongst
others see Koopman 1984; van Riemsdijk 1989; Larson and Lefebvre 1991; Holmberg 1999;
Fanselow 2002; Landau 2006; Vicente 2007, 2009; Harbour 2008; Bastos-Gee 2009; Trinh
2011). Since verb fronting by remnant verb phrase movement is in fact just a subcase of verb
phrase fronting and is therefore affected by the order of operations in the same fashion as
the latter it cannot lead to a repair that is different from the repair occurring in verb phrase
fronting. In a nutshell, if verb fronting is remnant verb phrase movement, it always shows the
same repair as verb phrase fronting. Consequently, it must be a particular property of A-head
movement that precludes it from resulting in dummy verb insertion despite the order CD >
HM. I suggest that this property has to do with the particular phrase structural status of the
element affected by this type of movement as a head. A verbal head in its base position projects
a complete phrase by selecting a complement and assigning a structural Case. In place of
Chomsky’s (1995b) Chain Uniformity Condition that used to preclude this kind of movement
completely (and therefore needs to be abandoned if A-head movement exists, Vicente 2007,
2009), I propose that the copy deletion mechanism is such that it cannot delete projecting
elements. Thus, A-head movement, whose lowest copy will by definition always be a projecting
head, remains unaffected by copy deletion.*

Therefore, a language might show verb doubling in verb fronting, despite it having the PF
ordering CD > HM because although it applies first chain reduction will not delete the lower
copy of the V-to-SpecCP A-head movement chain. Crucially, the logic does not work the other
way around to derive the unattested pattern. In order for a language to exhibit dummy verb
insertion in verb fronting it will have to derive it by remnant verb phrase movement and have
the order CD > HM. With this order, however, it is not possible for verb phrase fronting to
result in verb doubling, as the lower verb is always deleted before it can move outside the lower
verb phrase copy and there is no special type of verb phrase movement that might exempt
its copies from being deleted. The repair of particular type of verbal fronting will thus be
dependent on two factors: (i) the language’s order of CD and HM in the post-syntax and (ii)

the constituency of the moved element (201).

**This idea is very similar to the Uniformity Condition on Copy Deletion (UCCD) of Trinh (2011) (i) which
he abandonded because it apparently was unable to account for the absence of verb doubling in German V
topicalization.

1 Uniformity Condition on Copy Deletion (Trinh 2011: 41)
Copy Deletion cannot apply if the relevant chain is not uniform.

However, Trinh’s argument only holds under the assumption that German verb fronting involves A-head
movement. If, instead, it is derived by remnant verb phrase fronting, which I take it to be following den Besten
and Webelhuth (1990); Grewendorf and Sabel (1994); Miiller (1998, 2014); Hinterholzl (2002), his argument
against the UCCD becomes invalid.
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(201)  Repair strategy depending on order of operations and constituency

Order of post-syntactic operations

Moved constituent HM > CD CD > HM Surface

full VP verb copy dummy verb verb phrase fronting
remnant VP verb copy dummy verb verb fronting
bare V verb copy verb copy verb fronting

With this in mind, I will now discuss data that have been taken as evidence for the existence of
A-head movement. I will further show that this kind of movement follows naturally from the
minimalist model of syntax that is assumed here. Subsequently, the operation copy deletion
will be introduced and defined. Finally, I will present some of the arguments from the literature
that are in favour of treating head movement as a post-syntactic operation and argue that it
applies in a variable order with copy deletion, as has been argued to be the case for several

other syntactic and post-syntactic operations.

411  A-head movement in syntax

Recently, Harizanov and Gribanova (2017) have proposed that head movement might not be
as homogeneous an operation as has been assumed. Rather, it subsumes two very different
movement operations, one being narrowly syntactic and exhibiting the same properties and
restrictions as standard phrasal movement; the other, called amalgamation, taking place in
the post-syntactic component, conforming to the Head Movement Constraint, and never
showing any interpretive effects. I take it that the former type is what has been called long head
movement (as it can skip intervening heads, see amongst others Lema and Rivero 1990, 1991;
Rivero 1991, 1993; Roberts 1994) or A-head movement (as it may cross clause boundaries, see
amongst others Koopman 1984; Landau 2006; Vicente 2007, 2009; Harizanov 2016). A-head
movement as movement of a head into a specifier position is commonly presumed to be
precluded because it links a head position (which is minimal but not maximal as it projects)
to a specifier position (which is minimal and maximal as it does not project and is itself not
a projection of a lower head), an assumption that is encoded in Chomsky’s (1995b) Chain

Uniformity Condition (202).

(202)  Chain Uniformity Condition (Chomsky 1995b: 253)

A chain is uniform with regard to its phrase structure status.

This section is therefore dedicated to presenting empirical arguments for its necessity as well as
conceptual reasoning that it naturally ensues from common views on syntax and movement.

The empirical evidence for the existence of A-head movement usually comes from verb
fronting, where a bare verbal head has moved to the left periphery of a clause (i.e. SpecCP/-
SpecFocP/SpecTopP). In fact, Koopman (1984) was the first to suggest that this type of move-

ment can straightforwardly account for cases of verb fronting. Provided that verb fronting can
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be shown to involve actual movement, one needs to exclude the possibility that the fronted verb
is a remnant verb phrase in order to prove that it has undergone proper A-head movement. As
remnant verb phrase movement requires independent VP-evacuating object movement (and
movement of other VP-internal material; Landau 2007) it is sufficient to establish that such
movement is not (as freely) available.

The most comprehensive argument along these lines is made by Vicente (2007, 2009) for
Spanish which I will present here. First, VP-evacuating movement of the object, although it
arguably exists in Spanish, is not general enough to create a remnant VP in all grammatical
configurations which allow verb fronting.>! As argued by Vicente (2009), object movement to
a position above the subject’s base position but below T (Ordéfiez 1997, 1998) is the correct
way to derive VOS word order. However, this movement must be restricted to VOS sentences

in order to account for the ungrammaticality of (203).

(203)  *[subj Su; madre] ha traido [opja cada; nifio] hoy
his mother has brought  to each child today
‘His mother has brought each child today’ (Vicente 2009: 174)

If object movement were generally available, we would expect (203) to be grammatical: The
object could have moved above the subject’s base position before the subject had moved
to clause-initial position. On LE, the subject could then reconstruct into its base position
under the moved object and binding should be possible, contrary to fact.>* Hence, Vicente
(2009) concludes, drawing on an insight from Zubizaretta (1998), that object movement is
only available in order to focus the subject, i.e. to create VOS word order. If verb fronting were
indeed remnant VP movement, we would therefore expect it to only be licensed with VOS
order inside the comment part of the sentence. However, as we have seen in the examples above,
SVO and VSO word orders in verb fronting do not result in ungrammaticality. Furthermore, if
object movement were to exceptionally apply in verb fronting, we would incorrectly predict
the sentences in (204) to be grammatical for the same reasons that we expected (203) to be fine:
The object would have moved above the base position of the subject into which the subject

reconstructs on LF enabling the object to bind the subject.

(204) a. *traer, [subj SU; madre] ha traido [opja cada; nifio] hoy
bring.INF his mother has brought  to each child today
‘As for bringing, his mother brought each child today’

*!Actually, as Vicente (2007, 2009) shows (see section A.3.2.12), the category of the fronted element is v rather
than V. I will abstract away from this here as none of the arguments hinges on it.

321t does not matter whether subject movement is A- or A-movement for the latter has been shown to be
able to reconstruct (Boeckx 2001; Legate 2003; Sauerland 2003; see Ordonez 1997, 1998 for a Spanish-internal
argument).
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b. *traer, hoy ha traido [su; su; madre] [opja cada; nifio]
bring.INF today has brought his mother  to each child
‘As for bringing, his mother brought each child today’ (Vicente 2009: 176)

A further argument that the object has not undergone any movement in verb fronting sentences
comes from an ambiguity in interpretation. Ordéfez (1997, 1998) shows that indefinite objects
are ambiguous between a specific and non-specific reading when they appear in SVO and VSO
clauses, where there is no object movement. Hence, in (205), un ladrén ‘a thiet” may either

refer to some unspecified thief or to one certain thief in particular.

(205) a. cada policia arrestd a unladrén
each policeman arrested toa thief
‘Each policeman arrested a thief’ (specific/non-specific)

b. hoy arrestdé cadapolicia a unladrén
today arrested each policeman to a thief
‘Each policeman arrested a thief today’ (specific/non-specific)

(Vicente 2009: 177)

In VOS clauses like (206), however, where object movement has taken place, only the specific

reading is available.

(206) hoy arresté a unladrén cada policia
today arrested toa thief each polieman
‘Each policeman arrested a thief today’ (specific/*non-specific)

(Vicente 2009: 177)

This asymmetry is not surprising in light of the standard view established by Diesing (1992)
that indefinite objects obligatorily receive a specific reading when moving out of their thematic
position. Consider now a verb fronting sentences with an indefinite object like those in (207).

As Vicente (2009: 177) states, a non-specific reading of the objects is possible for them.

(207) a. arrestar, cada policia arresté a un ladréon
arrest.INF each policeman arrested.3sG to a thief
‘As for arresting, each policeman arrested a thief’ (non-specific thief)

b. comprar, Juan quiere  comprar un coche
buy.INF Juan wants.3sG buy.INF a car
‘As for buying, Juan wants to buy a car’ (non-specific car)

(Vicente 2009: 177)

Therefore, the objects of these sentences cannot have undergone movement out of their thematic
position because if they had, they would obligatorily be interpreted as specific. Consequently,
the fronted verbs cannot be remnant VPs, as the creation of such a remnant VP requires the

object to move out of it.
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Another argument that Vicente (2009) puts forward rests on Freezing effects. As Miiller
(1998) observes, it is not possible to extract out of an already moved element. An effect that
he calls Freezing. Torrego (1998) argues that it is this effect that underlies the impossibility
to A-extract from objects headed by a definite/specific determiner in Spanish. Since overtly
definite/specific objects are only licensed in a VP-external position (see Diesing 1992) they
must have moved out of the VP which renders them opaque for further subextraction. Given
that this analysis is correct, we can generalize that all moved objects in Spanish should be
islands for further extraction. Following Vicente’s (2009) reasoning, extraction out of objects
stranded by verb fronting is predicted to be disallowed under an approach that treats verb
fronting as remnant VP movement. This is because remnant-creation requires the object to
move out of the VP. However, as shown in (208), extraction of the PP sobre qué tema ‘about
what topic’ or the wh-phrase qué equipo ‘what club’ out of the stranded object is perfectly

grammatical. Therefore, the object cannot have moved itself.

(208) a. leer, [sobre qué temal; has leido [varios libros t;]
read.INF about what topic have.2sG read some books
‘As for reading, what topic have you read some books about?’

b. querer, [qué equipo]; quieres [que t;gane la liga]
want.INF whatclub ~ want.2sG that win.3sG the championship
‘As for wanting, which club do you want to win the championship?’

(Vicente 2009: 178)

One last argument against remnant movement comes from clitic doubling. For some ditransi-

tive predicates, the goal argument is optionally doubled by a clitic (209).

(209) a. el profesor (les) entregd las notas a los alumnos
the teacher cL hand.3sG the grades to the students
“The teacher handed the grades to the students’

b. Juan (le) ofrecio vino a Maria
Juan cL offered.3sG wine to Maria
‘Tuan offered Maria some wine. (Vicente 2009: 178)

This optionality is lost when the argument leaves its canonical position. As evidenced by
topicalization (210) and the marked goal-theme order (211) the doubling becomes obligatory

in such a situation.

(210) a. a los alumnos, el profesor *(les) entregd las notas
to the students the teacher cL gave.3sG the grades
“The students, the teacher handed them the grades’

b. a Maria, Juan *(le) ofrecio vino
to Maria Juan cL offered.3sG wine
‘Maria, Juan offered the wine to her’ (Vicente 2009: 178)
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(211) a. el profesor ??(les) entregd a los alumnos las notas
the profesor ~ cL gave.3sG to the students the grades
“The teacher handed the grades to the students’

b. Juan *(le) ofrecid a Maria vino
Juan cL offered.3sG to Maria wine
‘Juan offered Maria some wine. (Vicente 2009: 179)

In verb fronting sentences (212), however, clitic doubling remains optional which indicates

that the argument has not moved out of the VP.

(212) a. entregar, el profesor (les) entregd las notas a los alumnos
g p g
give.INF the teacher cL gave.3sG the grades to the students
‘As for handing, the teacher handed the grades to the students’

b. ofrecer, Juan (le) ofrecid vino a Maria
offer.aNF Juan cL offered.3sG wine to Maria
‘Juan offered Maria some wine’ (Vicente 2009: 179)

In conclusion, although Spanish does have an operation of object movement it does not make
use of this operation in verb fronting. Consequently, verb fronting cannot be remnant verb

phrase movement.

A similar argument, though not as detailed, is presented for Hebrew in Landau (2007).
He observes that while Hebrew freely allows verb fronting (213), partial VP fronting is only

possible if the fronted VP portion can occur as a complete VP independently.*?

(213) liknot hi kanta et ha-praxim
to.buy she bought acc the-flowers
‘As for buying, she bought the flowers’ (Landau 2006: 37)

(214) a. [le’hagis et ha-maamar], hu higi$ le-ktav-ha-et lifney ha-dedlyne
to.submit Acc the-article  he submitted to-the-journal before the-deadline
‘Submit the article to the journal, he did before the deadline’
b. Gilraca [lehagis§ et ha-maamar]
Gil wanted to.submit Acc the-article
‘Gil wanted to submit the article. (Landau 2007: 131, 133)

(215) a. *[lehagis le-ktav-ha-et], hu higis et ha-maamar lifney ha-dedlyne
to.submit to-the-journal he submitted Acc the-article before the-deadline
b. *Gilraca [le’hagis le-ktav-ha-et]
Gil wanted to.submit to-the-journal
‘Gil wanted to submit to the journal’ (Landau 2007: 131, 133)

**Verbal fronting in Hebrew is A-movement as it is unbounded and respects islands (see section A.3.2.4).
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Thus, fronting of the [V DP] portion is possible in (215a) because it may independently occur
as a complete VP (215a), while fronting of the [V PP] portion is ungrammatical (214a) because
it cannot act as a complete VP (214b). This observation has been formulated as a condition on
VP fronting (216).

(216)  Potential Complete VP Constraint (PCVC) (Phillips 2003: 75)
The constraint on partial VP-fronting or VP-ellipsis is that the fronted or deleted
constituent must be large enough to be a potential complete VP, with the consequence

that strictly subcategorized VP material cannot be stranded.

Given this, Landau (2007: 143) points out that partial VP fronting in Hebrew (and English)
cannot be remnant movement. If it were, the stranded portion of the VP would leave behind
a trace or a copy when it evacuates the VP. As traces arguably are visible to 0-marking (and
copies definitely are), the remnant VP would constitute a complete VP with all subcategorized
arguments saturated. It would then remain unexplained why certain VP portions can undergo
fronting while others cannot. The same logic also precludes an account in terms of selective
deletion (see Fanselow and Cavar 2002; Nunes 2004) as the VP would be complete at the
point where it is moved to SpecCP. Since Hebrew does not show productive scrambling or
Object Shift (Landau 2006: 51), Landau (2007) concludes that verb fronting must be A-head
movement.

On the conceptual side, the ban against A-head movement goes back to Emonds; Emonds’s
(1970;1976) Structure Preservation Principle, which was originally defined over transformations
and ensured that constituents could only be displaced from positions of one kind into positions
of the same kind thereby restricting the power of transformations. In X-bar theory it was
reinterpreted so as to exclude movement of an element of a certain level, e.g. an X°-level head,
into a position of a different bar-level, e.g. an XP-position. With the introduction of Bare
Phrase Structure reference to distinct position types could no longer be made (cf. Carnie 1996,
2000; Harley 2004). The head vs. phrase opposition was then recast as a difference between
elements that project, i.e. were dominated by a node of the same category and are therefore
minimal, and those that do not, i.e. are not dominated by a node of the same category, and are
therefore maximal (Chomsky 1995a). The Structure Preservation Principle thus took the form
of the Chain Uniformity Condition (217) stating in effect that the links of a movement chain

must either all be minimal or all be maximal.

(217) Chain Uniformity Condition (CUC) (Chomsky 1995b: 253)

A chain is uniform with regard to its phrase structure status.

As Vicente (2007, 2009) argues, in this form the CUC is both conceptually dubious and
superfluous. First, certain syntactic elements, like e.g. clitics, are explicitly understood as

being both minimal and maximal simultaneously. Those properties are apparently not in a
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complementary relation to one another. It is quite stipulative, then, to declare that movement
chains cannot also concurrently contain elements of either specification.

Second, it is unclear why movement should be subject to a special condition that obviously
does not hold for other elementary operations like Agree or Merge. Thus, the canonical
situation with Merge is that it combines two objects that differ with respect to their phrase
structure status, namely a head, which is minimal, and a phrase, which is maximal. If a
restriction on Merge similar to the CUC existed, we would expect the syntactic combination
of a head with its complement to be impossible. This difference between movement and Merge
becomes even more disturbing once we adopt the idea that movement is actually just a version
of Merge, namely Internal Merge (Chomsky 2001). Under this view, the CUC would have
to hold for some applications of Merge (i.e. Internal Merge) while it must not hold for other
applications of the same operation (i.e. External Merge). Equally, as Vicente (2009) points out,
Agree between a minimal category and a maximal category must be licit to derive agreement

patterns like the one in (218), where the verb agrees with a coordinate subject.

(218)  Ayer vinieron [Pedroy Juan].
yesterday came.3PL Pedro and Juan
‘Pedro and Juan came yesterday’ (Vicente 2009: 162)

Here, the verb is affixed with a plural agreement marker although each conjunct is singular in
number. Thus, agreement must take place with the whole plural conjunct phrase, a maximal
category. As subject agreement is standardly assume to be located on T/Agrs, a minimal
category, Agree must have taken place between a minimal and a maximal category, indicating
that a ban similar to the CUC does not hold for this operation.

Concerning the redundancy of the CUC, Vicente (2009) argues that the effects of the
condition are already captured by other principles of syntax. One of these principles is the
Extension Condition (Chomsky 1995b: 190) which states that Merge must always apply to the
root of the current phrase marker. This derives the CUC effect that phrasal movement can
only target specifier positions. The fact that a moved object does not project in its landing site,
another consequence of the CUC, is accounted for by an often implicit cyclicity assumption
that a new projecting head can only be introduced after the current head has saturated all its
structure-building features. Hence, it is not possible to saturate only part of the selectional
features of a head X, then merge a new selecting head Y, saturate Y’s structure-building features,
merge another head Z and saturate its features, and eventually move X to saturate its remaining

features as depicted in (219).
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(219)

Again, the CUC is not necessary to ensure that a derivation like (219) is excluded. Additionally,
the CUC arguably rules out standard syntactic head movement. In a traditional head movement
structure the moved head X adjoins to the higher head Y creating a complex structure as in

(220).

(220) Y’

YoA
& A
However, in this structure the X inside the Y is maximal, as it does not project any further,
whereas the X inside XP is minimal, as it does project. This leads Chomsky (1995b: 322) to
suggest that head-to-head movement is regulated by a distinct component, which he calls
Word Interpretation. Crucially, this component is not subject to the CUC, which therefore
does not apply to head movement. As Vicente (2009) correctly realizes, this is an odd result if
one considers that the main purpose of the CUC was to enable an account of the structural
properties of head movement chains.

I conclude from the empirical and conceptual arguments that A-head movement is a
necessary and theoretically unproblematic type of movement. In fact, under the approach to
syntax adopted in this thesis, its existence emerges naturally. This approach will shortly be
presented below.

The general framework that the analysis is couched in is the Minimalist Program introduced

in Chomsky (1995b) based on the Y-model of grammar (221).
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(221)  The Y-model of grammar

Lexicon
Numeration

(Narrow) Syntax:

Merge, Agree, A-movement, A-head movement

i —

Post-Syntax:

copy deletion, head movement, lowering, local dislocation, ...

F]

In contrast to the previous Government and Binding approach, Minimalism is a derivational
model of syntax where syntactic structure is built incrementally. This is achieved by successive
applications of the two basic operations Merge and Agree (Chomsky 2000, 2001) to either
lexical elements in the Numeration or structure that has already been built in previous stages
of the derivation.

The operation Merge takes two items « and f3 creating a new item [, « ] (Chomsky 2000,
2001). It is triggered by structure-building features [eFe] on a lexical item, where F is the
category label of the selected element (Heck and Miiller 2007; Georgi 2014). A saturated [eFe]
feature is marked inactive (indicated by striking through) but not completely deleted. The
element that bears the structure-building feature determines the category of y and obligatorily
projects all unsaturated structure-building features onto y. Projection of other features, in
particular information-structurally relevant ones like [Focus] or [Topic] may optionally take
place. I would like to point out that I understand the transfer of information-structural features
here clearly as a property of Merge (i.e. projection) rather than percolation. The latter entails a
number of problems, in particular, that it does not have a natural endpoint (see Heck 2008) and
that, formulated as specifier-head agreement, it makes Minimalist Grammars more complex
than context-sensitive grammars (see Kobele 2005). Following Chomsky (2004), Merge is
further divided into external Merge and internal Merge. With the former, « and f are distinct
from each other and both stem from the Numeration or another workspace. With the latter,
« is contained within . Thus, internal Merge is a reinterpretation of movement, which like
external Merge, is triggered by structure-building features [eFe]. Working within the Copy
Theory of Movement, I assume that when « undergoes internal Merge, a copy of it containing

all and only the active features of « is merged with j3.
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The operation Agree is triggered by probe features [«F:__*] on an item & and copies the
feature value for F on a goal 8 onto « if & and f are in a c-command configuration. Agree will
not be of further interest in the analysis presented here.

The derivation proceeds bottom-up by sequentially saturating Merge and Agree features
on the relevant syntactic items. In the process, it respects the Strict Cycle Condition (222)
(Chomsky 1973, 1993) that prohibits operations from applying to a proper subpart of the created

structure.

(222)  Strict Cycle Condition (SCC) (definition taken from Heck 2016)
If ¥ is the root of the current phrase marker, then no operation can take place exclu-

sively within ), where Q is properly dominated by .

This also entails that Merge of a new head Y cannot apply until all structure-building features
of the current head X have been saturated. Otherwise X’s non-satured features will cause
a crash at the interfaces because there is not way in which they could be saturated without
violating (222). Additionally, the traditional conception of head-to-head movement is ruled
out as adjunction of a head to another head always takes place exclusively on that head (for
discussion see Heck 2016).

Now note how A-head movement naturally emerges from such a system. When the verb
enters the derivation equipped with a [Focus] feature. It first merges with the object DP
triggered by its [eDe] feature that is then marked as saturated (indicated by striking through).
The resulting object inherits the category feature and any unsaturated structure-building

features from that one of its components which triggered the Merge operation, i.e. V in this

case (223).
(223) VP
[V]
V  DP,
[’9'] (D]
%
FOC

Crucially, although the option of projecting the [Focus] feature is available, it is not used
here. Consequently, the feature remains located on the verb head. The derivation proceeds by

merging v, the subject DP, and T as in (224).>*

**T assume that the active [eDe] feature on T will be satured in tandem with its projected counterpart on T’
once the subject DP is internally merged with T’. This saturation on T does not violate the SCC as the operation
does not exclusively target T, it also targets the current root node, which is T'. Alternatively, one could assume
that projection of active structure-building features leads to them being absent on the head they originated from.
This would result in them showing a different projection behaviour compared to category features like T, D, and
V, which necessarily have to be present on their head of origin in order to identify its category. Nothing in this
thesis hinges on that.
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(224) T
eDe
7]
/\
T vP
[:g:] [v]
T /\
DPS V!
(D] [’?‘]
/\
’li' VP
[,D,] V]
N
V  DPo
[’9' (D]
\%
FOC

The T head’s [eDe] feature then triggers internal Merge of a DP (assuming that the language
shows this A-movement of the subject). According to the Minimal Link Condition (MLC,
see Fanselow 1991; Ferguson 1993; Chomsky 1995b)*° the closest DP is then moved to SpecTP,
which entails that it is copied and merged with T’. Subsequently, the C head is merged which

bears a structure-building feature that attracts a focus-marked element (225).

**The Minimal Link Condition states that only the closest element that bears the required feature will be
accessible for an operation like Agree or Merge (i).

i) Minimal Link Condition (as defined in Heck 2016: 16)
If in a representation H...[...a...[... 8...]...] both a and f§ are of the right type to establish a relation
R with H, then H can establish R only with « (but not with ).
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(225) C’
®FOCe
e
/\
C TP
oFe [T]
EA
DPg T/
(D] ['?']
/\
T vP
e [v]
DPS v/
[D] [’?’]
/\
’li. VP
[.9.] [V]
N
V  DPg
[’9' (D]
v

Now there is only one element in the structure that bears the relevant [Focus] feature to saturate
the structure-building [eroce] feature on C, namely V.** Consequently, internal Merge applies
to it, generating a copy which undergoes Merge with C’ as in (226) (to be refined below). Thus,
A-head movement naturally emerges under this minimalist syntax, in contrast to head-to-head

movement which is precluded by the SCC.

*¢In this system, the movement-triggering feature is a structure-building version of the information-structural
FOcCUs feature itself. Alternatively, one might pursue an approach to movement where internal Merge is the
consequence of a preceding Agree relation between the attractor and the attractee (Chomsky 1995b, 2001). In
this case, the movement-triggering feature would be an Agree-feature [xInformation Structure:__ ] that is
gets valued by the verbs [xInformation Structure:Focusx] feature and causes V movement to SpecCP. It is
not possible to trigger V. movement by a structure-building feature [eVe] on C. The closest element with a
corresponding category feature [V] is the VP in (225). According to the MLC, we would then always expect the

VP to be merged rendering A-head movement of V impossible.
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(226)

In a nutshell, A-head movement is empirically necessary and theoretically unproblematic in a

Minimalist syntax. The Chain Uniformity Condition must therefore be abandoned.

4.1.2 Head movement as a post-syntactic operation

Head movement, i.e. the displacement of a head onto another head, has traditionally been
conceived of as being a narrow syntactic phenomenon that adjoins the head X of a phrase XP
to the head Y of the next higher phrase YP (cf. Travis 1984; Chomsky 1986; Baker 1988; Pollock
1989) as in (227). As a process that takes place in the syntax, head movement is expected to

have effects on LE
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(227)  Traditional view of sytactic head movement
YP

N

Y XP
O
AN

This view has been called into question as head movement standardly seems to have no semantic
impact and is in conflict with several well-established syntactic principles like for instance the
Extension Condition and the principle that the head of a movement chain c-commands its
tail (see amongst others Chomsky 1995b, 2001; Brody 2000, 2003; Mahajan 2003; Miiller 2004;
Surdnyi 2005; Matushansky 2006).” As a consequence, many researchers have argued that
head movement does not take place in syntax, but instead on the PF-branch of grammar, that
is, in the post-syntactic component (see e.g. Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ 2001; Hale and Keyser
2002; Merchant 2002b; Schoorlemmer and Temmerman 2012; Platzack 2013; Zwart 2016). Here,
I want to present a few of the most prominent empirically grounded arguments in favour of
post-syntactic head movement.

The first one is from Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ (2001) who argue that pseudogapping con-
structions like (228) receive a straightforward explanation if head movement applies after

syntax.

(228)  Debbie ate the chocolate, and Kazuko did eat the cookies.
(Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ 2001: 346)

According to Lasnik (1999) (following Jayaseelan 1990), (228) is derived by object movement

and subsequent deletion of the remnant verb phrase (229).

%7 A very accessible example for the lack of semantic effects of head movement comes from idiomatic verb-
object combinations. In German main clauses the verb usually has to appear in second position which is
commonly analyzed as V-to-C head movement. When the verb is part of an idiom, as in (ia), this movement
does not cancel the idiomatic reading (ib).

i) a. Ist es wirklich wahr, dass er schon das Handtuch wirft?
is it really true that he already the towel throws
Ts it actually true that he already gives up?’
b.  Erwirft schon dasHandtuch.
he throws already the towel
‘He already gives up’ (German)

Though see Lechner (2001, 2004, 2007); latridou and Zeijlstra (2010) and Roberts (2010) for arguments that
some head movement does in fact show semantic effects.
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(229)  Debbie ate the chocolate, and Kazuko did [ AgroP the cookies; fypeatt] |
(Boeckx and Stjepanovic 2001: 347)

An immediate question for this analysis is why the verb does not raise in (229) while it has to
do exactly that in non-elliptical configurations (230) (given the assumption of obligatory overt

object raising).

(230)  *Kazuko will the cookie; eat t; (vs. Kazuko will eat; the cookie; t; t;)

(Boeckx and Stjepanovic 2001: 347)

The solution presented by Lasnik is that verb movement is forced by a strong feature on
the verb itself that according to the PF crash theory of strong features (Chomsky 1993) will
cause the derivation to crash at PF if it remains unchecked. Consequently, either the verb
moves to check its feature as in (230) or it is part of a deleted constituent as in (229) where
the problematic feature is removed by ellipsis. In light of later developments, Boeckx and
Stjepanovi¢ (2001) show that this account becomes problematic as it is not straightforwardly
reformulatable in an Attract-based theory of movement that additionally has abandoned the
notion of strong features. A fact that emerges as hard to capture is that object movement
always has to take place obligatorily while the verb obligatorily raises only in non-elliptical
while it obligatorily stays in situ in pseudogapping constructions. As Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢
(2001) argue, these problems can be avoided while retaining the arguably correct analysis of
pseudogapping as remnant VP deletion if verb movement is a PF process. That way, object
movement can be obligatorily triggered by a feature on the attracting head in the syntax. As
a PF operation, head movement competes with the PF operation ellipsis the choice between
them being determined by independent factors. Thus, whenever ellipsis applies head move-
ment cannot take place and vice versa. Assuming head movement to be a PF process therefore

provides an elegant solution to Lasnik’s problem and with it a simple account of pseudogapping.

A second argument for post-syntactic head movement comes from Merchant (2001) and

concerns sluicing in object wh-questions like (231).

(231) a. A: Max has invited someone. B: Really? Who hashe-invited? (English)
b. A: Max hat jemanden eingeladen. =~ B: Echt? Wen hatereingeladen? (German)
c. A: Max heeft iemand uitgenodigt.  B: Ja? Wie heeft-hijuitgenodigt?  (Dutch)
d. A:Max har inviteret en eller anden. B: Ja? Hvem har-han-inviteret? (Danish)
As he convincingly argues, single wh-element questions are not simply echo questions but
actually sluiced interrogative clauses (see Merchant 2001: 64-65). Given this, the E-feature
that triggers deletion of all material except the wh-phrase, i.e. TP, must be located on the C
head. This means that the C head itself is not elided in (231) and that languages with V2 word

order in interrogative main clauses (like the ones in (231)), which is commonly analysed as
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head movement of the highest verb to C, should allow the finite verb to be pronounced in

these sluices as they have the underlying structure in (232).

(232) CP
/\
DP C’
WhO /\
Cre) TP
N

VIT € Max tre [ypinvited-tam ]
has

As demonstrated in (233) this prediction is not borne out.

(233) a. A: Max has invited someone. B: Really? Who (*has)?  (English)
b. A: Max hat jemanden eingeladen. B: Echt? Wen (*hat)? (German)
c. A:Max heeft iemand uitgenodigt. B: Ja? Wie (*heeft)? (Dutch)
d. A:Max har inviteret en eller anden. B: Ja? Hvem (*har)? (Danish)

Extending Lobeck’s (1995) approach to the V2 cases above one could assume that the TP is
simply an empty category combining with the C head and that the wh-item is base-generated
in SpecCP. However, as Merchant (2001: 69-72) points out, it is not possible under this ap-
proach to preclude the verb from also being base generated in the C-domain which would
predict the sentences in (233) to be grammatical. Instead, Merchant (2001: 72-74) proposes an
ordering solution where ellipsis deletes the TP thereby bleeding late head movement to C. This
is straightforwardly implemented if head movement is a post-syntactic process that may be

superseded by the equally post-syntactic process of ellipsis.

Merchant (2002b) provides an additional argument for post-syntactic head movement
based on swiping. Swiping®® occurs when a wh-word complement of a preposition in a sluiced
structure does not appear to the right of that preposition but to its left. Thus, (234a) is an
English sluice with the canonical word order with who whereas (234b) is instantiates swiping

where the word order inside the PP is reversed to who with.

(234) a.  Peter went to the movies, but I don’t know with who.

b. Peter went to the movies, but I don’t know who with.

As Merchant (2002b) argues, sluices are best analyzed as regular wh-movement to SpecCP in a

constituent question with subsequent deletion of the TP (235).

*8Swiping is in fact an acronym for sluiced wh-word inversion with prepositions (in Northern Germanic)
(Merchant 2002b: 289).
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CP

A

XPiwh) c’

T

Clewh, +Q] TP

(235)

...txp...
J

The strongest argument in favour of this analysis comes from the fact that preposition stranding
under sluicing (i.e. the omission of the preposition) is only possible in languages that also
allow the preposition to be stranded in regular wh-movement indicating that they involve the
same underlying mechanism. Thus, for example, English (236) and Norwegian (237) allow for
preposition stranding in regular wh-movement (b. examples) and may leave it unpronounced
under sluicing (a. examples), German (238) and Yiddish (239) do not allow preposition

stranding (b. examples) and have to pronounce the preposition in a sluice (a. examples).

(236)  English (Merchant 2002b: 291)

a.  Peter was talking with someone, but I don’t know (with) who.
b.  Who was he talking with?

(237)  Norwegian (Merchant 2002b: 291)

a. Per harsnakket meden eller anden, men jegvet ikke (med) hvem.
Peter has talked with one or another but I knownot with who
b. Hvem har Per snakket med?

(238)  German (Merchant 2002b: 292)

a. Annahat mit jemandem gesprochen, aber ich weify nicht *(mit) wem
Anna has with someone spoken but I knownot  with who
b. *Wem hat sie mit gesprochen?

(239)  Yiddish (Merchant 2002b: 292)

a. Zi hotmit emetsn geredt, ober ikh veys nit *(mit) vemen.
she has with someone spoken but I know not with who
b. *Vemen hot zi mit geredt?

Now Merchant (2002b) observes that there are two conditions on swiping. First, only minimal
wh-words like who, what, when may undergo the inversion (240) but not polymorphemic or

phrasal wh-elements like which X, how rich, what time (241).

(240) a. Lois was talking, but I don't know who to.
b.  They were arguing; God only knows what about.
c. Heéll be at the Red Room, but 