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ABSTRACT

This article presents a diachronic corpus-basedlystfl the distribution of mandatiwhat- andto-
clauses complementing deontic adjectival matriceshe extraposition construction, as linis
essential to work upwards from easier worklo&dB). It shows that th-infinitive encroaches on
the that-clause from Early Middle English onwards and corteegpredominate in Late Middle
English. It thus adduces evidence for Los’s (20@&ount of the rise of the-infinitive as verbal
complement: against the generally held view thatidkinfinitive replaced the bare infinitive, Los
(2005) shows that it spread at the expense of ubgusctivethat-clause in Middle English, e.g.
after intention verbs and manipulative verbs. Aftansidering various factors such as the
distribution of theto-infinitive in the adjectival complementation sysiethe tense of the matrix of
the adjectival constructions and the Anglo-Saxonswg® Romance origin of the adjectives, |
conclude that the rise of the-infinitive with adjectival matrices in Middle Ernigh has to be
explained by analogy between verbal and adjecthaidative constructions. In addition, this study
shows that — unlike with the verbal constructionghe to-infinitive with adjectival matrices
stabilizes at roughly a 3:1 ratio to tHeatclause from Early Modern English onwards. For ¢hes
later periods, finally, it is proposed that the udal variation may be motivated by lexical
determination, discourse factors such as informattaucture, and stylistic preferences.

! The research reported on in this article has beadenpossible by research grants OT/03/20/TBA and
OT/04/12 of the Research Council of the Universityeuven, as well as the Interuniversity Attrantidoles
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(inter)subjectification. In addition, it has beeumpported by the Spanish Ministry of Education amiece
(grant no. HUM2007-60706/FILO) and the Europeani&eg Development Fund. | would also like to thank
Hendrik De Smet and Kristin Davidse for their haelpfomments on earlier versions of this articlenaHy, |

am indebted to David Denison and the two anonymmefisrees for their very generous and insightful
remarks.



1 INTRODUCTION

The rise of thdo-infinitive has featured in many diachronic studiéshe English complementation
system. The majority have concentrated on the ocemg@htation patterns found with verbal
matrices. The present article, however, focusethematterns found with adjectival matrices, more
precisely in the extraposition construction. It sl on the basis of qualitative and quantitative
analyses of diachronic and synchronic corpus daieh) as (1) with anticipatoiy and (2) without

it.

(1) Herbert Daniels, the group's founder, belietlest it is essentialto overcome the social
stigma of Aids, which often means that people with virus lose their homes, jobs and
families, and are effectively condemned to deatkdmyety. (CB, bbc)

(2) bonne is swiderihtlic , peetGodes ciricgrio binnon wagum &
then is very fitting, thatGosENsanctuary within  walls and
Cristenes ciningces handgrid stande eefre unwemme
ChristianGEN  king.GENpersonal.protection star&ESSUBJ ever unblemished
‘Then it is very fitting that God’s sanctuary artetChristian king's personal protection
should ever stand/remain unblemished inside thisw&YCOE 1040-1060 LawICn 2.2)

In both examples, the complement clauses of thataeadjectival matrices refer to a potential state
of affairs (SoA), which is evaluated as desiralfe \(Vierzbicka 1988: 139). Following Huddleston
& Pullum (2002: 996) | will refer to this semantigpe of complement as ‘mandative’. However,
the two examples differ in the formal coding of tmmplement, which in (1) ista-clause and in
(2) a subjunctivehat-clause. This last pattern constitutes the mostnecomcoding of mandative
complements in Old English. | will show that in tiMiddle English period theo-infinitive
supersedes the subjunctitbatclause in the adjectival mandative constructios, has been
established for mandative complements of verbatiosst by Los (1999, 2005). | will also point out
that this process of supersession has never beeple®d. Rather, théo-infinitive has been
keeping roughly a 3:1 ratio to thieat-clause from Early Modern up to Present-day English

Explanations for this major change in the completaigon system have generally been
proposed from a language-internal perspective. Tmany authors have argued that tioe
infinitive spread at the expense of the bare itifiai (e.g., Sweet 1903: 118; Callaway 1913;
Jespersen 1940: 10-11; Mustanoja 1960: 514; Vi&e&2: §8897; Lightfoot 1979: 190; Jarad 1997:
32). In their view, the two infinitives are in coetggion in a number of environments in Old
English, with theto-infinitive winning out over the bare infinitive However, Los (2005) has
convincingly argued that it is necessary to consile entire complementation system to explain
distributional changes of its members. By presgntinclear description of the various syntactic
environments and the expressive devices that cempeahem, she has been able to show that the
to-infinitive did not replace the bare infinitive, tkather the subjunctivéhat-clause (Los 2005: ch.
2-7). Regarding th&o-infinitive complementing adjectives in the mandattonstruction, we will
see that it also took over from the subjunctivat-clause. In addition to the change in distribution
of these two complement types, | will also investigthe role of another language-internal factor,
viz. the tense of the matrix clause, and a lang@gernal factor, viz. the Anglo-Saxon versus
Romance origin of the adjectival matrices.

2 For example, this view is clearly expressed inladay’s (1913) influential monograph. However, Los
(2000: 12-17) has pointed out that his descriptioaes not offer a coherent picture of the distributof the
two infinitives.



The structure of this article is as follows. Sect®specifies which corpora were used and how
the data were collected. Section 3 presents anga@® the data bearing out the rise ofttie
infinitive with both adjectival and verbal matricesthe Old and Middle English period. The focus
in this article is on the findings for adjectivadraplements, but they are compared to Los’s (2005:
185-9) findings for verbal complementation. In g@at#, | will look more closely at Los’s (2005)
account of what motivated the rise of thenfinitive, and | will indicate to what extent thapplies
to the adjectival data. In addition, | will discuee role played by the temporal location of the
matrix and, as the Middle English data include madjectives of Romance origin, | will also
concentrate on whether language contact has hadfest on the increasing frequency of tioe
infinitive. Finally, | will argue that the rise dahe to-infinitive with deontic adjectives should
ultimately be explained by analogy between verloal adjectival complementation. In section 5, |
will detail the further development of the distrilmin of mandativeo- andthatclauses. As noted
above, it will be found that the relative sharetloé to-infinitive stabilizes around 72% in the
Modern English period. This in turn requires anlarption, by way of which | will consider the
role of distinct adjective classes and informasitmicture. Section 6 summarizes the main findings
and formulates questions for further research.

2 DATA AND METHODS

As mentioned above, this study investigates deoatlectives that take mandative clausal
complements across the various historical peridmisgeneral, such adjectives denote different
degrees of goodness, properness, desirability arsséy. The Present-day English dataset given in
the bottom row of Table 2 served as a startingtgointhe diachronic onomasiological inquiry, i.e.
the study of which lexical items across time expitee concepts of the semantic domain described
above. | used these adjectives in several thesaamigonments to find their historical counterparts
For OIld and Middle English | used the onlifbesaurus of Old EnglisAnd theMiddle English
Dictionary. From the Modern period onwards, | udRdget's Thesaurugl970) along with the
online Oxford English DictionaryThe adjectives thus found were subsequently bedrfor in five
corpora (taking into account spelling variants)jchirare listed in Table 1.

Number of
Subperiod of English Time span Corpus tokens
(millions)
Old English York-Torontc-Helsinki Parsec
(OE) 750-1150 Corpus of Old English Prose 1.45
(YCOE)
Middle English Penr-Helsinki Parsed Corpus ¢
(ME) 1150-1500 Middle English, Second Edition 1.16
(PPCME)
Early Modern Englis Penr-Helsinki Parsed Corpus «
(EModE) 1500-1710 Early Modern English 1.79
(PPCEME)
Late Modern Englis| Corpus of Late Modern Englis
(LModE) 1710-1920 texts (Extended version) 15.01

(CLMETEV) (De Smet 2005, 2008)




Preser-day Englist roughly Collins COBUILD Corpu (CB) 4210
(PDE) 1990-1995  (only British subcorpora) '
Table 1

The corpora used for each subperiod

The results of the corpus searches are given iteTabwhich shows the adjectives that were
investigated per period, with the number of tokbatveen brackefslt can be seen that the table
also distinguishes between semantically weak ammhgtadjectives. This distinction can be made
on intuitive grounds in the sense tlassentialin (1), for example, expresses a stronger degiee o
desirability tharrihtlic in (2) (cf. Overgaard 1995: 85; Huddleston & Pumil2002: 997). The two
classes also differ in terms of the semantic compl type they can occur wittStrong adjectives
only pattern with mandative complements in deomtimstructions, as in (1), whereas weak
adjectives are found with both mandative compleseas in (2), and propositional complements,
as in (3) below. Such complements refer to projurstpresupposed to be true, rather than to SoAs
that are still potential. The meaning of the cangion as a whole is purely evaluative, rather than
deontic (cf. Van linden & Davidse 2009).

(3) Itisimportant Mr Dorrell has identified community care as a fojority for improvement.
It is perfectly obvious it has been grossly undsseurced. (CB, today)

In this example, the evaluation denoted by the clidid matrix applies to a situation (viz. the
identification of community care as a top priofity improvement) that has already taken place at
the moment of the evaluative judgement. As thedaufuthis article is on mandative constructions,
examples such as (3) have been excluded from amalywill return to the distinction between
weak and strong adjectives in the following sedction

Period Strength Adjectives

andfenge (23), arlic (5), (ge)beorh(lic) (7), br{&3, (ge)cop(lic)
(3), (ge)cweme (61), (ge)cynde(lic) (65), cynn (@g)dafen(lic)
weak (35), (ge)defe(lic) (5), fremgendlic (3), fremfud)l (12), geornlic
OE (2.220) (5), god (1,733), (ge)limplic (17), (ge)meete (4gdame (15),
5335 ' (ge)met(lic) (13), nyt(t)(lic) (35), nyttol (1), tyeord(e)(lic) (35),
(2,335) (ge)radlic (3), reedlic (1), rihtlic (53), (ge)ridéin) (28), (ge)screpe
(4), (ge)teese (1), til (4), peeslic (14), (ge)pun(zs)
strong behef(e)(lic) (7), neadwis (1), niedbehaefdlic ¢igdbe(hefe/hof
(115) (18), (ge)niededlic (1), niedpearf(lic) (43), p&he) (44)

® The British COBUILD data include 42,099,593 worftom the following subcorpora: ukephem
(3,124,354), ukbooks (5,354,262), ukmags (4,90),99kspok (9,272,579), bbc (2,609,869), times
(5,763,761), today (5,248,302), and sunnow (5,82),4

It is clear from Table 2 that up to EModE the atljee good is far more frequent than all the other
adjectives. However, its occurrence in the consitndooked at here is not so frequent compareitieaotal
amount of attestations. Its distributional develepiofthat andto-clauses is also comparable to that found
with the other adjectives (see Van linden 2008bg. &&n thus safely conclude that the dategfuwd do not
distort the overall picture.

® The two classes of adjectives also differ in terofisthe matrix verb form and the formal types of
complement they pattern with. For instance, wea&aiyes may occur with hypothetical matrices arten

or if-clauses (e.glf would now be good if John Collins stayed (@B, today)), whereas strong ones cannot
(see Van linden 2009: 59-62).



able (33), aise (3), bicumelich (28), comely (commendabl¢ (2),
competent(3), convenient(8), covenable(30), desiderable(5),
weak desirable (1), expedient(5), fremful (6), good (2,525), goodly (29),
ME (3,067)  helply (2),just (30), kendeli (37), lele (2), limplich (1), medeif$,
(3,187) (i)mete (5),profitable (42),proper (4), (i)queme (62), rightful
(133), semeli (18)servisable(2), skilful (11),vertuous (34)
strong behef(e)lic (2C, behofsam (1), behoveful (1), behovely |
(120) necessarig23), needly (1), niedful (69)

advantageablc (1), appropriate (8), commendable (13),
commodious (15), competent (14), convenient (192), covenable
weak (2), desirable (13), expedient (27), fit (288), fitting (11), good
EModE (3,756)  (2,438), important (9), just (186), meet (120)pertinent (3),
(4,640) profitable (61), proper (137), rightful (4),servisable(9), shapely
(1), skilful (32),suitable (27), useful (38)virtuous (107)
strong criti cal (6), essentia (51), indispensabl¢ (3), necessar (802),
(884) needful (16)yital (6)

appropriate (189),convenien (420),desirable (415),expedien
(93), fit (951), fitting (81), good (685)mportant (1,784), meet
(51), profitable (172),proper (2,361),suitable (391)

weak
LModE (7,593)

(10,780) strong critical (380),crucial (6), essential(553),indispensabl¢ (222),
(3,187) necessary(1,623), needful (194yjtal (209)
weak appropriate (323),convenien (162),desirable (84), expedient
PDE (5,150) (13), fit (306), fitting (78), good (1,24 limportant (2,598),
(7.454) ' profitable (40),proper (150),suitable (155)

strong critical (120),crucial (193),essentia (478),indispensable(16),
(2,304) necessary(1,032), needful (41yital (439)

Table 2
The adjectives under investigation

As can be seen in Table 2, the set of adjectivestlier different for the first three periods. In
general, these periods witness many changes iwlibée lexicon, with the Middle English period
as hinge point. Lexical studies have shown thahat period, the original Old English word stock
decreases steadily, whereas at the same timexicends enriched with loans, especially from the
Romance family, and also new word formations onflihsis of Middle English lexical elements
(see e.g., Dekeyser 1986, Burnley 1992, Rothwell8lOWith regard to the semantic domain
studied here, it can be noted that some adjectiigappeared, such agedpearf others underwent
semantic change, such iéghtful, and yet others entered into the language dueotd formation,
such asneedfuland behofsamor language contact, such @ssential necessaryconvenientand
proper. Adjectives of this last type have been marketiadtdface in the table above. In fact, they
make up a large share of the data studied herehwirompted the research question concerning
the possible influence of language contact on the of theto-infinitive (see section 4.3). In
addition, it can be seen that the set of Early Midenglish adjectives is much larger than that of
Present-day English ones, which can be explainedelyantic changes and concomitant stricter
selection restrictions. The adjectivaampetenandskilful, for instance, are still used in Present-day
English, but they are only predicated of humansthag are not used in the mandative construction
anymore.



In what follows, | will use all the data preseniedTable 2® As the data are not distributed
evenly throughout the various periods and as thgota used differ in size, | will provide
normalized frequencies per 100,000 words in addiiothe absolute frequencies.

3 THE RISE OF THETO-INFINITIVE IN OLD AND MIDDLE ENGLISH

In Old English adjectival constructions, mandateemplements are typically coded Mhlyat-
clauses, and only marginally byg-clauses. In this section, | will show that a majbange occurs in
the distribution of the clausal complements dutimg Middle English period, as has been observed
for verbal matrices (Los 2005). The data bear datt twith adjectival matrices th®-clause
encroaches on thimat-clause from Early Middle English onwards and conegredominate in
Late Middle English.

First it should be noted that, whereas mandativeptements in Present-day expressions such
as in (1) are generally held to function as subgdatises in an extraposition construction with
dummy or expletivat (cf. Kaltenbdck 2000), the syntactic analysistaf Old and Middle English
mandative constructions is more controversial. llmeg’'s (1981) view, for example, thbat and
to-clauses are complements of a subjectless coristmuatith an optional dative Experiencer (a
human referent) and a genitive Theme (viz. thesgauOthers regard the clauses as subject clauses
as in PDE (e.g. Callaway (1913: 7) torclauses in OE; Warner (1982: 108-9) for btitht- and
to-clauses in ME; Mitchell (1985b: 8§1963) fdhatclauses in OE, whilgo-clauses can in
Mitchell's view be either subjects or subject coements (1985a: §1540); cf. also later formal
approaches (Fischer et al. 2000: 71, 95)). Thirdligser (1972: 8863, §903) somehow assumes
both analyses, as he deals with the clauses unédretading of subject clauses, but describes them
as complements of ‘impersonal phrases’. Traug&®21235) and Denison (1993: 64), finally, state
that the discussion is undecidable.

However, OE examples with mandatitkat-clauses and anticipatorthat in the matrix
cataphorically referring to the post-verliaht-clause can be viewed as containing evidence #r th
subject clause analysis (Van linden 2009: 119-2b% invariable post-verbal position of the OE
clauses has led some formal linguists to positxaeive subject in the matrix which may be overt,
as in (4) below, or non-overt (‘null’), as in (5f(Hulk & van Kemenade 1993)in this sense, the
term ‘extraposition’ can be argued to apply to @ and ME mandative constructions as \Wéti.
the course of ME, the surface subjeuit(became obligatory through the loss of verb-secomtl
the rise of rigid SVO word order (cf. Allen 1999)he examples below illustrate the two formal
types of mandative complement, viz. a subjuncthat-clause in (4) and to-infinitival clause in

(5).

® It should be noted that in LModE the queries fmod and necessarywere limited to the adjectives
immediately followed bythat, to and for, as the total number of tokens would otherwiseehbecome
unmanageable. For the PDE data, | used a quenydimg) anticipatoryt to avoid as much noise as possible.
" The question of the surface subjects brings updilestion of the complement or adjunct status ef th
mandative clauses. As suggested by one of theeesfein the examples with cataphdtat in the matrix,
this deictic pronoun arguably carries a thematle emd is an argument of the adjectival matrix prate,
which implies that the post-verb#ilat-clause functions as adjunct rather than as argtiomenplement (cf.
Bennis 1986). The formhjit, by contrast, is generally held not to carry arh8c role, so that the clauses in
constructions like (4) are true complements of #ugectival matrix (cf. Hulk & van Kemenade 1993).
However, the OE and ME data do not include theifipeextraction phenomena typically used as evidgenc
for the syntactic status of the clauses.

8] thank Bettelou Los (p.c.) and one of the referfee suggesting this analysis.



(4) Foroon hit is neodpearf peeture spraec eft hi sylfe gebige

Therefore it is necessary thatour speech rvediels it selfturPRESSUBJ to
pam gemetfeestumarwyrdum feederum,para lif sasce &

to the reasonable honourablefathers, whoseshifene.forthand
meere  gewearp geond Suplangbeardna land.
famous becamethroughout of.Southern.Lombards . land
‘Therefore, it is necessary that our speech shaft&twards turn itself to the reasonable and
honourable fathers, whose life shone forth and hecéamous throughout the land of the
Southern Lombards.’ (YCOE 1050-99 GDPref and 32%229.3)

(5) & ponne him dearf sie ma manna up mid him to
And whenthenDAT necessary bERESSUBJ more merGENUp with them to
habbanne on hiora fore, gecyde mlesy swa oft swa
have on their expedition, make.knomRESSUBJ always,as  often as
him dearf sie, in gemotes gewitees cyninges gerefan.
themDAT necessary bBRRESSUBJ in councilGEN testimony  KingsENreeveGEN
‘When it is necessary to them to have more men thigm on their expedition, they should
always make it known, as often as it is necesgatlggm, in testimony of the council (and) of
the king's reeve.’ (YCOE 890-999 LawAf 1 34.1)

The two examples have similar impersonal phrasesiatsix, and their complements refer to a
potential SoA, which is assessed as highly desrablnecessary. We can thus conclude that the
two formal complement types are functionally eqgléwg, that is, their distributions have at least
one syntactic environment in common.

The diachronic data show that during the Middle IBhgperiod, theto-infinitive started to
replace the subjunctibat-clause in the constructions illustrated abovéldble 3 below, | present
the absolute frequencies (n) and relative shargsof¢the two formal types in Old and Middle
English. In Table 4, | present their normalizedgtrencies per 100,000 words, which have been
rounded to one decimal place or at least two smamt digits. As thahatclauses found in the
corpora invariably occur in extraposed positiomnly includedto-infinitives found in this same
position, thus excluding (MBp-clauses occurring in the canonical subject pasiie., preposed
clauses).

Type  Type ECE LOE EME LME

of adj of 750-950 950-1150 1150-1350 1350-1500
compl n % n % n % n %
that 22 815 21 955 1 10C 5 23.¢

strong to 5 185 1 4.t 0 0 16 762
total 27 10C 22 10C 1 10C 21 10C
that 17 73.€ 47 97.¢ 9 474 24 414

weak to 6 261 1 21 10 52.¢ 34 58.€
total 23 10C 48 10C 19 10C 58 10C
that 39 78.C 68 97.1 10 50.C 28 36.7

total to 11 22.C 2 29 10 50.C 5C 633
total 50 10C 70 10C 20 10C 79 10C

Table 3

The development of the distributiontleft andto-clauses in Old and Middle English (absolute and
relative frequencies)



;y;’; nge EOE LOE EME LME
compl 750-950 950-1150 1150-1350 1350-1500
that 7.2 19 0.2¢ 0.62

strong to 1.7 0.08¢ 0.0C 2.C
total 89 1.6 0.2¢ 2.€
that 5.€ 4.1 2.6 3.C

weak to 2.C 0.08¢ 2.8 4.2
total 7.6 4.2 5.4 7.2
that 12.¢ 6.C 2.E 3.€

total to 3.€ 0.1¢ 2.E 6.2
total 165 6.2 5.7 9.€

Table 4

The development of the distributiontlofit andto-clauses in Old and Middle English (normalized
frequencies per 100,000 words)

Tables 3 and 4 show that the overall predominafid¢hat-clauses in Old English changes to
an almost equal distribution in Early Middle Enfglisand a predominance td-clauses in Late
Middle English. Fisher’'s exact tests (cf. Peders886) indicate that the increasetofinfinitives
from LOE to EME is highly statistically significar{p=1.672e-06), whereas their increase from
EME to LME is not (p=0.3125). Of the two lexicahskes distinguished here, the weak adjectives
present us with the most nuanced picture, in pacabse they are much more frequent than strong
adjectives from LOE to LME. The rise of th@infinitive is evidenced by the following examples,
in which (6) dates from LOE and is construed witsuijunctivethat-clause, whereas (7) dates
from LME and is construed withta-clause.

(6) He andwyrde; Nis ngod baet man nyme his bearna hiaf.
He answered; not.isnotgood thatone takessuBJhis childrenceN bread
and awurpe hundym

and throwPRESSUBJJOQSDAT
‘He answered: “It is not good that one should ttie bread of his children and throw it to
the dogs™ (YCOE 990-1010 A£CHom I, 8 67.16)
(7)  And Crist answeride and seyde‘Hit istgoodto take pe breedbpat
And Christ answeredandsaid ‘It is not good take the breadthat

fallup to children, angyuen hit to howndes to ete fro pese children

belongs to children, andgive it to dogs tat efrom these children
‘And Christ answered and said: “It is not goodaket the bread that belongs to children from
these children and give it to dogs to eat.” (PPCPAE425 Wycl.Serm. (Add 40672) 401)

Both examples are mandative constructions — theyeen translations of the same Bible verse, but
they are construed with a different formal typecomplement. Examples like these thus illustrate
that theto-infinitive replaces théhat-clause in the ME period.

The same change in relative frequencytlat and to-clauses has been found with verbal
matrices by Los (2005). Showing that ttwinfinitive gains in frequency after intention and
manipulative verbs at the cost of the subjunctivet-clause (for examples of these verbs, see
Figure 2), Los (2005: 185-9) counters the previpobgld view that theo-infinitive replaced the
bare infinitive. The change is illustrated by th@ldwing examples from two manuscripts of
Gregory’'sDialogues(Los 2005: 179-85).



(8) Forpon pe hegewilnode paethe heefde lof &
because thathe desired, thathe hewef.IND/suBj glory and
herenesse pees cleenan lifes
praise thesEN clean lifeGEN
‘because he desired that he might have glory aageifor a clean life’ (GD 8.117.30, C
[870-90], cited in Los 2005: 181 (49))

(9) forpam pe hegewilnodeto haebbenne paetlof & herunge his
because thathe desired to have the glondpiise hi®AT
meerandrohtnunge
excellent conduabAT
‘because he desired to have the glory and praiskigoexcellent conduct’ (GD 8.117.30, H
[950-1050], cited in Los 2005: 182 (50))

(10) peet hi weerongenydede [...], beethi  scoldenniwe wisan hycgan &
that they were forced [...], thatthey shouldew ways consider and
smeagean
think
‘that they were forced that they should considest adopt new ways’ (GD 2 (C) 3.104.20
[870-90], cited in Los 2005: 183 (52))

(11) beet hi [...]weerongeneadodaiwe ping to sSmeagenne
that they [...] were forced new things to think
‘that they [...] were forced to adopt new things’ (RO¥H) 3.104.16 [950—-1050], cited in Los
2005: 183 (53))

Examples (8) and (9) have the intention vegbwilnian while (10) and (11) contain
niedan/neadiana verb of persuading and urging. As the claugalraent of both verb classes, the
earlier manuscript (C) has a subjunctiiat-clause, cf. (8) and (10), whereas the later maipisc
(H) containgto-clauses, cf. (9) and (11). Besides comparison aruscripts, Los (2005) also gives
guantitative evidence for the replacement of ttte-clause by thdo-infinitive. Her data, drawn
from the Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki Par§amtpus of Old English and the PPCME
(Los 2005: 185), are presented in Table 5 belovthis table, | have only included Los’s (2005)
findings about theéo-infinitive functioning as complement of intentiamd manipulative verbs, the
latter including verbs of persuading and urgingvadi as verbs of commanding and permittinig.
can be seen that these complements show a ratheptajump in the ratio ofo-infinitives to
subjunctive clauses’ (Los 2005: 188), viz. from4P4.in OE to 62.8% in EME. The adjectival
complements, however, show a slightly less abrepelbpment, viz. from 10.8% in OE to 50.0%
in EME (this rise is also statistically significafisher’s exact p=0.0001381). As the complements
of the verbal matrices are semantically very simita the mandative complements of deontic
adjectives, we can conclude that, although the ctid@ complements have a much lower
frequency than the verbal ones, they are nevedhelery comparable to Los’s (2005) findings, and

° It should be noted that Los'’s (2005: 185—6) datduide ‘only subjunctivéhat-clauses in which the subject
is identical to the subject of the matrix clauseahia case of the intention group (‘subject conjradt to the
object of the matrix in the manipulatives (‘objecntrol’), and in that sense compatible withinfinitives,

which are always controlled.’
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together these data bear witness to an importagwing change in the clausal complementation
system.

Type  Type EOE LOE EME
% u 750950  oso.so  TORIOE etoes
matrix compl n % n % n % n %
that  35; 852 492 857 844 856 16( 372
verb 1o 60 146 82 143 14z 14Z 27C 628

total 41z 10C 574 10C 98¢ 10C 43C 10C

that 3¢ 78.C 68 97.1 107 892 10 50.C

adj to 11 22.C 2 29 13 10.¢ 10 50.C
total 5C 10C 70 10C 12C 10C 20 10C
Table 5

The distribution of mandativthat andto-clauses with verbal and adjectival matrices in Old
English and Early Middle English (data on verbahgdements from Los 2005: 186, Table 7.6)

4 EXPLANATIONS FOR THE RISE OF THEO-INFINITIVE

In the literature the rise of the-infinitive as complement to verbal matrices hasegally received
language-internal explanations. In this sectiowjll first focus on the account proposed by Los
(2005), which encompasses the entire complementatistem, and | will investigate whether it
also applies to adjectival mandative complemergsti@n 4.1). As her account suggests that the
tense of the matrix may have played a role in @pacement of ththat-clause by theo-infinitive,

| will also examine this language-internal factar the adjectival complements (section 4.2).
Thirdly, | will verify whether the influx of Romarcitems in the Middle English period (cf. Table
2) has had corollaries in the formal coding of thandative complements (section 4.3). Having
considered all these factors, | will conclude tiwa rise of theo-infinitive with adjectival matrices

in Middle English has to be explained by analogyween verbal and adjectival mandative
constructions (section 4.4). | will argue that tlpocess of analogy has to be understood as
functioning paradigmatically as well as syntagnsadlyc(cf. De Smet 2008: 102-27).

4.1 The changing distribution of the infinitive

According to Los (2005), the supersession oftttad-clause by theo-infinitive is motivated by the
changing distribution of the latter form. Whereas to-infinitive originally competed with the
purposiveto-prepositional phrase (PP), it started to mirrar dhistribution of the subjunctivihat-
clause already before the Old English period. Bahy, it ended up replacing this competitor in all
its syntactic environments within the verbal compdaitation system. However, | will show that the
adjectival complementation system is not fully camgble to the verbal one discussed by Los
(2005), and that analogy between the two comespiiaty

It is generally agreed that theinfinitive clause originates in a PP with the #lla preposition
to and a dative-inflected verbal noun, a view datiagk to the work of early Indo-Europeanists
such as Bopp (1871 [1833-52]: iii, §849-86) (ses 2005: 49, 153—7 for an overview). Whereas
the origin of theto-infinitive as ato-PP has led many authors to assume that its cakgtatus in
Old English was still PP, Los (2005: ch. 7) adduzmsous types of evidence showing that tive
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infinitive was a clause in Old English alreddyn this development from PP to clause, the akativ
meaning of prepositionab (‘towards a goal’) played a crucial role in thafinitival to typically
refers to goals in time, adding ‘prospective rektime reference’ (Los 2005: 197). According to
Los (2005: ch. 2-3), the distribution of tteeinfinitive originally followed that of the purpose to-

PP, competing in three environments in Old Engl{§has purpose adjunct to a verb phrase (VP),
(ii) as purpose adjunictto a noun phrase (NP) (e.gnweald‘power’, tima ‘time’) or adjectival
phrase (AP) (e.ggearu‘ready’), and (iii) as Goal-argument after conativerbs (with meanings
like ‘try’), and verbs of persuading and urging §L2005: 198-9).

Apart from theto-PP andto-infinitive, another expression could of old ocdarthe three
purposive environments as well, viz. the subjurecthat-clause™ In fact, the purposive function
must have been its original use (also in Gothicl .o 2005: 30). However, by the beginning of the
Old English period it had already spread to variotiser environments (e.g. Mitchell 1985b:
§2033), so that its purposive meaning was oftemfosied byto don paebr to dy peefLos 2005:
41-2). Importantly, Los (2005: ch. 4-6) contendst tihe subjunctivéhat-clause set the example
for the to-infinitive in the prehistoric period, so that thetter is also found in non-purposive
environments in Old English, such as the Themeragyt function. She argues that the following
changes must have taken place before the Old Enggisod. First, théo-infinitive combining with
conative verbs and verbs of persuading and urgeng neanalysed from purposive adjunct to Goal-
argument (Los 2005: 67, 99). Later, thwinfinitive spread to intention verbs other thare th
conative verbs through reanalyéiand analogy with the subjunctitieat-clause, which was already
established as Theme-argument of these verbs Q@&: 9). Likewise, the use of theinfinitive
with verbs of persuading and urging extended tbs@f commanding and permitting (Los 2005:
137) and some types of commissives (Los 2005: 14@ddh taking Theme-arguments. In Early
Middle English, then, thto-infinitive won out over théhat-clause in most environments, as shown
in Table 5 abové'

If we try to apply Los’s (2005) account of the cheng distribution of theo-infinitive with
verbal matrices to the adjectival data, it becontear that we cannot posit a development oftthe
infinitive from purposive adjunct to Theme-argumenithin the adjectival complementation
system. The main reason for this lies in the latlk @ompeting expression shared by these two
environments. The purposive-infinitival construction found with the adjectivetudied, most

19 Los’s evidence against a PP-analysis comes franotiturrence ofo-infinitives in conjoined structures,
the strict adjacency db and infinitive, the fossilized nature of the datiending of theo-infinitive, its non-
occurrence with determiners or ‘inherited objedtsthe genitive or in amf-PP, and its positioning to the
right of the matrix (unlike that of bare infinitisewhich can precede or follow the matrix) (20057470) (cf.
Miller 2002: 237-8). The most important evidencedmour of a clausal analysis comes from the spodad
the to-infinitive to contexts other than those found wthrposiveto-PPs, the similarity of object position in
to-clauses and subjunctitkat-clauses, and the preposition stranding facts ind@Efinitival relatives (Los
2005: 171-7).

1 Although Los makes a clear difference between radfuand complements (2005: 34-5), she calls the
purposive expressions with NPs and APs in someepladjuncts (2005: 29, 199), but in other places
complements (2005: 164, 171).

12 With the term ‘subjunctivéhatclauses’ Los refers to clauses that have a sutijenfinite verb form, a
‘neutralized’ form ‘that can be expected to be subtive because of the putative nature of the elaus a
modal auxiliary (either indicative or subjunctii&ps 2005: 24).

13 More specifically, Bock (1931) proposes thainfinitival adjuncts after nominal objects wereanalyzed

as Theme-argument of the verb (Los 2005: 99).

1 In fact, Los’s figures show that the-infinitive ‘has made the greatest inroads on tlendin of the
subjunctivethat-clause in the function of the purpose adjunct’jchilties in with the finding that this was the
earliest environment of thte-infinitive (Los 2005: 188). However, these data aot included in Table 5.
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probably the original use of thte-clause with the adjectives, is illustrated in (12xample (13)
shows that thiso-clause is in competition with a purposieePP.*®

(12) Cup ys eac peethis hydisryce hundum &  eallum fiperfetum
knownis also thathis skin is useful daggs.andall gquadrupenaT
nytenum wid woles gewinne on to danne
animalsDAT against pestilenagEN hardship  on to do
‘It is also known that its skin [i.e., of a badg@&VL] is useful for dogs and all quadruped
animals to put on (them) against the hardship stileace’ (YCOE 1000-50 Med 1.1 (de
Vriend) 1.8)

(13) hiora hydbid swidegod to sciprapum
their skin is very good to ship’s.ropes
‘Their skin [i.e., of walruses, AVL] is very gooaif ship’s ropes.” (YCOE 900-50 Or 1
1.14.30)

In these examples, the skin of an animal is sataktaseful or good for a specific purpose. In (12),
the purpose is expressed btoanfinitive (on to donng whereas in (13), it is expressed bipdP
(to sciprapunp. It can be argued, however, that ttesPP implies an action: the skin of a walrus is
good ‘for the manufacture of ship’s ropes’ or gomdmake ship’s ropes with'. Syntactically, the
construction in (12) consists of a subject (no axefform, such as, for examptst), a copular
finite, an adjectival subject complement, antbénfinitive with a non-subject gap (viz. an object
gap in (12): the syntactic subjedti hyd is coreferential with the notional object of the
infinitive) (cf. Callaway 1913: 149-59; Visser 1978940; Mitchell 1985a: §928-31; Traugott
1992: 249). Crucially, the fact that the-clause has a non-subject gap implies that it dus
compete with @hat-clause (cf. Van der Wurff 1990; Los 2005: 204, -2B8)°

The only otheto-infinitival construction with deontic adjectivesaurring in Old English is the
mandative construction that | am concerned withhis article (cf. Mitchell 1985a: §1537-42,
1544-7; Visser 1972: 8903, 908; Traugott 1992: 24#portantly, in this construction, the-
infinitive is in variation with the subjunctivéhat-clause, both of which function as Theme-
arguments of an impersonal adjectival phrase (zamgles (4) and (5) above), but not with the
purposiveto-PP. We therefore have to conclude that with deasdijectives — unlike with verbal
matrices — we cannot assume a developmental relbBoveen the purposive function of ttee
infinitive (in the bryceconstruction) and its function as Theme-argumeént tie mandative
construction), as in these functions it never cdewgbewith the same types of expression.
(Remember that with verbs, the subjunctiatclause with the conative verbs and verbs of
persuading and urging formed the middle groundnddethe conclusion imposes itself that in the
distribution of theto-infinitive with adjectival predicates, at some gadaanalogy with verbal

5 However, it should be noted that this competitietween théo-infinitive and theto-PP only applies to the
weak adjectives studied here. With the strong ombsch express necessity, a purposive paraphrasetis
felicitous. More generally, a construction such (&) with a weak adjective is a characteristic-otéel
construction, whereas those with strong adjectaresactivity-oriented constructions (Van linden 28D It is
only in the characteristic-oriented type that thvnfinitive competes with the purposive-PP.

16| gratefully acknowledge that this generalizatioas pointed out by one of the two referees. It khalso
be noted that these adjectival constructions dfffan those with adjectives suchgearu (‘ready’), in which
theto-infinitive has a subject gap, and competes withghrposiveao-PP and the subjunctiibat-clause (see
above, cf. Los 2005: 172). Unlike the adjectivaesditd, thegearutype adjectives do not occur in the
extraposition construction (cflt*is eager to prepare dinnec
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matrices has played a role: deontic adjectives bégaavourto-infinitives by analogy with the
increased frequency td-complements with intention and manipulative verbs.

By way of conclusion, | present the distribution tbe to-infinitive and the expressions it
competes with in Figure 1 below. The full arrowdigate its development from Goal-argument to
Theme-argument, as discussed above. The boxe® @fdjectival constructions have been put in
boldface. The arrow linking the two boxes is dasaed crossed out, reflecting the assumption that
we cannot posit a developmental relation between bilyceconstruction and the mandative

construction.

Ta-infinitive as Goe
purpose adjunct purposive Goal-agrument purposive
to VP adjunct to of (i) conative adjunct to AP
NP or AP verbs, and (brycetype)
(gearutype) (i) vers of
persuading and
urging
to-PF to-PF to-PF to-PF
to-infinitive to-infinitive to-infinitive to-infinitive
subjthat-cl subjthat-cl subjthat-cl
To-infinitive as Them >:<
v v
Theme- Theme- Theme- Theme-
argument of argument of argument of argument of
intention verbs verbs of commissives impersonal AP
commanding (mandative
and permitting type)
Acc-NP Acc-NP Acc-NP Gen/Nom-NP
to-infinitive to-infinitive to-infinitive to-infinitive
subjthat-cl subjthat-cl subjthat-cl subjthat-cl

Figure 1
The distribution of théo-infinitive and its competitors in its developménim expression of Goal
to Theme-argument
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4.2 The role of the tense of the matrix

In this section, the development of tieeinfinitive will be linked to a well-described deepment
of its competitor in the mandative constructiorg. the decrease of subjunctive forms in the so-
called subjunctiveéhat-clause. It is hypothesized that the loss of sutijua forms, which began in
past environments, may have promoted the use abtiméinitive in these environments especially.
The loss in frequency of the subjunctive or ‘mogatiarked’ forms (Visser 1972: ch. 7) has
received considerable attention in the diachroitierdture. In general, this change has been
attributed to the attrition of inflectional morplegly and the availability of alternative expressive
devices, such as modal auxiliaries (e.g. Visse216f. 7, Plank 1984).As the locus of change, a
number of authors have pointed to past context)eapast subjunctive paradigm was affected first
(e.g. Visser 1972: 8836; Traugott 1972: 150; PlafikR4: 346). (However, none of these authors
provides details about the data this finding iseblasn.) The data on the mandatithat-clauses
complementing the adjectives studied here confirengdast context hypothesis, as shown in Table
6.

Tense o Coding of finite in  Frec OE ME EModE LModE
matrix that-clause 750-1150 1150-1500 1500-1710 1710-1920
. . n 80 18 15 10
subjunctive forms N t6 16 0 8z 0.06°
(not periphrastic) % 89' 9 6'2 1 2'0 5 . 39
. . n 2 2 42 23€
periphrastic forms N 012 01 53 16
(subj/ambig/indic) % 2 2 6 < 57‘“5 92'2
n 6 8 16 9
present ambiguous forms N 0.4z 0.6¢ 0.8¢ 0.06(
% 6.7 276 21.¢ 3.t
n 11 1 0 1
indicative forms N 0.07( 0.087 0 0.006"
% 1.1 34 - 04
n 89 29 73 25€
total N 6.2 2.5 41 1.7
% 10C 10C 10C 10C
. . n 12 1 5 1
subjunctive forms —y 0.87 0.087 0.2¢ 0.006"
(not periphrastic) % 66; 1'0 C 167 '0 e
past periphrastic forms n 1 6 - 21 12
(subj/ambig/indic) oN 0.07( 0.52 1.2 0.8(¢
7 5.6 60.0 70.0 97.6

" The attrition of inflectional endings can be expéal by phonological changes that started in OldliEh
already. The vowels in final unstressed syllablesenincreasingly reduced te/ (Lass 2006: 61-2), so that
the past indicative 6n) and subjunctive plural endingsef) became homophonous (Turner 1980: 272). In
fact, weak verbs kept a distinctive subjunctivenfain the past only for the second person singulath(
subjectthou), and strong verbs (aruE) did so for the first and third person singulais@fer 1992: 247).
These singular forms of strong verbs gradually becaomophonous both through grade reduction amdl fin
schwa-deletion (Lass 2006: 77). This process staiiethe Northern dialects and slowly spread south
throughout the Middle English period (Mustanoja Q9452; Lass 1992: 132).
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n 2 3 2 1
ambiguous forms N 0.1¢ 0.2¢ 0.11 0.006"

% 11.1 30.C 6.7 0.8

n 3 0 2 1
indicative forms N 0.21 0 0.11 0.006"

% 167 - 6.7 0.8

n 18 1C 30 12¢
total N 13 0.87 17 0.8

% 10C 10C 10C 10C

Table 6

The types of finite forms in mandatthatclauses in present and past contexts

Table 6 bears out the overall decrease in frequaicthe unambiguous subjunctive forms in
mandativethat-clauses from Old English up to Late Modern Engljah statistically significant
falls with Fisher's exact p-values ranging from @& e-08 up to p=0.001271). It also clearly
shows that the tense of the matrix has played aiarwole in the Middle English period, with
subjunctive forms occurring in 62.1% of the preseomntext data, but only in 10% of the past
context data (Fisher's exact p=0.008382)he overall development is matched by a steady
increase of modal auxiliaries or ‘periphrastic migats’ (Overgaard 1995) (all significant increases
with 3.455e-15<p<0.0007903 (again Fischer's exakt’pin addition, the difference in relative
shares of these forms in present contexts as ogpgog®st ones is most pronounced for the Middle
English period, viz. 6.9% versus 60% respectivélistfer's exact p=0.00144%).The shares of
indicative forms and morphologically ambiguous oeutralized forms’ (Lépez Couso & Méndez
Naya 1996), finally, do not show significant diéeices for ME (with Fisher's exact p=1 in both
cases). Although the loss of the subjunctive fowas thus, if not promoted (cf. Plank 1984: 346),
‘remedied’ by the modal auxiliaries, the decline sofbjunctive forms irthat-clauses may have
played some role in the increased uswdifinitives in past contexts.

Unfortunately, the data do not give clear indicasiof the role of the temporal location of the
main clause. Table 7 presents the distributiorthaft- and to-clauses across present and past
matrices. In addition to Old and Middle Englishajat also includes Early Modern English data so
as to detect any belated effects.

Tense 0 Type Frec

matrix of EOE LOE EME LME EModE

comp 750950 950-1150 1150-1350 1350-1500 1500-1710

n 36 53 8 21 73

that N 119 4.7 2.3 2.€ 41

present % 80.C 964 53.¢ 33.2 38.4

n 9 2 7 42 117

to N 3.C 0.1¢ 2.C 5.2 6.5

% 20.C 3.€ 467 66.7 616

'8 The only other period in which the frequency dbjsmctive forms is significantly higher in presehan in
past contexts is Old English, albeit to a lessgrekethan in ME (OE Fisher’s exact p=0.01907).

91n the three OId English examples and in two @futight) Middle English ones, the modal auxiliarare
themselves marked for the subjunctive mood.

2 The only other period in which the frequency ofiplerastic forms is significantly lower in presehan in
past contexts is Late Modern English, albeit tessér degree than in ME (LModE Fisher's exact p4@60).



16

n 45 55 15 63 19C

total N 14.¢ 4.6 43 7.€ 106
% 10C 10C 10C 10C 10C

n 3 15 2 8 30

that N 0.9¢ 1.z 0.57 1.C 17
% 60.C 100.( 40.C 50.C 26.F

n 2 0 3 8 83

past to N 0.6¢ 0.0cC 0.8t 1.C 4.€
% 40.C 0.0cC 60.C 50.C 735

n 5 15 5 16 11z

total N 1.6 1.z 1.4 2.C 6.3
% 10C 10C 10C 10C 10C

Table 7

The distribution ofhat andto-clauses in present and past contexts

Table 7 shows that in Early Middle English the ghafito-infinitives in past contexts is higher than
that in present contexts, but the figures are gsemgll, and in fact the difference is not statidljca
significant (Fisher's exact p=1). In Late Middleddish, the share db-clauses in past contexts is
even lower than that in present contexts (viz. Bv@rsus 66.7%), but again the difference is not
statistically significant (Fisher's exact p=0.2530he Early Modern English data, finally, yield a
weakly significant result, with the portion td-clauses in past contexts (73.5%) exceeding that in
present contexts (61.6%) (Fisher's exact p=0.04484) can thus conclude that the adjectival data
do not point in a clear direction as to the roléhaf tense of the matrix; they do not plainly iradée
that subjunctivehat-clauses were replaced more readily in past comtiadn in present ones in
Middle English, the period in which the past pagadiof the subjunctive mood disappeared.

4.3 The role of language contact

Whereas the previous two sections discussed lapguggrnal factors, this section investigates a
language-external factor that may be invoked tooact for the rise of theo-infinitive, viz.
language contact.

As discussed in section 2, the Middle English pkerdgtnesses considerable changes in the
lexicon, such as the arrival of many Romance loAssthe data studied here include quite a few
borrowed items, the question arises whether thee@se of thdo-infinitive may also have been
influenced by these items bringing with them a g@mefice forto-infinitives from their source
language.

However, study of the data shows that this is hetdase. Table 8 summarizes the results of the
analysis: it is set up in much the same way asel@bbut the data are split up according to the
origin of the adjectives.

Origin  Type Frec

of of EOE LOE EME LME EModE
adjective comp 750-950 950-1150 1150-1350 1350-1500 1500-1710
n 39 68 1C 22 51
Anglo- that N 12.¢ 6.C 2.€ 2.7 2.8
Saxon % 78.C 97.1 50.C 373 323
n 11 2 1C 37 107

to N 36 0.1¢ X 4.6 6.C
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% 22.C 29 50.C 62.7 67.7

n 5C 7C 2C 59 15¢€

total N 165 6.2 57 .3 8.6
% 10C 10C 10C 10C 10C

n — — — 7 52

that N — — — 0.87 2.C
% — — — 35.C 359

n — — — 13 93
Romance to N — — — 1.€ 52
% — — — 65.C 64.1

n — — — 20 14k&

total N — — — 25 8.1
% — — — 10C 10C

Table 8

The distribution ofhat andto-clauses with Anglo-Saxon and Romance adjectives

Table 8 indicates that the Anglo-Saxon versus Ramamigin of the adjectives does not correlate
with the rise of theo-infinitive. On the one hand, there are no databfarowed adjectives for the
critical period, viz. EME. On the other, the figar®r the later periods show that the distributién
that and to-clauses with Romance adjectives is very similarthat with Anglo-Saxon ones;
Fisher's exact tests indicate that the differeraresnot significant (LME p=1; EModE p=0.5449).
We can therefore safely exclude the origin of tHgeival matrix as an explanatory factor in the
development of theo-infinitive.

4.4 Conclusion

The discussions of the factors that may explairrife of theto-infinitive seem to point ultimately
to analogy between verbal and adjectival mandatiemplement constructions. The factor of
language contact could be ruled out, and the sbiidlye tense of the matrix did not present us with
an obvious conclusion. Moreover, the distributidrite to-infinitive would be hard to explain if
only the adjectival data were taken into accours.agued in section 4.1, the ti@-infinitival
constructions found with the adjectives studiedndd share competing expressions, so that we
could not hypothesize a developmental relation betwthem. All this confirms the conclusion
proposed in section 4.1, viz. that tteeinfinitive has come to function as a Theme-argunweith
adjectival matrices through analogy with the mudrerfrequent verbal matrices, for which a clear
development from Goal-argument to Theme-argumestleen established by Los (2005). Both
types of matrices are attested withinfinitives functioning as Theme-argument in Olddlish
already, and are the locus of large-scale replacerinem Early Middle English onwards. The
finding that the adjectival constructions manifa$ess abrupt replacement tioyinfinitives than the
verbal ones (cf. section 3) serves as corroboraience for the claim that the latter construtio
served as the models of analogical extension.

The data also suggest that the influence of thbatenatrices can be viewed as functioning
both paradigmatically and syntagmatically (cf. Daeb 2008: 102—-27). On the one hand, we can
identify the spread of the-infinitive as an example of paradigmatic analoDg (Smet 2008: 119—
20), that is, ‘the extension of a construction frone environment to another on the basis of a link
between the spreading construction and some o#lradjgmatically related construction’ (De Smet
2008: 118). In this case, th®-infinitive spread from the intention and manipidat verb
constructions (the source syntagm(s)) to the asd@ainandative construction (the target syntagm)



18

with the subjunctivehat-clause as the paradigmatically related constraoctim the other hand, the
to-infinitive can also be argued to ‘extend its ran§@pplication on the basis of semantic similarity
between the source environment [or source syntayfh] and the target environment of extension
[or target syntagm, AVL] (De Smet 2008: 103), inist case the semantic similarity between
intention and manipulative verb constructions drelddjectival mandative construction. In fact, the
semantic similarity between these two constructicesides in their mandative meaning: their
semantics includes an element of will emanatingrfeohuman source. In the case of intention and
manipulative verbs, this human source appears r@fesential agent participant, viz. the matrix
subject’ In the case of the adjectival constructions, tharee is typically left implicit, but
retrievable from the context, for instance as tlepdrted) speaker. The rise of tweinfinitive in

the adjectival mandative construction can thus ynwew be explained by both paradigmatic and
syntagmatic analogy with verbal matrices, as vigadl in Figure 2 (in which analogy is
symbolized by ~).

2L This is invariably the case with intention vertmswuctions, cf. (8)—(9) above. With manipulativerly
constructions, it is only in active clauses that thatrix subject is coreferential with the souréendl. In

passive clauses, as in (10)—(11) above, by contitastidentity of the source has to be inferrednfrthe
context.
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MANDATIVE MATRIX P COMPLEMENT

A
v
4
N

Intention verbgLos 2005: 75):
andraedarifear’; adencarfintend’; beotian‘threaten’;
forgieman'neglect’; higian ‘strive’; smeagariintend’;
warnian ‘shun’; widsacanrefuse’

subjunctivethat-clause

wilful agent intention VP

v

to-infinitive

Manipulative verbs:

(i) Verbs of persuading and urgirigos 2005: 56):
afysan'impel’; aweccarfincite’; baedarfurge’; biegan
‘compel’; cierran ‘persuade’neadian‘compel’; trymman
‘encourage’tyhtan‘urge’

VERBAL

wilful agent manipulative VP| | Acc-NP subjunctivaihat-clause

v

to-infinitive

Manipulative verbs:

(i) Verbs of commanding and permittiigos 2005: 102):
aliefan ‘allow’; bebeodariorder’; bodian‘preach’;dihtan
‘direct’; forbeodan'forbid’; hatan‘command’;tidian ‘grant,
‘permit; wissian‘guide’

subjunctivethat-clause

wilful agent manipulative VP Dat-NP

v

to-infinitive

Deontic adjectives:

bicumelich'fitting’; behef(e)(licynecessary’, ‘proper’;
(ge)cop(lic)'proper’, (ge)dafen(licyfitting’, fremful(lic)
‘profitable’, (ge)limplic‘suitable’; necessarieniedful
(nied)bearf(lic ‘necessary’

ADJECTIVAL

subjunctivethat-clause

oo TTTTTTTTT | N
, wilful source, | | ADJ + copular VP Dat-NP | | —p
| e.g. speaker

< to-infinitive

Figure 2
Paradigmatic and syntagmatic analogy between veabdl adjectival mandative constructions
5 THE DISTRIBUTION OFTHAT- AND TO-CLAUSES INMODERNENGLISH

Analysis of adjectival data from later periods thdiddle English reveals that after the major
reversal of distribution in the Middle English pmtj theto-infinitive did not continue to increase in
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frequency so as to oust thieatclause completely. Rather, the mandatilretclause stabilized
around 28% in Early Modern, Late Modern and PredegtEnglish. This requires us to look for
explanations for this new type of distribution.

Whereas with verbal matrices mandatigeclauses kept gaining in frequency at the expefise o
the that-clause up to 1800 (Rohdenburg 1995), no comparedaéinuous frequency loss of the
that-clause is found in the adjectival data. Table fitkethe distribution othat andto-clauses
with weak and strong adjectives from 1500 up topttessent.

Type Type EModE LModE PDE
of adj of 1500-1710 1710-1920 1990-1995
compl n N % n N % n N %

that 3C 17 366 171 1.1 181 331 0.7¢ 316
strong to 52 2.6 63.£ 77¢€ 52 81.€ 71€ 1.7 68.£
total 82 4.6 10C 947 6.2 10C 104¢ 25 10C

that 73 41 33.C 20€ 14 223 47t 1.1 26.£
weak to 14€ 83 67.C 72t 4.€ 770  132] 3.1 736
total 221 12.: 10C 93¢ 6.2 10C 179¢ 4.3 10C

that 103 5.7 34.C 37¢ 2.5 202 80¢ 1.¢ 28.5
total to 20C 112 66.C 1501 10.C 79.6  203¢ 4.€ 717
total 305 169 10C 188C 126 10C 284~ 6.8 10C

Table 9
The development of the distributiontioht andto-clauses in Early Modern, Late Modern, and
Present-day English

If we compare the Early Modern English data tolthte Middle English data in Table 3 above, we
can note only small differencethét-clauses: LME 37.2%, EModE 34.0%6:clauses: LME 62.8%,
EModE 66.0%; Fisher's exact p=0.6909). In Late ModEnglish, the share of the-infinitive
reaches its highest value with about 80% (a sicgnifi increase from EModE with Fisher's exact
p=3.068e-07). However, in Present-day Englishai Hecreased to about 72% (a significant fall
with Fisher’s exact p=1.699e-10). In short, afterise in Middle English th®-infinitive stabilized

at roughly a 3:1 ratio to thbat-clause, with only a small peak movement in Latedbto English.

The finding that in these later stages the manedtiat-clause is not lost completely but
continues to be a (minor) option suggests thantbdern distribution may be determined by other
factors than those that brought about the risehetd-infinitive. In the literature on variation in
clausal complements of verbal matrices, explanatibave been formulated which relate to
semantic integration and discourse factors. Theidcprinciple of semantic clause integration was
originally introduced by Givén (1980, 1990: ch. E8)d states that ‘the stronger g@mantidoond
is between the two events, the more intimatehhéssyntacticintegration of the two propositions
into a single clause’ (1990: 516; italics his). pi®vides cross-linguistic evidence, showing that
manipulative verbs, which have a strong semanticlwith their dependent SoA, tend to be coded
by non-finite structures such as infinitives, wlaeraitterance verbs, which have a much weaker
semantic bond with their dependent SoA, tend tadaked by ‘more’ finite structures suchthst-
clauses. The strength of the semantic bond betive@iS0As is partly determined by the presence
of an element of will (Givon 1990: 528-30). Appliedthe data presented in Table 9, the principle
of clause integration would predict that strongeatlyal matrices have higher shares of mandative
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to-clauses than weak matrices, as the first onedvieva stronger element of will than the second
ones. However, Table 9 shows that this is onlyctse in Late Modern Engligh.

If we look at the data for each adjective of théadat separately, we can more definitively
conclude that the principle of semantic integratioes not hold. There are strong adjectives which
prefer that-clauses tao-clauses, such agtal and crucial, or with which both clause types are
almost equally frequent, such &ssential For these adjectives, the current distribution of
mandative clauses is given in Table 10 below. Hirdetalso includes the data of another strong
adjective, viznecessaryfor the sake of comparison.

Type vital crucial essentie necessat

2(‘;mp| N % n N % n N % n N %

that 144 0.3¢2 646 27 0.06¢ 54.C 11€ 0.2¢ 48.¢ 25 0.05¢ 5.C

to 79 0.1¢ 354 23 0.05¢ 46.C 121 0.2¢ 511 47¢ 1.1 95.(

total 2232 052 10C 50 0.1z 10C 237 0.5¢ 10C 50z 1.2 10C
Table 10

The distribution of mandatiibBat andto-clauses in PDE witkital, crucial essentiabnd

necessary

Although all four adjectives express a strong degredesirability or necessity and thus should be
able to establish an equally strong semantic battdtiveir dependent SoA, they clearly differ as to
types of clausal complement they prefdecessaryfor example, combines in an overwhelming
majority of cases with th®-infinitive (about 95%). As noted abowaétal, by contrast, prefetthat-
clauses tdo-infinitives (64.6% to 35.4%), anctucial does so as well, though less markedly (54%
to 46%). The distribution ofssentigl finally, is almost 50-50. We thus have to conelubdat the
principle of semantic integration as defined by @iy 1990: 516) does not explain the adjectival
data. Rather, these data suggest that the distribotthat andto-clauses may be, to a large extent,
lexically determined, understood here as applyintpé adjectives individuall?

A second type of explanation for distributional tpats of complements relates to discourse
factors, such as information structure. In hischation the variation between accusative-and-
infinitive-constructions andhatclauses after verbs such laalieve think, andjudge Noél (2003:
365), for instance, cites Borkin (1984: 60-1), wdrgues that infinitival clauses ‘rely on previous
discourse to complete their function’, whileat-clauses do not (cf. Kuno 1972). Before we focus
on the role of information structure in the vadatibetweerthat andto-clauses in extraposition
constructions, it should be noted that these atle emantically and syntactically distinct from the
constructions studied in Noél (2003) and Los (20@ucially, the non-finite variants differ in
terms of control. Traditionally, control has beesfided as an intrasentential phenomenon, referring
to the interpretation of an unexpressed argumeatvarbal form in a dependent clause (cf. Joseph
2002). The constructions examined in Noél (2008 laws (2005) all have controllgd-infinitives,

% However, the notion of an element of will is noproblematic. As argued by Cristofaro (2003: 18DAs
take place independently of the condition of desge in principle the fact that somebody wants s@oA to
occur need not have any effect on the actual oeoaer of that SOA'. In her view, constructions withak or
strong adjectives involve the same type of compteémelation. The involvement of an element of wites
play a role, though, in the cross-linguistic codofghe relevant complement relations (Cristofa@®2 ch.
9).

% As noted by one of the referees, the clausal traniaand lexical determination may also be linked t
register, with strong adjectives preferrititat-clauses in political rhetoric or more pompous stggis. This
possible correlation is certainly worth further @stigation.



22

whereas mandative extraposition constructions dd. fdo the accusative-and-infinitive-
constructions studied in Noél (2003) ttweinfinitives are preceded by (oblique) NPs expmgsi
their subjects. It is together with this NP thagytHorm the object clause of the matrix verb. la th
following example, the subject of the-infinitive is marked in bold.

(14) Some unions have been suspicious of ewcs [i.e.dearo Works Councils, AVL] because
they believahem likely to concentrate on small-scale issues. (BBes)

The to-infinitive constructions with intention and maniative verbs discussed in Los (2005) also
have controlledo-infinitives, as their agents are coreferentialwtihe matrix subject (cf. (8)—(9))
and matrix object respectively. When manipulatiegbvconstructions are passivized, as in (10)—
(11), they involve subject control as well. Extrajion constructions, by contrast, typically do not
have controlledo-infinitives. In example (15) below, for instandbe speaker/writer gives us no
clue as to who is supposed to educate young pedyolet the dangers of drugs; in (15) the implicit
agent has generic or arbitrary reference, or ireggive terms ‘arbitrary PRO’ (cf. Los 2005: 292).

(15) With the scourge of illegal narcotics infecting gvpart of the world, it i€rucial to educate
young people about the dangers of drugs. (CB, sMhno

This difference in control relations suggests tihat factors motivating the distribution of clausal
complements with intention, manipulative, (acquositof) knowledge and propositional attitude
verbs cannot simply be extrapolated to mandativigapmsition constructions with adjectival
matrices.

Nevertheless, there are indications that infornmesitbucture does play a role in the distribution
of mandativethat- andto-clauses. In particular, a closer look at the imfational salience of the
subjects of mandativihat-clauses in the Old and Late Modern English datavstthat LModE has
twice as many prominent or heavy subjects as OEhasn in Table 11 below (53.3% versus
24.3%, a highly significant increase with Fishes}sact p=9.504e-08). This finding may (at least
partly) explain why the mandativihatclause has resisted total supersession bytdtwause.
Whereas the latter “does not easily accommodatege lamount of information” (Noél 2003: 370),
the that-clause is well suited to holding heavy or comp#ibjects. This observation is nicely
captured by Rohdenburg’s (1995, 1996) Complexitygiple, which states that ‘the more complex
the dependent clause turns out to be, the gresttrei need to make its sentential status more
explicit’ (1995: 368). An example ofthat-clause with a ‘complex’ subject is given below.

(16) It is obvious that, for such narratives to possagsreal force and validity, it iBsssentialthat
their character and authorship should be placedrzbgll doubt. (CLMETEV 1889 Cassels,
A reply to dr. Lightfoot's essay
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Informational salienc OE LModE
750-1150 1710-1920
n % n %
genericmar 18 16.¢ 0 0.C
generic: other expressi 4 3.7 3 0.8
personal pronoun +_coreferenl 35 327 5 13
Experiencer in matrix clause
personal pronot 24 22.2 16¢ 446
total informationally low subjects 81 75.7 177 46.7
personal prorun + apposition/vocati 1 0.€ 1 0.3
pronoun + contra 0 0.C 3 0.8
nominal NF 15 14.C 167 441
nomlr_1al or pronom_lnal NP + clau 10 93 27 71
(relative or adverbial clause)
dummy subjects + actual subje 0 0.C 4 11
total informationally salient subjects 26 24.% 20z 53.2
total subject 107 100.( 37¢ 100.(
Table 11

The informational salience of subjects of mandatiatclauses in Old and Late Modern English

The table also shows which typetbhtclause was replaced bg-infinitival clauses, viz. the one
with the indefinite pronoumanas subject (cf. (6)—(7) above; see also Los (2208:-3) on verbal
matrices). Becausman has generic or arbitrary reference, thésg-clauses can be substituted by
non-controlledto-clauses, as in (7) and (15), without a loss ofrimfation, as least as regards the
subject. Table 11 confirms thidtat-clauses withmanhave disappeared by Late Modern English.

Of course, the rise of th®-infinitive was not restricted to non-controlléo-clauses taking
over that-clauses with the indefinite pronomman In fact, the data call for a broader definitioh o
control in the sense of De Smet (2007: 91), refgrio ‘a primarily interpretative relation of
correspondence between some text participant aadagfent implicitly invoked by any form
referring to an action’ (cf. Kortmann 1991, 1995;ffley 2000). It is in this — not necessarily
intrasentential — sense thatclauses in examples such as (17) with duritnag anticipatory matrix
subject can be regarded as controlled.

(17) Before I conclude, it iproper to mention that the kirk-bell, which had to thism¢, from
time immemorial, hung on an ash-tree, was one stavight cast down by the breaking of
the branch. (CLMETEV 1821 Gal\nnals of the parish

(18) This Marloe, we are told, presuming upon his owtteliwit, thoughtproper to practise the
most epicurean indulgence, and openly profess'disath he denied God, Our Saviour; he
blasphemed the adorable Trinity [...] (CLMETEV 175®lker, The lives of poets of Great
Britain and Ireland(Vol 1))

(19) Be assured, whenever it may sefittmg for me to take so long a journey, | shall come to
you with as cordial a feeling of unchanged and ated friendship as that with which you |
know will receive me. (CLMETEV 1847 Cottl&eminiscences of Samuel Taylor Coleridge
and Robert Southgy

(20) American State Department officials say that inriseting with Secretary of State Baker,
Mr Shevardnadze made clear that neutrality wasthetanswer and that Moscow also
considered itmportant to keep American troops in Europe. (CB, bbc)
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In (17), the implicit agent of th-infinitive to mentionclearly is thel-persona, who is explicitly
mentioned in the temporal subclause preceding tlaadative construction. Théhat-clause
functioning as object ofo mentionshows that thd-persona does carry out the activity of
mentioning. In the complex transitive construct{tmthink something propgin (18), the context
makes it clear that the subject of the matrix aa{usz. this Marlog is coreferential with the agent
of theto-infinitive to practise It is the poet Christopher Marlowe, who practifieel most epicurean
indulgence and openly professed atheism. In (1@)agent of théo-infinitive to takeis explicitly
mentioned in thdor-PP preceding thto-clause, vizfor me and repeated as the matrix subject
The examples in (18) and (19) illustrate the mgsical control relations in complex transitive and
for...to-infinitive constructions, but these patterns cdrbegeneralized. Example (20), for instance,
is also a complex transitive construction, butdbetext suggests that the matrix subjdoiscowis

not the implicit agent of theo-infinitive to keep as the Soviet Union has no say in NATO
resolutions, let alone in US decisions. The examplas show that théo-infinitive in the
mandative construction can have a controlled im&tgtion, and hence that it was also able to
replace non-generihat-clauses.

Even if the contrast with Old English in terms fdrmation structure is striking, LModtbat-
clauses still include a considerable portion of ptaments with informationally low subjects
(46.70%), especially pronominal subjects (44.596)in (21) below. Of course, pronouns can also
be used in contrastive contexts, as in (22), btihdise cases they were analysed as informationally
salient subjects (0.79%).

(21) The young adventurer is not to expect to have ed#figulty smoothed for him by the hand
of another. This were to teach him a lesson oheifiacy and cowardice. On the contrary it is
necessarythat he should learn that human life is a statleanfiship, [...]. (CLMETEV 1831
Godwin, Thoughts on mgn

(22) With these words he gave him a letter directedheasad said, but not sealed, which Horatio,
after he had manifested the sense he had of spadhan obligation, reminded him of. As it
concerns only yourself, said the baron, pplisper you should read it first, andwill then put
on my signet. (CLMETEV 1744 Haywoodhe fortunate foundlings

The relatively large share of pronominal subjeats LModE thatclauses suggests that the
informational salience of the subject cannot be dméy factor motivating the use of finite
complements. In what follows, | will mention twahet factors that may be relevant, though neither
has been examined systematically.

A first additional factor pertains to the modalatedn established by the verbal form. A finite
clause enables the speaker to specify the typeoofahrelation the mandative clause has to the
matrix event. In (22), for instance, we find batmouldandwill as finite forms in th¢hat-clause,
each expressing a different type of modal meankigreas this meaning is left unspecifiedan
clause complement§. Emphasis on the modal relation is also found withn-contrastive
pronominal subjects, as in (23) below, in which thain verb of the finiteshould (viz. convincg
has been elided.

(23) Never maintain an argument with heat and clamaygh you think or know yourself to be
in the right: but give your opinion modestly andlty, which is the only way to convince;

% As noted by one of the referees, Los (2005: 14Gw8)es that subjunctive forms are semantically as
underspecified aso-infinitives (cf. Ogawa 1989: 155-8). She also ike® the more specific meaning of
modal auxiliaries to explain the relatively highash ofthat-clauses after commissives in Middle English; the
modals serve to distinguish between a promise timime an action and a promise of permission.
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and, if that does not do, try to change the coratens, by saying, with good humor, “We
shall hardly convince one another, nor imécessarythat we should, so let us talk of
something else.” (CLMETEV 1747 Chesterfielatters to his sgn

Secondly,that-clauses (even with pronominal subjects) may alsopleferred for stylistic
reasons. By using that-clause the speaker/writer can avoid the use glitisfinitive, as in (24),
or the immediate succession tfinfinitives, as in (25). The preference fortlat-clause in
examples such as (25) can be explained bhdheor aequiprinciple (Rudanko 1998; Rohdenburg
2003; Vosberg 2003), i.e. ‘the widespread (andyrebly universal) tendency to avoid the use of
formally (near-)identical and (near-) adjacent gnsatical elements or structures’ (Rohdenburg
2003: 236).

(24) He at once perceived their danger, so they heldunail, and came to the following
resolutions: That it would benecessarythat they should immediately stockade the
storehouse, so as to render it impossible for areyto get in; (CLMETEV 1841 Marryat,
Masterman ready

(25) There was a considerable difference between the afgmy parents, but this circumstance
seemed to unite them only closer in bonds of delvaffection. There was a sense of justice
in my father's upright mind which renderedngcessarythat he should approve highly to
love strongly. (CLMETEYV 1818 Shelleffrankensteip

More generally, then, the role of information stwe in the distribution of mandativbat-
andto-clauses can be linked to the distinct groundirgpprties of the two competing expressions,
i.e. properties indicating the relation of the céenpent to the speech event or ‘ground’ (Langacker
1991: 193-200). Whil¢éo-clauses do not need an overt subject and depertideomatrix for their
temporal anchoringthat-clauses require an overt subject (which may bermétionally salient)
and offer the possibility of explicitly coding tmeodal relation of the complement to the matrix (cf.
Halliday 1994: 75-7%°

In conclusion, the Modern English data present itts avdifferent type of distributional pattern
than the Old and Middle English data, as here theisal variation cannot be thought of as
replacement of an original type by a new competrgression. Therefore, the discussion above
proposed other types of explanations than thossepted in section 4. The principle of semantic
integration (Givon 1990: 516) was shown not to gpplhe factor of information structure,
however, proved more useful: | showed that in IMt&lern English, the share of informationally
salient subjects is twice as high as that in Ol@liEh. More generally, it was shown that the
distinct grounding properties of finite and nonitinclauses play an important part. In addition, |
invoked stylistic preferences to account for theushl variation studied here.

6 CONCLUSION
This article has concentrated on the rise oftthimfinitive with deontic adjectival matrices. The

development of the distribution dhat- and to-clauses across the various historical periods is
summarized in the figures below. Figure 3 is basethe normalized frequencies given in Tables 4

% Remember that mandative clauses in general expogsatial meaning, so botb-clauses anthatclauses
are time-reference dependent (Noonan 2007: 108) tfime reference is a necessary consequencheof t
meaning of the CTP [complement-taking predicate LAV
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and 9 above and distinguishes between weak anuysadjectives; Figure 4 is based on the relative
shares of théhat- andto-clauses given in Tables 3 and 9 above, and ctershole dataset.

= strong that

= strong to

0 T T T T T T
EOE LOE EME LME EModE LModE PDE

Figure 3
The development of the distribution of mandatiad andto-clauses with strong and weak
adjectives (normalized frequencies)
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Figure 4
The development of the distribution of mandatiad andto-clauses (relative shares)

It is clear from Figure 3 that the frequencies loé that-clauses (in grey lines) show a general
downward movement, whereas the innovatiwnfinitives (in black lines) show a steep climb in
the ME period (here, the weak adjectives precedestiong ones). It could thus be concluded that
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the complementation of adjectival matrices showesinailar development as was observed for
verbal matrices by Los (2005: 185-9). The EModE ddiow peaks for all lines in the graph, which
has to be attributed to the high frequency of thaesal complements in the data. In terms of redativ
shares of the formal types, the EModE data fit ithva smooth line of development between the
LME and LModE data, as can be seen in Figure 4rEig shows particularly clearly that the major
reversal in distribution occurs in the EME periafl (Los 2005: 185-9). However, thieat-clause
remains available as a mandative complement expresshich may even be the preferred option
for certain adjectives, such wi¢al andcrucial (see Table 10).

The rise of theto-infinitive in adjectival constructions has beerpkined by analogy with
changes that Los (2005) observed in the verbal tmmgntation system. It was found that her
account of the changing distribution of tteeinfinitive for intention and manipulative verbsudd
not be readily applied to the adjectives studiedhke case of the verbal matrices, thénfinitive
spread from the purposive environment to the Theamplement environment, on the basis of the
semantic similarity between these two syntagmstégymatic analogy, cf. De Smet 2008: 103, 119—
20) and the presence of a paradigmatically relatatbtruction, viz. the subjunctivithat-clause
(paradigmatic analogy, cf. De Smet 2008: 118-20)ithW the system of adjectival
complementation, however, no such development cbeldestablished, as the purposhmyce
construction and the Theme-complement mandativestagstion did not share competing
expressions. One additional language-external fagin. the impact of borrowed adjectives, was
shown not to have played any role. Regarding thfaf the tense of the matrix, no clear picture
emerged from the data, but it could not be ruledtioat the loss of the past subjunctive paradigm
may have promoted the usetofinfinitives in past contexts. In any case, it webble interesting to
see whether the tense of the matrix has had alwemfe on the complements of verbal matrices. In
view of all this, | have therefore made a case thatmechanism of analogical extension was at
work between the complementation of adjectival aadbal matrices in the period from Old to
Middle English. Mandative constructions with adjees started favouring th&o-infinitive by
analogy with the rise of the-infinitive in mandative constructions with inteoii and manipulative
verbs. | have argued that this distributional clearguld take place because of the semantic
similarity between the verbal and adjectival symags well as the availability of the subjunctive
that-clause in both syntagms, i.e. through syntagnzetizvell as paradigmatic analogy.

For the later data, however, | proposed that differtypes of explanations are required.
Although the variation in clausal complements geatives was seen to be lexically determined to
a certain extent, discourse-functional factors psggl in the literature on verbal complementation
were shown to also play some role. In gengcatlauses are used when there is no need to express
the agent overtl§’ Either the speaker has no specific agent in marbittary reference; non-
controlled interpretation of th®-clause), or the context enables us to infer teatity of the agent
(controlled interpretation of théo-clause). Thatclauses, by contrast, invariably have an overt
subject, and as such they are most suited to acodating informationally salient subjects. They
also allow the speaker to specify the modal retatietween the finite verb of the SoA in the
complement and the matrix. Stylistic motivationgtswas thehorror aequiprinciple are another
factor bearing on the choice of clausal complemieutlre research will certainly have to include a
more detailed investigation of discourse factorshsas information structure and referential
continuity, as well as tactic relations (cf. No&03). These may well provide us with a better
understanding of the principles governing the curmistribution of clausal complements with
mandative adjectives.

%6 This may be different fofor...to-infinitive constructions, in which the subject thie to-infinitive can be
easily coded by thior-PP preceding the-clause.
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