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This book, which describes the emergence and spfetie to-infinitive in
Old and Middle English, is a welcome addition te\pous studies dealing
with the history of English complementation patgerimThe theoretical
framework adopted is Government and Binding Theomth some
excursions into the Minimalist Program. Bettelousldaims (22) that the
exposition does not assume an up-to-date knowlefigenerative theory,
as she has tried to keep the material presentedssibte to a wider
audience. However, this is true only of the daiarded chapters in parts Il
and lll, as opposed to the more theory-dependayitelrs in parts IV and V,
some of which may prove difficult for readers nalfriliar with generative
grammar, especially as many of the Minimalist cateere not explained
at the outset.

The book is based on Los’s doctoral dissertatiod a series of
articles published between 1998 and 2003. It ctmsiEsix parts divided
into eleven chapters. The introduction in chaptésd. titled) expounds the
main changes concerning the infinitive in Old andldle English, namely
() the massive increase in the frequency of tivnfinitive in Middle
English (ME), with the bare infinitive restrictedone and more to relatively
few contexts, and (iifhe rise of new structural types in ME, such asipas
to-infinitives or so-called Exceptional Case-Marki(l§gCM) constructions
(as inThey believe John to be a l)arrhe traditional view has tended to
interpret (i) in terms of a gradual encroachmenthefto-infinitive upon the
domain of the bare infinitive, while the changegiip have been linked by
Lightfoot (1979) and later generative studies tohange in the categorial
status of the OE infinitive from noun to verb. Lesiim is to check whether
these assumptions can be confirmed or not in et lof the evidence
retrieved from a large collection of Old and Middinglish electronic
corpora.

Chapters 2—6 investigate the distribution of kardto-infinitives in
OE. It has often been claimed that tbeanfinitive first started to replace
the bare infinitive as a purpose adjunct, but alapt ‘The expression of
purpose in Old English’, convincingly showsyntra Callaway (1913) and
others, that by the time of the earliest OE recaifus bare infinitive was no
longer used to express purpose, except in slarasislations from Latin and
in a few idiomatic expressions. Los further showattin OE theto-
infinitive occurs as an argument in basically tlane constructions as in
present-day English (PDE) and is in direct comjuetitwith the bare
infinitive only after a subset of intention vertmych asfon ‘attempt’ or
wenan‘hope, expect’, and a few verbs of commanding agwingting, such



asbebeodaricommand’ orbiddan‘ask’. It thus follows that the increase in
to-infinitives from late OE onwards may have takeacgl not just at the
expense of the bare infinitive, as has often béaimed, but also of some
other structure.

Los’s detailed investigation reveals that the gstreecin question is
the subjunctivehatclause.Thatclauses matched the distribution of the
infinitive, as both occur as purpose adjuncts asdaeguments of (i)
monotransitive subject control verbs with meanitigs ‘intend’ or ‘try’;
(ii) ditransitive object control verbs of persuaglinirging, commanding and
permitting; and (iii) ditransitive subject contreerbs with meanings like
‘promise’. Competition between both types of clausn be observed
already in late OE. Comparing the numbers tofinfinitives and
subjunctives in the same syntactic environmentseiveral corpora of OE
and early ME allows Los to show that the subjurectolause in all its
functions is replaced by the-infinitive in the transition from OE to ME,
contrary to the traditional view that the increaséo-infinitives occurred at
the expense of the bare infinitive. However, Loangs that it seems likely
that ‘the massive increase to-infinitives in e[arly]ME that resulted from
the competition with the finite clause is boundchtve affected the position
of the bare infinitive’ (298) in late ME, but asrhi@vestigation stops at
1350 this is an issue left to future research.

Chapter 7, ‘The category of théo-infinitive’, discusses the
categorial status of the-infinitive in OE. Los concurs with Mitchell (1985)
and all OE specialists in the view that the OEnmifve is not a noun but a
verb, since it lacks such typically nominal chagaistics as the ability to
govern a genitive object or be preceded by a preposother thanto.
Lightfoot’'s (1979) assumption that the OE infindivis still a noun is
therefore incorrect. With regard to the statushefto-infinitive clause itself,
Los argues that it is a Complementizer Phrase (@Pdye basis of evidence
such as its obligatory clause-final position, whictOE is characteristic of
full-blown CPs, or the fact, already mentioned ahdhat it had entered into
competition with the finite subjunctive clause am@s ousting it in a
number of environments. From this Los concludesttieto-infinitive must
have been reanalyzed by OE speakers as a nondubjanctive.

Chapter 8, ‘The changing status of infinitived’, explores the
implications of the analysis of the-infinitive as a subjunctive equivalent.
Following Pullum’s (1982) account of PDE infinitivéo as a non-finite
modal, Los proposes to check infinitital the inflectional subjunctive and
the modal verbs in OE and PDE in the same fundtipr@ection (namely,
Tense (T)), as this captures the fact that thewgdress similar functional
information. In other words, the position of infiwal to has not changed
throughout the recorded history of English: ‘it Heahe projection that
hosts the subjunctive ending in OE and the moddisvimn ME’ (233).



Los further argues that in O, behaved largely as ‘a clitic or even
a bound morpheme’ (230), since no material couleluene betweeto and
the infinitive, andto could not be dropped from the second or subsequent
conjuncts in a sequence of coordinatednfinitives. From ME onward,
second conjuncts appear freely withtatand split infinitives (for example,
Wyclif, Matthew5, 34:Y say to you, to nat swefkesay to you, do not
swear’) become possible, thus suggestingtthbas degrammaticalized and
is no longer a clitic or prefix but a free word. dammaticalization changes
are generally considered to be ‘unnatural’ and &erery uncommon, but
Los accounts for the degrammaticalization of inifual to by linking its
development from OE to ME to that of the inflec@brsubjunctive. The
hypothesis is that the change in the morphologstaius of infinitivalto
from clitic to free morpheme

was triggered by the behaviour of the finite coypeiet of infinitival
to: the finite subjunctive, which was increasinglyning to be
expressed by a free form (a modal verb) raising’tovertly, rather
than by a bound form (a subjunctive ending), ragigim T° covertly.
The overt movement db, then, would bring it in line with the rest
of its paradigm: the modal verbs. (230)

Chapters 9 and 10, entitled ‘The rise tofinfinitival ECM’ and
‘Innocent bystander: the loss of the indefinite fmon mari, respectively,
examine two apparently unrelated developments tibak place in ME,
namely the emergence in the fifteenth century eftthinfinitival ECM-
construction after verbs of thinking and declarimgpd the loss of the
indefinite pronounman ‘one’. Concerning the ECM-construction, Los
acknowledges the traditional view (Warner 1982)t therbs like believe
came to allowto-infinitives under Latin influence, but suggeststtiihe
introduction of the new construction was also prteddoy the loss of verb
second (V2). OE is a V2 language, but V2 is grdgulaist in the ME
period, and this process had consequences for thganiaation of
Theme/Rheme material (that is, of given versus mef@rmation). The
ECM-construction aftebelieveverbs — which in both ME and PDE is
almost invariably passive (as Many of these actors are assumed to be
American3 and has the infinitival subject functioning asmarked (given)
Theme — became acceptable for this reason, th&iniglish needed new
strategies to move noun phrases (NPs) containimgnginformation into
subject position. A similar explanation is proposadchapter 10 for the
decline of the ultra-indefinite pronouman‘one’, whose main role had been
to provide a contentless subject functionally egléat to a passive. With
the changes in information structure resulting fritva loss of V2 and the
generalization of subject-verb order, subject NRRgaime an important
device to maintain textual cohesidvlan was too contentless to play this



role, and English preferred the use of impersoageiitiess) passives, which
increasingly took over the function ofanin many clauses. The book ends
with chapter 11, in which Los provides a ‘Summand aconclusions’.

Los’s book is rich in empirical facts and providaes in-depth
analysis of important aspects of OE and ME syntaxoe-features that make
it a valuable addition to the personal library ofyane interested in the
history of English. Some objections could be rajsdgobugh. The first
objection concerns Los’s views on the way in whitfe infinitive,
originally a nominalization of a verb, was recateged from N to V in
prehistoric times. She envisages (18-19, 192ff9) 20scenario where the
nominalizing suffix on thdo-infinitive (represented byennein recorded
OE)

competed so successfully with the other nominajizaffixes that it
eventually accepted any V-stem as input. From ot on,
learners analysed it as inflectional rather thanrivdgonal
morphology and hence no longer category-changing The
recategorization, then, may well have been abrafiter than the
long-drawn-out process it is usually thought to (48f.)

This is all highly implausible: verbal and nomin&lategories are
distinguished on the basis of properties such asyjpe of object they each
govern (in OE, accusative phrases in the case roisygenitive phrases in
the case of nouns), so that speakers will not startalyzing deverbal nouns
as verbs simply because they happen to contaimmyapreductive suffix.
Changes in word class do not take place overniglasgelmath 1998:
3271ff., 1999: 1045), and Los could have paid matension to the evidence
afforded by other well-known categorial changeghsas the development
in relatively recent times of the English gerunahnfra noun of action into a
part of the verb system.

With regard to the organization of the book, pdits‘The to-
infinitive asGoAL’, and Ill, ‘“The to-infinitive as THEME’, should have been
conflated and given a more appropriate title, sachrhe distribution of the
to-infinitive in OE’. This would have been the logigalhce for the sections
dealing with the competition betwedmat-clauses ando-infinitives, which
now appear in part IV, ‘Syntactic status’. Finalthere are quite a few
typos, stylistic errors and disconnected senteragnfents. For instance, in
the very first paragraph of the conclusions, weardy find a misspelling of
‘preposition’, but there appear to be one or twedi missing altogether:

[a]lthough the rise of theto-infinitive ... is an instance of
grammaticalization, ...a close examination of extant OE texts
clearly shows that this process was already comblat the earliest
recorded stagd.o must have [?] as is also strongly suggested by the



homophony of infinitivalto and the propositioto but it has already
developed into an infinitival marker in OE. (297)

Moreover, the examples (2a-c) in chapter 2, whilthdate back to the

nineteenth century, cannot be said to illustratagasin early Modern

English (1500-1700). Table 2 in appendix 2 contaseseral errors and
provides information that does not coincide witke timformation given

earlier in the volume (75ff.) for the same set efbs. Closer attention to
bibliographical detail would also have been deswalthe reference to
Jespersen 1927 (6) is not documented in the listef#rences, and the
correct title of Jespersen 1940Asmodern English grammar on historical
principles notA modern English grammgB24). Finally, the volume would
have benefited from a more detailed subject indentthe two pages
provided and should have included a name indexaanicidex of verbs and
their occurrences.
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