
I nf, nitival Complementat ion
in Old and Midd1e English



The Netherlands Graduate School of Linguistics LOT is a graduate
school in which four maior research institutes of linguistics in The
Netherlands ioined forces: CLS, IFOTI HIL and UiL OTS.

The Center for Language Studies (CLS) is an inter-university research institute of the
Universities of Tilburg and Niimegen in cooperation with the Niimegen-based Max Planck
Institute for Psycholinguistics; it is primarily directed at interdisciplinary research into
language behaviour and language structure.

The Holland Institute of Generative Linguistics (HIL) is an inter-university research
institute of the Universities of Leiden and Amsterdarn, and the Vriie Universiteit Amster-

dam, directed at generative linguistic research.

The Institute for Functional Research into Language and Language Use (IFOTT) is
an inter-university institute of the Universities of Amsterdam and Leiden, and the Vriie
Universiteit Amsterdam, whose characteristic is a functional approach to language and
language use.

The Utrecht institute of Linguistics OTS (UiL OTS) is an interdisciplinary research

institute of Utrecht University comprising as its major areas of research generative

linguistics, computational linguistics and logic, phonetics, language use and language

acquisition.

The LOT International Series aims at publishing dissertations reporting
on research carried out in the Netherlands Graduate school of Linguis-
tics LOT. Occasionally, other monographs or edited volumes will be
published in this series as lvell. LOT comprises the maiority of the
linguistic research carried out in The Netherlands, reflecting virtually
every field in linguistics.

Editorial Board
Machtelt Bolkestein
Hans den Besten

Theo Bongaerts

Jan Don
Roeland van Hout
Harry van der Hulst
Ren€ Mulder
Eric Reuland
Mariike van der Wal

University of Amsterdam
University of Amsterdam

University of Nijmegen

Utrecht University
University of TilburgMniversity of Niimegen

I*iden University
Holland Academic Graphiu

Utrecht University
Leiden University

Volume 31

Bettelou Los
Infinitival Complementation in Old and Middle English



lnfi nitival Comple mentation
in Old and Middle English

Bettelou Los

Thesus - The Hague



Published by
Thesus phone: +31 70 4480203
P.O. Box 53292 fax +31 70 448OL77

2505 AG The Hague e-mail: mail@hagpub.com
The Netlrerlands http: www.thesus.com

Thesus is a subsidiary of Holland Academic Graphics, The Hague.

Cover illustration:
Piet Mondriaary Compositie in lijn, emte staat, LgL6lL9l7.

rsBN 90-5s69-114-3

ISSN LOT Series L389-9473
NUGI 941

Copyright @ 1999 by Bettelou Los. All rights reserved.

Printed in The Netherlands.



In memoriam: Peter, AIma, Mike





Acknowledgements

The research for this book has been financed by the Netherlands Organization for
Scientific Research (NWO), whose grant (project number 300-74-021) is hereby
grateful ly acknowl edged.

While I am writing this, it seems incredible that this project is now nearing its
conclusion, and I would like to thank a number of people who have made it possible.

When I first entered university in 1977 I had already made up my mind to

study historical linguistics, and I am very $ateful to Olga Fischer, Willem Koopman,

Roger Eaton, Frederike van der Leek, Jan Boswinkel and Andries Vos for sustaining
my interest and offering exactly the sort of courses I had hoped for. Writing a scriptie
on the AcI in a l5th Century corpus of private correspondence (inspired by Professor
Vos' historical syntax course), with Frederike as supervisor and Olga as second

reader, was an extremely enjoyable experience.
I managed to stay employed at the University of Amsterdam more or less

continuously on various temporary contracts after my graduation. I remember this
period as a very happy one, thanks to students and colleagues, and particularly my
very special roommates, Jet van Dam van Isselt and Anne Bannink.

It was clear that I needed a Ph. D. if I wanted to continue working at a
university. Olga joined forces with Ans van Kemenade (then at the Vtl) to write the

grant application and guide it safely through its various stages of approval. As neither
of them was a full professor at the time, Geert Booij agreed to take the project under

his wing and became my promotor; the VU became my new workplace. I am

extremely grateful to all three for their faith in me and for the support they have given

me over the years. They were extremely diligent and quick readers of everything I
produced, in spite of their own very busy lives. Because we were in the same building,
Ans' role in the supervision process naturally became very prominent, and I cannot

thank her enough for the work she put into this dissertation, and for being my mentor
ganerally.

When this project was first mooted, it was clear that my knowledge of syntactic
theory would require extensive updafing. The last course I had taken on the subject
had been in 1982, when c-command had only just been introduced. For this reason I
sat in on two Hll.-courses in 1993, and I am much indebted to Hans Bennis and Teun

Hoekstra, who is, sadly, no longer with us, for receiving a much needed grounding in
generative syntax. Thanks are also due to Marcel Den Dikken, whose excellent

teaching at the VU did much to make various generative topics accessible.
I would like to thank everyone who provided feedback on the various articles I

have written over the years. I am also indebted to many people for help with the
statistics at various stages: Mirjam Ernestus, Roeland van Hout, Cor Koster, Susan

Pintzuk, Anthony Wamer and Evert Wattel. I would like to thank Anthony Kroch for a
very helpful suggestion when I was wrestling with Chapter 4 in its first embryonic
stage.



AcTNowLEDGMENTS

Many thanks also to Sjef Barbiers, David Denison, Lachlan Mackenzie and

Wim van der Wurff for agreeing to be on my committee, for taking the time to read the

manuscript and for giving detailed feedback.
Thanks, too, to all my colleagues at the VU at the Faculty of Letters who did

much to make me feel welcome, and to the members (core and fringe) of the AIO and

Postdoc "lunch bunch": Hilde van Aken, Maaike Belien, Frank Beths, Ronny
Boogaart, Mario Damen, Marcel Den Dikken, Wilma Elsing, Mirjam Ernestus, Rick
de Graaff, Marjan Huisman, Thera de Jong, Karolien Kamma, Marian Klamer, Nienke
Lammersen-van Deursen, Claartje Levelt, Nelleke Moser, Marga Petter, Cristina
Pumplum, Margit Rem, Ruben van de Vijver, Astrid Wijnands. I would like to single
out my roommates over the years (Thera, Ronny, Margit and Hilde) for extra special
thanks, and also Frank, who was always ready to dive into the BGAH-corpus for me,
and proved to be an excellent companion that Sunday afternoon in Manchester in 1996
(Star Trek Exhibition, canal trip and Twelve Monkeys!) and Mirjam, for her advice on
such diverse matters as statistics, Sinterklaas and swimming.

Also the AIOs and Postdocs of the University of Amsterdam: Lilian Adamson,
Adrienne de Bruyn en Jacques Arends; and Cecile de Bakker, Hans Broekhuis,
Leonie Cornips, Joost Dekkers, Kees van Dijk, Maarten de Wind and Mark de Vries
for letting me join in their excursions and exertions.

I thank the staff and students of the Department of Language and Linguistic
Science of the University of York, and Susan Pintzuk and Anthony Warner in
particular, for their hospitality. I thank Peter Ohl for arranging my visit to Stuttgart.

I would like to thank all my friends and relations for their patience with my
asocial and uncommunicative state of the last five years. It is very difficult to have any

sort of social life when there is a young family to look after and a dissertafion to
finish. Luckily there were a number of people who managed to keep some semblance

of a social life going for me, so a heartfelt thanks to Mieke and Marc Witsel and their
circle, to Tom van de Berg who was so tenacious in pizing me away from this
dissertation every now and again, to Geertje and Sijmen, and to the old Kliek of '77:
Sjaak de Jong, Christien Jonkheer, Thea Kok, Laura Popma, Tjeerd Schiphof and Kees

Scholder.
I would like to thank Andy, Emmy and Finlay for their hospitality; and

similarly Paul and Di, and Freddy and Joyce, for putting our entire family up during
various musical weekens in Bangor over the years; also of course Amanda Lacy, Ellie
Jones, Tony and Lesley, Simon and Ellie, and all our other friends, Bangorites and ex-

Bangorites, who have made Bangor such a special place for Paul and me.
I would finally like to thank Trineke Bilen-Kiewiet and Th,js de Korte for

agreeing to act as my paranimfen; my parents, Betty Los-Arends and Louis Los, and

my brothers Jaap Mark en Sytse Oene, and their partners, for their continued support.
Last but not least I want to thank Paul for shelving his own career and taking the care

of the 'short people' upon him, and the 'short people' themselves for trying to play
quietly, so that I could write this book.



Contents

Part I: Introduction

Chapter I Introduction

l.l Introduction.. 17

1.2 The traditional view of the status of infinitives in OE l8
1.3 The two infinitives in competition 22
1.4 Aims of the present study 24
1.5 Some methodological decisions . 26
1.6 Corpora Used 28
1.7 Outline of the present study 28

Chapter 2 Arguments for Reclassification

2.1 Introduction .. 3l
2.2 Callaway'sClassification ......32

2.2.1 AcIs and subject control constnrctions . 32
2.2.2 Adjuncts and complements 36
2-2.3 Semantic groups 38

2.3 Other problems 40
2.3.1 The prefix ge-. 40
2.3.2 Interpretativedilemmas... .:... 4l
2.3.3 Latin influence 43

2.4 Results of reclassification 47
2.5 Conclusion 49

Part II: The monotransitives

Chapter 3 The INTENTIoN verbs

3.1 Introduction.. 53
3.2 INrEr-trroN verbs in Gothic 55
3.3 The distribution of the to-infinitive in OE 60

3.3.1 Introduction.. 60
3.3.2 The nominal object in the dative or genitive 63
3.3.3 The prepositional phrase: Bock 66



10

3.4

CoNrENIrs

The la-infinitive and the bare infinitive as structures in competition . . . . . . 67

3.4.1 Introduction 67
3.4.2 The status of bare infinitives in tNtgt'tttoN complements 68

3.4.3 No distributional evidence of ro-infinitives replacing

3.5

bare infinitives in OE .

Reanalysis as a source of the lo-infinitive after INTENTI0N verbs
3.5-l Introduction . .

3.5.2 Bock's proposal
3.5.3 Gapped versus gapless adjuncts
3.5.4 Conatives and cOnl arguments
3.5.5 Dating the reanalysis .

3.5.6 Conclusions...
Subj unctive clauses and lo-infi nitives

70
72

72

72

73

74
79
82

823.6

3.7

3.6.1 Introduction 82
3.6.2 The distribution of that-clauses and ro-infinitives . . 83

3.6.3 That-clauses and lo-infinitives in competition: evidence from two
manuscriptsofGregory'sDialogues ...... 85

Discussion 90

Chapter 4 The aspectualizers

4.1 Introduction,. 93
4.2 The situation in Gothic 95
4.3 Infinitival complements after onginnan/beginnan in the literature 96

4.3.1 Callaway 96
4.3.2 Bock . ..... 99
4.3.3 Discussion 100

4.4 Syntactic differences between the bare and the /o-infinitive . . . 101

4.4.1 Transparent argument structure 101

4.4.2 baY versus Vl in,€lfric 104
4.5 The issue of semantic bleaching . . . . 107

4.5.1 Bleaching of ginnan/onginnan + bare infinitive . rcl
4.5.2 No 'bleaching' of onginnan + to-infrnitive 108
4.5.3 The grammaticalisafion of onginnan * bare infinifive I I I

4.6 Thematic continuifies and discontinuities
4.6.1 pa V: thematic confinuity

t12

4.6.2 Vl: thematic discontinuity I 18

4.7 The interaction between Vl and ro-infinitive . . . 120

4.8 Onginnanlbeginnan in verb-first constructions outside,€lfric 123
4.9 Crosslinguistic evidence for the grammaticalization of inchoatives . 126
4.10 Conclusions .. 126

ttz



CoNTENTS

Part III: The Ditransitives

Chapter 5 Preliminaries

5.1 Introduction... l3l
5.2 Persuading versus commanding . 132
5.3 The situation in Gothic 133

5.4 The distribution of the lo-infinitive 141

5.5 No to-infinitives after the verbs of saying . 142
5.6 Conclusions .. . 144

Chapter 6 The Verbs of Persuading and Urging

6.1 Introduction 145
6.2 Subcategorization 145

6.3 Bare infinitives due to Latin influence 148

6.4 The distribution of the three frames 153

6.5 The conl argument: adjunct or argument? 158

6.6 Competition between the three frames 162

6.7 Conclusions... 166

Chapter 7 The Verbs of Commanding and Permitting

7.1 Introduction... 16l
7.2 Membership and subcategorization frames 168

7.3 Reanalysis from adjunct to argument as a possible origin
of the to-infinitive as THEME . . . 172

7.4 The status of the bare infinitive with aliefan andforbeodan . 179

7.5 The status of the AcI . 181

7-6 AcIs and NP to VP-constructions 187

7.7 Conclusions..- 192

Chapter 8 Special cases: dual membership, cofirmissives

8l Introduction . .. 195

8.2 Cases of dual membership . . . 195

8.2.1 Introduction 195

8.2.2 Biddan 197

lr


