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1. The purpose and organization of the paper
It is sometimes said that philologists and so-called traditional lingunists know
everything there is to know about linguistic data, especially historical and
diachronic data, but do not know what to do with them, whereas so-called theo-
retical linguists have all sorts of ideas about what linguistic data should look like
and what they might show about the nature of linguistic knowledge but cannot
really verify their ideas since they do not know any real data.! Neither of these
statements is sirictly true, of course, but there is a grain of truth in both of them.
What is true is that there is frequently too little communication between these
two camps and hence the problems dealt with and discussed in each camp tend to
look rather different. This is very obvious if one compares conferences frequented
by members of one camp to conferences favored by the other, or if one looks at
linguistic journals that reflect these different approaches. Despite this, I believe
that the main goal of both camps is the same, namely to learn more about the
nature of human language, how it has changed, how it can change, how it can be
acquired, and so on. [ also believe that each camp has something to offer the other
and hence that it would be beneficial if there was more communication between
them.

The main goal of this paper is therefore to try to contribute to increased com-
munication between these two camps. I want to do this by bringing up a partic-
ular diachronic problem, namely the development of infinitival constructions in

1 This is a rather extensively revised version of the paper I gave at the Ingerid Dal symposium
in Oslo September 30, 1995, 1 benefited greatly from the comments of and conversations
with participants in the symposium, including Werner Abraham, John Ole Askedal, Kurt
Braunmiiller, Karin Donhauser, Robert P. Ebert, John A. Hawkins, and Rosemarie Lithr. I
am very thankful for those comments — and also for the opportunity to participate in the
symposium. — Much of the work on the paper was done in 1995, while I was a visiting
professor at Harvard and a visiting scholar at MIT. I thank my students and colleagues there

for stimulating conversations which influenced this paper, especially the participants in the

seminar on Topies in Historical Morphology and Syntax, which I co-taught with Andrea

Calabrese at Harvard in the spring of 1995.



some Germanic languages, and then show how _linguisti_c: thf‘:m:y is needed .t0
describe the facts presented and how different variants of linguistic (or syntactut:)
theory will shape the description and the a.ccount of the facts. Thus I hope to
show on the one hand that without syntactic theory we cannot really say very
much about the facts that we find, but on th§ other hand it is necessary to lkee};l: in
mind that the synchronic facts we find in a given mc?derrll la‘mguage will ontybs gz
a very simplified picture of linguistic rea_hty, and hlngulstl'c theoqu( canno ! edin
veloped satisfactorily without consideration of a wide variety of facts, including
dla"la‘}l]l?gi‘;gl?izztion of the paper is as follow.s:_ In section 2 I will re.'irlle;lv tradiiir;;o;
nal ideas about the origin of Germanic inﬁmt‘:\ves.. I'n ses:tlon 31 wé} then g ye 2
brief overview of some well-known types o_f m‘ﬁ.mtlves in modern Iermargcn .
guages, illustrating some cross-linguistic sitrgll'antlefs and differences. In iec ?m '
will give a particular account of how infinitives in rpod‘?n} Germanic ?mga gar-
might differ, both within a given language and cro.ss-hngulstma.lly, assur;lng cg "
ticular theoretical framework. In section 5 I will firs_,t use 1deas ar; Gcor[xn aﬁic
developed in the synchronic description of syntactic structufre 0 ers ane
languages to formulate research questions that one c.ou_ld lo‘o!c or ancsl\:r;;n i
the study of the diachronic development of Germanic Enﬁmti_ves, .aml he ei ©
some examples of infinitival constructions from various hlstomc:lah s ‘g:ertain
Germanic languages to illustrate what one m:gt.lt want to look for arlld og’v ertain
facts could be interpreted. Most of the data will be drawn frqm old an mWill "
Scandinavian languages, but some examples. from othc_ar Germanic langllj;agt;:ls N
included for the sake of compatison, especially English and German {(both o
mo‘::r;%ould be clear from this description of. the paper, it does not .rﬁallt); ;:_rgflm;}
a solution to a given diachronic probiem.. It is rather .rr}eant as lal\n i ;xst a 11,1 on of
how linguistic theory can provide historical syntacticlans wit ?00 Sf?h e in
their trade — and how these tools will in turn shape the interpretation o.t = o
considered and hopefully shed new light on them. At the same time, it may
comne clear that the tools need to be sharpened.

i the alleged origin of Germanic infinitives
i.is éta?l:;;r(:illly assumedgthat the ginﬁnitive in the Germanic langﬁlewkglfs is htlts:;oirrll:
cally derived from a verbal noun (see e.g.‘Krahe 1957). Asis wel ownf,s he 1n.
finitive had a special inflectional ending in the ol.der Gefmarllm angtugge ,( o
still does in most of them, English being an exception. This is illustrated in (1):

Old English:
ber-an

Old High German:

(N Gothic:  Old Norse: ber-an “bear, carry’

bair-an ber-a
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Mod. Icel.:  Mod. Engl.:
ber-a bear

Mod. German!
lauf-en ‘run’

The Indo-European origin of this inflectional ending is supposedly the Acc.Sg.
ending of a neuter verbal noun (an g-stem, cf. e.g. Proto-Nordic sorn-a ‘horn”),
originally *-om, e.g. *bheronom *the carrying’,

Now if the infinitive was originally a verbal noun in Germanic, we would ex-
pect that it should have been possible to use prepositions with it, just as with
any other noun. This seems indeed to have been the case. These prepositions in-
cluded o in Old English, re in Old Saxon, and za or zi in Old High German. This,
then, is supposed to be the origin of the so-called infinitival marker which must be
used with certain infinitives in the modern Germanic languages (i.e. fo in Modern
English, zu# in Modern German, and also — presumably from a different preposi-
tion — a#f in Modern Swedish, 48 in Modern Icelandic, etc.). As a further evidence
for this claim, it is frequently pointed out that West Germanic frequently used a
special Dative form of the verbal noun (i.e. of the “infinitive™) after the preposi-
tion ‘to’, e.g. to/te/za beranne ‘to carry’ (cf. Dat.Sg. of neuter jg-stems like OHG
kunnie ‘gender™), :

Now it is fairly clear that the infinitive in the Modern Germanic languages is
not a noun and the “infinitival marker” is not a preposition anymore, although
that may be its historical origin. But if we want to trace the development of the
infinitive and the infinitival marker in a given Germanic language, or try to deter-
mine what they might be at any given stage of our favorite Germanic language, it
would obviously help if we knew what they are today. Here we woukl expect
some help from the theoretical syntacticians. They should provide us with an-
swers to questions like the following, for instance; -

(2) a. What is the syntactic structure of infinitival constructions? In what re-
spects are they like finite clauses and in what respects are they like noun
phrases, for instance? Can their structure vary cross-linguistically? How
can one tell?

b. What is the syntactic role of the so-called infinitival markers? In what re
spects are they like complementizers (subordinate conjunctions) and in

what respects are they like prepositions? Can their syntactic tole vary
cross-linguistically? How can one tell?

Before presenting some possible answers to these questions, [ will give a brief
overview of types of infinitival constructions that are found in modern Germanic
languages.
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3. An overview of infinitival constructions in modern G.ermat}lc
The overview given here is not meant to be exhaustive but rather 1llustFatwe.
Consequently there are many examples from some of the moclif':rn.Gerrpamc lani
guages but few from others, partially reflecting my own familiatity with them.
Thus no particular attempt has been made to determine whether all of these types
exist in all modern Germanic languages. Note, however, that since one of the 't}}eo-
retical questions to be discussed below is the status of t.he‘ so-ca.lled 1nﬁn1t1va1
matker, it is interesting to note when it is used and when it is not in the different
types of constructions illustrated here.

3) (Bare) infinitives after modal verbs: “
a Sie muf kommen. (Fe)
b Tad man vera S0. (Fa)

that may be so

€3] The Acl (“accusativus cum infinitivo”YECM (“exceptional case

marking™) constructions:

a Jag : zznser honom vara dum. (Sw)
I believe him be  stupid
‘] believe him to be stupid.’

b They made him eat the pickled whale blubber. {En)

¢ Harn feldi bjartad banka, (Fa)
he felt the heart beat

(5) Control (Equi) infinitives:

a Fr versuchte zu lachen. (Ge)

b Ik beveel hem (om) te gaan. (Du)
I ordered him to go

¢ Hann lofadi mér ad fara. w (Ie)

he promised me toleave

%) “Arbitrary control” infinitival subjects:

a To jog regularly is healthy. _ (gn)
b Deter morsomt at.studere sprogvz.denskab. (Da)
it is fun to study linguistics

i ' i include Beukema/den Dikken

il not cite sources for the examples given below, but they inclu :

g ilgEQ;!oHolmberg (1990), Johnson/Vikner (1994), Platzack (1986), van Gelderen (19%1),
Lockw’ood {1955), Davidsen/Mikkelsen (1993), Christensen (1984), and Tappe l(119134). on?
abbreviations should be fairly transparent, except peri}aps for Fa = Faroese. 1 will gloss rl:\ere
English examples, except for German ones (this being a paper from a symposium W
most of the papers were given in German).
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(N Infinitival complements of “aspectual” verbs:
a Det bérjade att regna. (Sw)
it  began torain
b Hann hattt  ad drekka, (Ic)
he stopped to drink
‘He stopped drinking.’

(8) Raising infinitives:

a John seems to be a genius. (En) -

b Han siges attale svensk flydende. (Da)
he is-said to speak Swedish fluently

{9 Complements of adjectives:
a Iam ready to go. ‘ " (En)
b Ert ta  lidug at skriva? {Fa)
are you finished to write
‘Have you finished writing?’

(10)  Complements of nouns (infinitival relatives):

a He gave me a knife to cut the bread with. (En)
b Vi har funnet enbok dlese  for barna.
(No)

we have found abook totread to the children

(11)  Adverbial (purpose} infinitive:
a Er nennt dieses Beispiel, um alle zu liberzeugen. (Ge)
b Hann kom (til) ad hjalpa okkur. (Ie)
he came for tohelp us
‘He came to help us.”

(12  Wh-infinitives:
a [ asked him what to do. , (En)
b They don’t know what to look for. o (En)

As can already be seen from this brief overview, some of the infinitival construc-
tions illustrated require {or allow) the infinitival marker whereas others do not,
This suggests that either the structural properties of a given type of infinitival
constructions may vary cross-linguistically within Germanic, or else that the na-
ture of the infinitival marker may not be the same in all Germanic languages.

As mentioned above, it is usually assumed that the Germanic infinitival mark-
ers are historically derived from prepositions. It is clear, however, that they can-
not all be derived from the “same” preposition. In addition, it is well known that
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some of them are homophonous with complementizers introducing finite clanses,
a fact which has no doubt influenced certain synchronic analyses of them (cf.
Thrainsson 1993 and references cited there). The following overview illusirates
the presence/absence of the infinitival marker in some of the more important infi-
nitival constructions in modern Germanic. In addition, it lists the typical finite
clause complementizer in the languages, for the purpose of comparison with the
infinitival markers. The labels used for types of infinitival complements in the
following table cotrespond to the labels used in the illustration of the different
types in the preceding examples (see also Thrainsson 1993 and footnote 2 here):

(13) finite control  modal Acl raising
CE () ELG) (LE) (6

English that to 0 to to
German daf} zu 0 0 zu
Dutch dat te 0 0 te
Danigh at at 0 0 at
Norwegian at a 0 ] a
Swedish aft att 0 (att) {att)
Faroese at at 0 0 0
Icelandic ad ad ad/0 0 0

The parentheses in the table in (13) are meant to indicate optionality (although the
presence of aff in Acl complements and raising complements in Swedish is ac-
tually quite marked and apparently only possible dialectally {cf. Johnson/Vikner
1994). Obviously, the table does not say anything about the relative frequency or
naturalness of the constructions in question. It does not show, for instance, that
the Acl (Accusative with Infinitive/ECM) construction is very marginal in
German, Dutch and Danish and only possible with perception verbs {‘see’,
‘heat”) or causative verbs (‘let’, ‘make’), whereas it is possible with ‘believe’-
type verbs in some of the other languages.

The table in (13) reveals certain similarities and differences between the modern
Germanic languages with respect to the use of the infinitival marker in infinitival
constructions. The most striking similarity is that the infinitival marker is required
for control complements in all these languages. — Second, modal verbs typically
take bare infinitives in all the languages, except for Icelandic. As a matter of fact,
most modal verbs in Icelandic take infinitives with the infinitival marker ad,
although a three common ones take bare infinitives (like modal verbs in the other
Germanic languages typically do), namely vilja ‘will, want’, munu “will’, skulu
‘shall’. — The picture is less clear-cut for the other infinitival constructions illus-
trated.

Based on the overview in (13), one can conclude the following;:
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(14)

a. Control complements probabl i
. y have a special status among infiniti
complements in Germanic. i one fnfnitval
b. Tl}r:'e is probably some cross-linguistic difference within Germanic
with respect to the structure of infinitival complements, or the nature

of the infinitival m : ., % U
or both. arker varies cross-linguistically within Germanic,

With this in mind, we can now ask what some of the tools are that linguistic

theory has offered linguists wh ith i
noory has offer g o need to deal with issues of the nature outlined in

4. The structure of infiniti
itival complements and the cat i
» Ly e

status of the infinitival marker gorical
;.l.bSome basic concepts and previous propoesals

© be more specific, we can formulate the most im i

be me . y ) ortant th -

scriptive issues involved in the study of infinitives as fﬁllows: eoretical aad de

(15)  a Whichofthe infinitival complements are “clausal” (i.e. have the basi
‘ structl'lre of clauses rather than, say, verb phrases)? - e
b. Wha.t is the syntactic structure (“clausal architecture™) of the clausal
mﬁmt}val complements (in case there are any)?
¢. What is the role (nature) of the infinitival marker?

. What is the nature of the (undere j i
_ ; stood) subject of the infiniti -
plements (in case there is one)? )subi nfinitival com

?1? ut;)e; ;iﬁge; r:zvill n(;te,(tlhse )questions in (15) are not independent of each other

swer to (15a) is that none of the infinitival com .

it . : plements have

;Lz}?;eriilzfesétt;l:)ciﬁres, tge:l question (15b) disappears. Question (15d) is also par-
ese, i i in thi

pacs. ut it will largely be ignored in this paper for reasons of

th Furthern'mre, it is clear the answer to questions (15a,b) depends very much‘on

m: synta,cf:uc framework that one assumes. The questions do not have the same

¥ ?Illul}% or somebody who assumes, say, Diderichsen’s sentence frame, illustrat-

(16a), and somebody who assumes hierarchical phrase structure of the type

illustrated in (16b) (both ana} i impli
yses are slightly simplified h ideri
1946, Heltoft 1986: 52 and references cited thcref: o1 see e Diderichsen

(1) a. kx /m a v v N
at  hun aldrig glemte -
paraplyen
that she never forgot —  the u]t)nirella ®o
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CP
~ N
P
w—
Spec 7 I'—
I _~VP .
AdvP VP
Spec AV
v NP
at hun — aldrig —  glemte paraplyen

In addition, the diagram in (16b) would presumably be considered really simpli-
fied by most linguists who work within the broadly defined framework of
“transformational gencrative grammar” as it does not take into account recent (_nor
even not-so-recent) developments in the theory. One basic concern in theoretical
Germanic syntax in recent years has been the question how to account for the
similarities and differences between the word order in main clauses and subordi-
nate clauses that are found in many Germanic languages, including Danish. More
specifically, the relative ordering of the (finite) verb and sentential adverbs‘ like
‘never’ and ‘always’ for instance, is not the same in main clauses and subordinate
clauses. Compare the following:

(17)  a. Jegindremmer[at hun altid glemmer paraplyen]. (Da)

1 admit that she always forgets  the umbrella
b. Hun glemmer altid paraplyen.
she forgets always theumbrella

In transformational generative grammar (TGG) this is usually exprf:ssed' by as-
suming that the verb “moves” to the left (and across the sentential adverb)_ in main
clauses like (17b) whereas it does not in embedded clauses like the one in (17a).
Many linguists also assume that in main clauses like (17b) the subject has also
“moved” to the position that topics occupy otherwise (c.f. Vikner 199_5a apd refe-
rences cited there), roughly corresponding to the “Vorfeld” in Dldemchse-n’s
frame. This can be represented as in (18a) (t stands for “trace” where lthe su.btlect
is supposed to have originated/moved through on its way to the topic position,
and v similarly indicates the path of the verb). This can be compared to the
Diderichsen-type analysis in (18b):
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Spec /C'\
C < ) | S ;
pec ~——
1~ VP
AdvP VP
Spec v
o

Hun glemmer t v altid t v paraplyen
she forgets always the umbrella
Da glemmer hun v altid t v paraplyen
then forgets she always the umbrella
b. _
F M~ n a v N
Hun glemmer - altid - paraplyen
Da pglemmer hun altid paraplyen

Despite some similarities between the TGG analysis and the Diderichsen analysis
illustrated in (18), it should be clear that there are various differences. One impor-
tant difference is that in the TGG analysis we have two different “clausal” consti-
tuents, The first (and “larger’) one is the CP (the “complementizer phrase™),
which is the embedded clause, and under the analysis sketched here also the main
clause with the Vorfeld. The second (and smaller) one is the IP (the “inflection
phrase™), which is everything which follows the complementizer in an embedded
¢lause, roughly the structure of a2 main clause without a Vorfeld.

The CP/IP distinction just sketched is important in the present connection,
since if some infinitival complements are clausal, they could in principle either be
identified with CP (which is what a finite complement clause would be) or IP
(which is smaller than a finite complement clause but yet has a full clausal struc-
ture with “slots™ for the subject and the verb — but no Vorfeld). If one thinks of
clause structure in these terms, it is clear that infinitival complements could be
“clausal”, i.e. have the basic structure of clauses, without being identical to finite
embedded clauses that are introduced by a complementizer like af ‘that’. In a
slightly older concept of the phrase structure of clauses, the question comes down
to whether infinitival complements could be 8' or 8 (rather than just a VP) in the
simplified diagram of (19):
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(19) g
Cog >S \
NP VP

Since the C-position in diagrams like (16b) (and the Comp position in (19)} are
the positions where complementizers like ar ‘that’ occur, it is even possible that
some infinitives could be CP (or S' in a structure like (19)), with the infinitival
marker in C, wheras those without an infinitival marker could be IP {or Sina
structure like (19)). To argue for such a position, we would have to show that the
infinitival marker does indeed have the properties of a complementizer (or at least
that it does not have properties incompatible with such a proposal). But even if
we could do that for one Germanic language, it is by no means given that the ar-
guments would hold for the next Germanic language we looked at. The nature of
the infinitival marker could vary from one Germanic language to another, and there
is actually some evidence that it does (sce e.g. Platzack 1986, Thrdinsson 1993,
Johnson/Vikner 1994, and references cited in these works}.

As mentioned above, the abbreviation IP in diagrams like the ones in (16b) and
(18a) stands for “Inflection Phrase™ and the basic idea behind that name is that the
head of this phrase (the position labelled T in the diagrams) is the canonical posi-
tion for the inflected verb. (Binary branching structural diagrams like the one in
(16b) are discussed in Chomsky 1986, for instance.) Now it is well known that in
many languages the verbal inflection can be divided into Agreement inflection and
Tense inflection, for instance. With this in mind, it has been suggested that this
distinction is reflected in the syntactic structure in that we do not have a single 1P
(inflection phrase) but rather an AgrSP (subject-agreement phrase) and a TP
(tense phrase), at least in some languages (see €.g. Pollock 1989, Iatridou 1990,
Chomsky 1991, Bobaljik 1995, Thrainssen 1996 and references cited by these
authors). This would give a basic clause structure like the one in (20) (assuming
strict binary branching as in Chomsky 1986, for instance):
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(20)  _CP
Spec  __ C'..____.
Spec /-AgrS‘ _—
AgrS o TP~
Spec —
7\
VP~

Spec -~ V‘\

v NP

The phrases or projections above VP in this diagram (i.e. TP, AgrSP, CP) are ge-
nerally referred to as “functional projections” (as opposed to “lexical projections”
like VP and NP, for instance) and their role will be discussed in some detail in
section 4.2 below. But it should be clear from the diagram in (20) that the
possibilities for the categorical status of infinitival complements are even more
numerous than before, More specifically, a *clausal” infinitive could in principle
be CP (like a full-fledged finite complement) — or something smaller, namely an
AgrSP or a TP. A non-clausal infinitival complement could then be a VP as before.
And while C is still the canonical position for a complementizer, and thus an
infinitival marker playing the role of a complementizer would occur there, it is
conceivable that the infinitival marker could occur in other head positions in this
diagram. It could for instance be a default (non-)agreement marker occuring under
AgrS, since infinitival complements do after all differ from finite complements
with respect to subject-verb agreement (in those languages that do show such
agreement).

Given this overview, we can now give a brief summary of answers that have
been given in recent linguistic literature to the questions in (15a,b,c) above.
Consider the answers to the “clausality” issue first:

(21)  a. All infinitival complements are “clausal” (cf. Koster/May 1982).
b. No infinitival complements are “clausal” (cf. Lasnik/Fiengo 1974,
Brame 1976; Bresnan 1978). ]
c. ?;2‘:; infinitival complements are “clausal”, others not (cf, Thrainsson
d. Infinitivals may be “clausal” to different degrees: CPs/IPs/..,
CPs/AgrSPs/TPs... (cf. Sigurdsson 1989, Sigurjonsdéttir 1989,
Johnson/Vikner 1994, Thriinsson 1993, Beukema/den Dikken
1989).




Clearly no agreement here! Similarly, a number of different proposals have been
made with respect to the categorical status of the infinitival marker:

(22)  a Itisacomplementizer, and hence in C - at least in some languages (cf.
Sigurjénsdéttir 1989, Johnson/Vikner 1994 and others — see also the
overview in Thrainsson 1993 and references cited there).

b. Tt is in I - or in AgrS and/or T (at least in some languages) (cf. van
Gelderen 1993, Johnson/Vikner 1994 and references cited in these
sources).

¢. Itis averb (cf. Pullum 1982).

Since many (or most) of the authors who have dealt with the categorical status of
infinitival complements in Germanic languages in recent years assume a CP.-I.P...
structure (cf. (16b) above), their proposals regarding the status of the infinitival
marker, and the finite ‘that’-complementizer, can be summarized as in the diagram
in (23) (disregarding possible lefi/right differences in headedness of the phrases in
question, cf. Zwart 1993a,b vs. Schwartz/T omaselli 1990 with references). NQte
that “English 17, “English 27, etc. does not refer to different varieties of English
but two (or mote) different proposals:

(23) CP

/ \ ,
i / \ p

English 1: that to {Haegeman 1991)
English 2: that (-+f), to (-f) (Lencho 1992)
German 1;  da zu (Giusti 1991,
Zwart 1993b)
German?2:  daB (+f), zu (-f) {(Wilder 1988)
Dutch: dat te (Beukema/den
Dikken 1989)
Danish; at (+) at(-f) (Platzack 1986)
Norwegian: — at a {Holmberg 1986)
Swedish 1:  att (Platzack 1986)
Swedish2:  att (+£) att(-f) (Vikner 1992)
Icelandic 1@ ad (Holmberg 1986)
Icelandic 2 ad (+£-D) ad (-H** (Sigurdsson 1989)
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* The non-finite 23 here is supposed to introduce control complements.

** "The non-finite ad here is supposed to introduce modal complements.

A summary like the one in (23) is somewhat misleading, of course, since it may
give the impression that “anything goes”. That is not the case, of course, since all
the authors listed have attempted to present explicit arguments for their analyses.
But rather than going into these here, I will outline one more proposal in the next
subsection, using a CP-AgrSP-TP... structure (cf. the diagram in (20) abave) and
assuming the so-called Minimalist Framework of Chomsky (1993). The main pur-
pose of this exercise is to attempt to clarify what kinds of arguments one can pre-
sent when arguing for the categorical status of infinitival complements, and what
kinds of predictions a reasonably explicit analysis can make. In section 5 I will
then test some aspects of this analysis and try to clarify some of the diachronic
predictions it makes.

4.2. A theoretical working proposal

It has been argued that the multiplication of the so-called functional projections
(CP, AgrSP, TP...) will lead to a theory which is too unconstrained and conse-
quently rather meaningless (see e.g. Iatridou 1990, Thriinsson 1996). The danger
is that linguists will simply propose a new functional projection whenever they
feel the descriptive need to do so, e.g. when trying to describe variations in word
order, This is thus one example of the common dilemma that linguists face: On the
one hand the theory needs to be descriptively adequate, allowing for the
description of as many observable facts as possible. On the other hand the theory
needs to be explanatorily adequate, namely as restrictive and simple as possible so
it can account for the fact that language is acquired and mastered relatively quickly
and easily by children (see e.g, the discussion of this issue in Epstein, Thrainsson
and Zwart 1996 and references cited there).

One way to constrain the preliferation of functional projections such as AgrSP,
TP and the like is to take their labels seriously, as it were. This means that there
should be some relationship between the existence of a subject agreement phrage
(or projection) and morphosyntactic subject-verb agreement on the one hand, and
tense phrase (or projection) and morphosyntactic tense distinctions, Now it is
well known that agreement and tense morphology can only be separated in some
languages but not others. This is illustrated with examples from modern Icelandic,
English and Danish in (24):

(24)  Icelandic English Danish

present past present past present past
5g.1 reyk-i reylk-t-i smoke smoke-d svemme-r svemme-de
-2 reyk-ir reyle-t-ir smoke smoke-d  svemme-r  svemme-de
-3 reyk-ir reyk-t-i smoke-s smoke-d svemme-r  svemme-de
pl.1 revkj-um  reyk-t-um smoke smoke-d  svemme-r  svemme-de
-2 revk-id reyk-t-ud smoke smoke-d svemme-t  svemme-de
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svemme-  svemme-de
swim-Agi(?) swim-T

smoke-d
smoke-T

-3 reykj-a reyk-t-u smoke
smoke-Agr smoke-T-Agr smoke-Agr

As shown here, no English or Danish verb form offers evidence for separation of
tense and agreement markers in the morphology whereas such evidence can be
found in Icelandic verb forms. Now if special functional projections in the syn-
tactic structure of languages are to be related to agreement and tense in some way,
it seems natural to assume that this well-known morphological difference between
languages (the difference described in the table in (24)) could be reflected in their

syntactic structure. This hypothesis is presented in (25) {cf. Thréinsson 1996 —
for similar ideas see Bobaljik 1995 and Bobaljik and Thriinsson to appear),
together with a prediction about the diachronic development of this relationship
hetween the morphology and syntax:

(25)  a. Some languages have TP and AgrSP as separate “functional projec- ‘
tions™, others have an “unsplit” IP.

b. If there is clear morphological evidence for the separation of tense and
agreement markers in a given language, then that is taken as
evidence by the language learner for TP and AgrSP' as scparate |
functional projections in the syntax, ;

¢. Languages that “lose” separate morphological markers for tense and
agreement may still preserve TP and AgrSP as separate functional
projections for some time if there is robust syntactic evidence for
these projections in the language.

Now if one wants to give the hypothesis embedded in (25) some content, it is
obviously necessary to say something more specific about the syntactic role of
the projections TP, AgrSP and IP. I will try to do this very briefly here, assuming
the basic framework of the Minimalist Program of Chomsky (1993).

A basic idea in the Minimalist Program is that lexical elements emerge from the
lexicon fully inflected but are licensed in different structural positions in the syn-
tax depending on the morphological features that they catry. Thus a verb will
project its own verb phrase (VP) in the basic structure but it may have to “move”
to a different position in the syntax in order to be licensed. The heads of the
functional projections (CP, IP, AgrSP, TP...) are said to carry certain morphol(?g1- .i
cal (or morphosyntactic) features and the verb needs to “check” its morphological
features against a functional head with matching features. Similarly, a noun will
project its own noun phrase (NP) in the basic structure, but this NP will be li-
censed in different positions depending on the case features it has. If it has the
case features appropriate for objects, it will be licensed in the syntactic position
designated for objects, whereas if it has subject case features, it will be licensed in
positions that are appropriate for subjects. Again, this licensing is described in
terms of feature checking such that if a given functional head, say, carries the ap-
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propriate case features for a subject, then a subject NP will be licensed in the
specifier (Spec) position of this head (for details see Chomsky 1993, Epstein et
al. 1996 and references cited there).

Having presented this brief sketch, we can now give some content to the
hypothesis in (25) by outlining a specific proposal about the roles and properties
of the functional projections TP, AgrSP, IP, and CP, keeping in mind that the
properties (including the feature content) of syntactic projections are determined
by the ptoperties of their heads:

(26) a T has a tense feature associated with it and needs a verb to “check”
this feature. It also has a case checking property and licenses a subject
in its specifier position (SpecTP) and checks its case feature,

b. AgrS has agreement features associated with it and needs a verb to
check these features. It alse has a “definiteness™ or specificity feature
(a D-feature) associated with it (cf. Jonas 1996) and licenses definite
NPs (or DPs) in SpecAgrSP (witness the fact that bare indefinite NPs
are frequently odd in initial position in leelandic: ??hjdfir braust inn §
hilsid vs. pad braust pidfur inn{ hiisid  (lit. ‘thief broke into the
house’ vs. ‘there broke thief into the house’).

c. I (=the head of IP} has the properties of T and AgrS combined in
those languages that do not have TP and AgrSP as separate projec-
tions {cf. (25) above). :

d. C (= the head of CP) is the complementizer position of (tensed) em-
bedded clauses. It can license topicalized phrases and wh-phrases
(question phrases) in SpecCP,

We are now in a position to propose some answers to the questions about the
structural properties of infinitives stated in (15) above. The answers I want to
propose here are outlined in (27) (cf. also Thrdinsson 1993):

(27) & Some infinitival complements are clausal, but they are typically
“gmaller” or “simpler” than finite complements and do not contain all
the functional projections found in finite complements.

b. Infinitival complements vary with respect to their clausal architecture,
even the clausal ones, both within a given language and cross-lin-
guistically.

c. Verbs may move to AgrS in finite complements, but they never do in
infinitival complements since they have no agreement features to
check. They may move to T in infinitival complements, however, to
check (abstract) tense features.

d, AgrS — orl - is occupied by the infinitival marker in some infinitival
complements, but that may vary cross-linguistically.




Before continuing, I would like to make two general points. First, it is not
maintained that all infinitival complements are clausal. It is entirely possible that
some are just VPs. But [ want to maintain that infinitival complements can be
clausal to different degrees, as it were. Thus some could be AgrSPs, others TPs,
but I am not convinced that any of them should be analyzed as CPs. — Second, the
claim that infinitival complements are typically “smaller” or “simpler” than finite
complements is in accordance with the so-called principle of economy of repre-
sentation: There should be no “useless” projections. Thus if there is-no “need” for
AgrSP or CP in the structure of a given complement type, it is not there.

Before presenting any data to support the basic ideas proposed here, [ will try
to illustrate how they could all be reflected in the structure of some complement

-types in languages with and without “split IP” (i.e. with and without separate TP
and AgrSP projections). I will use examples from Modern Icelandic and Modern
Swedish for this purpose (Modern Swedish being identical to Modern Danish
with regard to the lack of subject-verb agreement). I will do this by comparing the
structure of a typical finite complement to two basic types of infinitival
complements in the two languages, namely control complements and Acl
{Accusative with Infinitive) complements. I also include the so-called Transitive
Expletive Construction, which can be found in Icelandic (and German and Dutch
and some other Germanic languages) but not in English nor in Swedish or the
other Mainland Scandinavian languages (see Vikner 1995a, Bobaljik/Jonas 1996,
Jonas 1996):

(28)  Icelandic
CPw
Spoc O~
C 7 ABISP_
Spec  _~AgrS'___ .

AprS P P \
Spec T
N
Spéc hp
pec ~
v e

Finite:
vissi  al Tong lasj 4 tj ti tj bokina
knew that I read the book
Control:
lofadit PROj; ab ti lesa tj j békina
promised to read the book
Acl:
taldi Jénj ti lesa bdkina
believed I read the book
Trans. expl. pal  t6kj einhverj £ tj békina

there  took somebody the book

‘Somebody took the book’
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(29) Swedish:

Ve CP
Spec __Cw
C J IP
Spec I
7 TN
q S VP\ v
pec
S np
Finite: :
visste att  Jensj ti liiste boken
knew that J. read the book
Control:
lovade PRO; att ot lisa boken
promised to read the book
Acl: .
ansag Jensj tj Ifisa boken
believed I read the book

For reasons of space we cannot present detailed arguments for the claims embo-
died in the diagrams in (28) and (29). The reader is referred to Thrainsson (1993),
Jobnson/Vikner (1994) and Jonas (1996) for further discussions, although there
are considerable differences between some of the claims made here and the claims
made in these works. Here | would only like to emphasize the following elaims:

(30)  a All infinitival complements are smaller and simpler than finite comple-
ments,

b. Control complements are more like finite complements in structure
than any other infinitival complements are. The so-called PRO-subject
of control complements occurs in SpecAgrSP in split IP languages like
Icelandic and checks the definiteness feature (D-feature) of AgrS
(which is natural, since PRQ is a pronominal element, hence definite —
cf. Jonas 1996).

¢. Acl complements are typically smaller (and thus simpler} than control
complements, at least in split IP languages.

d. At least some infinitival markers are functional heads, just like finite
complementizers, but that does not mean that they need to oceur in C.
Rather, they can for instance occur in AgrS (or I) and thus mark the
non-agreement of the infinitival verb.
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Given this, I will now briefly present some arguments for the clause structures
presented in (28) and (29), both in general and with respect to infinitival comple-
ments in particular.

5. Some supporting evidence - and predicted diachronic devel-
opments

5.1. Evidence for “more positions” in split IP" languages

First, it should be noted that if some languages have “split IP” (namely separate
TP and AgrSP) whereas others do not, then that means that the languages with
split IP have “more positions” available for their lexical heads and lexical argu-
ments to move into. Thus Ieelandic has SpecAgrSP and AgrS, SpecTP and T (four
“positions™) where Swedish has SpecIP and I (two positions), if the structures in
(28)-(29) are correct. In (28) it is assumed that Icelandic uses SpecAgrSP and
SpecTP in the transitive expletive construction, with the overt expletive occurring
in SpecAgrSP and the “logical” subject in SpectTP, as proposed by Jonas/
Bobaljik (1993 — see also Thrainsson 1994, Jonas 1996). But if Swedish (and the
other Mainland Scandinavian languages) only has SpecIP, then it does not have
these “two subject positions” available for the overt expletive and the logical sub-
ject. Consequently, it is predicted that the Mainland Scandinavian languages
should not allow Transitive Expletive Constructions, if Jonas/Bobaljik (1993) and
others are right in claiming that “two subject positions” are needed in such a
construction. And this prediction is actually borne out. Ii is also interesting to
note in this connection that the other “Insular Scandinavian” language, Faroese,
allows Transitive Expletives, at least dialectally (cf. Jonas 1996). This is illusira-
ted in (31): :

(31) a. pad hofdu nokkrarmys 6tid  allan ostinn {Ic)
b. Tad hevdu nakrar mys elid  allan ostin (Fa)
c. *Det hade ndgramdss dtit  hela osten (Sw)
d. *Der hadde noglemus spist - hele osten (Da)
there had some mice eaten the whole cheese

Note in this connection that Faroese has a less rich verbal morphology than
Icelandie but richer than Mainland Scandinavian (¢f. Lockwood 1955, Rohrbacher
1994, Vikner 1995b). Typical paradigms are shown in (32) (see Petersen/
Jacobsen/Hansen/Thrainsson 1997):

(32) present past present past present past
sg.1 kall-i kalla-8-i  selj-i  sel-d-i sy rj-i smur-d-i
-2 kallar kalla-8-i  sel-ur sel-d-i smyr-t sonur-d-i




-3 kalla-t  kalla-8-i  sel-u-r sel-d-i smyr smur-d-i
pl.1,2,3 kall-a  kalla-3-u  selj-a  sel-du smyrj-a smur-d-u
call-Agr call-T-Agr sell-Agr sell-T-Agr smear-Agr smear-T-Agr

It should be pointed out here that even though it is possible to interpret the past
tense forms of Faroese verbs as having separate tense and agreement matkers, this
interpretation is not as unambiguous as it is in Icelandic (cf. (24) above). This is
so because the agreement distinctions are much weaker.in Faroese than in Ice-
landic, as a comparison of the paradigms in (32) and (24) will reveal. Conse-
quently some speakers might interpret -8i and -8u (or -di and -du, -#f and -f) as
alternative indivisible past tense endings and hence not get any clues for the split
IP structure from the morphology (cf. (25) above). In the light of this, the dialectal
variation observed by Jonas (1996) with respect to the “two subject positions™ is
not so surprising (see also Bobaljik/Thriinsson, to appear).

Another piece of evidence supporting the claim that Ieelandic and Swedish
have different “subject positions” comes from the following contrast between of
Acl (Accusative with Infinitive) complements in these languages:

(33)  a *Hg el pad vera  mys 1 vasanum, (Ic)
I believe there be mice in the pocket :
b. Fg tel vera — mys { vasanum,
I believe be mice in the pocket
(34) a Jag anser det vara  mdss i fickan, (8w)
believe there be mice in the pocket
b. *Jag anser vara  miss i fickan.
I believe be mice in the pocket

As the examples in (33) and (34) show, Icelandic does not allow the overt exple-
tive (or dummy) subject pad in the Acl construction when the logical subject fol-
lows the verb whereas Swedish requires the expletive det in the corresponding
construction.

In (28) and (29) it was maintained that the relevant subject position here is
SpecTP in Icelandic but SpeclP in Swedish. Given this, and the account of the
properties of the various functional heads proposed in (26), the following expla-
nation can be offered for the contrast between (33) and (34):

35)  a. The expletive pad in lcelandic is inserted in SpecAgrSP as a “dummy”
subject to check the D-feature (definiteness, specificity) of AgrS (cf.
Jonas 1996). Since Acl complements are TPs (and not AgrSPs or
any thing larger) the expletive “has no business” in Icelandic Acl
complements — and thus it cannot be inserted for reasons of Econo-
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my (see Chomsky 1991 for discussions of the concept of Economy
of Derivation).

b. The expletive det in Swedish (and Norwegian — and der in Danish) is
inserted in SpeclP as a “dummy” subject 1o check the D-feature of I,
Since Acl complements are presumably IPs in these languages (they
cannot be TPs as in lcelandic since these languages do nothavea
separate TP projection), the expletive can be inserted in Swedish
Acl complements and needs to be for checking purposes.

Thus we see that the fairly abstract properties proposed for the heads AgrS, T
and 1 in (26) above receive unexpected support from subtle contrasts between in-
finitival constructions in Icelandic and Swedish.

Finally, it should be pointed out that even though it has been argued here that
the Mainland Scandinavian languages have the same basic clause structure (with
an unsplit IP rather than separate TP and AgrSP), this does not necessarily mean
that the structure of infinitival complements in these languages will be the same
nor that the categorical status of the infinitival marker will be. There is in fact
some evidence that it is not (cf. e.g. Platzack 1986, Johnson/Vikner 1994). Recall
that in (29} it was claimed that the infinitival marker in Swedish control infinitives
(after verbs like Jove ‘promise’ for instance) occurs in the functional head posi-
tion labelled I, namely above the VP. Now if we make the common assumption
that sentential adverbs, including the negation, are adjoined to VP (see e.g. (16b)
or (18a) above), then wo might expect such elements to be able to occur between
the infinitival marker and the infinitival verb in Swedish control infinitives. This is
actually the case, as shown in (36a), but as shown in (36b), this is not the place
where the negation occurs in corresponding infinitives in Danish:

(36)  a. Jens lovade aldrig att inte dricka mjdlken. (Sw)

J. promised never to not drink the milk
b. Jens lovede aldrig  ikke at drikke malken. (Da)
J.  promised never not to drink  the milk

This suggests that control infinitives in Danish may be *smaller” than in Swedish,
and this has in fact been claimed (see e.g. Platzack 1986, Johnson/Vikner 1994),
But despite the rather complex syntactic structures assumed in this paper, it is
not entirely clear what to do with the Danish infinitival marker of. Given a basic
structure like (29), it would seem to belong inside the VP, perhaps as some sort of
a preverbal clitic (see e.g, Johnson/Vikner 1994). Interestingly, however, it seems
that the Norwegian infinitival marker & can either occur in I, as its Swedish
counterpart, or further down as Danish infinitival af;
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(37y a Jens lovet aldd
b. Jens lovet  aldri ikke

ikke drikke melken. (No)
drikke melken.

o e

The diachronic development of these different construction types might shed
somie light on their nature and their relation to other syntactic facts in the
Scandinavian languages.

5.2. Some diachronic considerations

Let us now return to the historical and diachronic aspect of infinitival construc-
tions. As stated in section 2, it is generally believed that Germanic infinitives have
developed from verbal nouns and that (at least some of) the infinitival markers
were originally prepositions, constituting prepositional phrases with the verbal
noun (the “infinitive”). But it is clear that very few, if any, of the numerous infi-
nitival constructions in the Modern Germanic languages bave anything in common
with nouns in prepositional phrases. The diachronic question is, then, how the
change took place. How did we, for instance, get from a PP (prepositional phrase)
to the TPs, AgrSPs and IPs discussed in connection with Scandinavian infinitival
constructions above? Limitations of space do not allow any kind of detailed study
of infinitives in older Germanic languages here. Instead, T will just make a few sug-
gestions as to what one might ook for when attempting to study Germanic infini-
tives from a diachronic point of view and what certain kinds of data might suggest.
First, note that while the infinitival marker is a preposition, we do not expect to
find any material intervening between it and the following infinitive (the verbal
noun) as such interpolations are usually not allowed in prepositional phrases.
‘Thus a “split infinitive” (i.e. an infinitival construction with a negation or an ad-
verb intervening between the infinitival marker and the infinitive itself) could indi-
cate reinterpretation of the infinitival marker as some sort of functional head,
Interestingly enough, such examples have been reported for Gothic (Peter 1996),
i.e. 4th century, although the oldest English examples are said to be from ecatly
Middle English (van Gelderen 1993: 41), i.e. 13th-14th century, and the “real”
split infinitives (cf. (38d)) do not occur until late 14th century, accerding to van
Gelderen (loc. ¢it.):

(38) a du inaljana  briggan ins (Go)

to  injealousy  bring them 7

b. fo[r] to londes seche (ME)
for to countries  seek '

c. for to hine finde (ME)
for to him find

d Y say tozou, tonat swereon al manere (ME)
I say to you tonot curse in all ways
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Recall that in some older Germanie langvages a special case-inflected form of the
verbal noun was used after the preposition that later developed into the infinitival
marker, Interestingly, [ do not know of any examples of “split infinitives” where
the “infinitive” is this case-inflected form. This is what we would expect if the

loss of the prepositional properties of the infinitival marker were a prerequisite

for its reinterpretation as a functional head of some sort, and such a reinterpre-
tation was a prerequisite for splitting the infinitives,

It should be emphasized, however, that the introduction of split infinitives
does not necessarily tell us anything about changes in basic clause structure in the
languages in question. The reason I state this explicitly is that van Gelderen
(1993) has argued that the introduction of split infinitives can be used to date the
introduction of functional projections like TP. More specifically, she wants to ar-
gue that Old English did not have a TP projection and the introduction of TP is a
Middle English innovation in English. It should be clear, however, that under the
assumptions listed in (25) above, children acquiring Old English would have had
ample morphological evidence for assuming split IP (i.e. separate TP and AgrSP
projections) since Old English had a relatively rich tense and agreement morpho-
logy, as illustrated in (39) (cf. Quirk/Wrenn 1957: 43):

(39
present past
Sg. 1 dem-e dem-d-e
-2 dem-st dem-d-est
-3 dem-5 dem-d-e
PL1,2,3 dem-ad dem-d-on
judge-Agr judge-T-Agr

Thus we cannot accept van Gelderen’s claim that the emergence of split infinitives
in the Middle English period can be used to date the introduction of TP in the
history of English. But she may very well be right in claiming that Middle English
had a TP projection, a claim also supported by the fact that Middle English seems
to have had Transitive Expletives (cf. Jonas 1996), which requn‘e SpecTP under
the analysis assumed here (cf. (28) above).

As noted above, the presence. of an infinitival marker in control infinitives is
one of the most consistent properties of Germanic infinitives and this has fre-
quently been taken as an indication that these infinitives are consistently more
clause-like than others (especially by those who want to see the infinitival marker
as some sort of a complementizer). But if infinitival complements derived from
verbal nouns and prepositional phrases through some sort of reinterpretation, and
if there are several possibilities with respect to the categorization of infinitival
complements, as argued here (i.e. at least VP, TP, AgrSP, IP...), it is not surpri-
sing to find some vacillation in the presence/absence of the infinitival marker in
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various kinds of infinitives, including complements of control verbs, in older
Germanic languages. Note the Gothic example in (40), for instance (from Peter
1996):

(40)  sokidédun att8kan  imma (Go)
they sought touch him '
“They tried to touch him.’

According to van Kemenade (1994: 139), the use of the infinitival marker fo in
English did not stabilize until the Middle English period and Wessén (1963} has
pointed out similar vacillation in the use of the infinitival marker in the history of
Swedish:

(41) [De] louapo giua  Gupi  pit gitirna {OSw}
they  promised give  god it gladly

This could also indicate that some reinterpretation of the Old Swedish systemn of
functional projections was going on. Old Norse examples, on the other hand, seem
to have the infinitival marker present most of the time where a speaker of Modern
leelandic would expect it. The main difference between Old Norse and Modern
Icelandic infinitival complements is probably that it is more common in Old Norse
to have elements precede the infinitival marker although they belong to the
infinitival complement. Consider the examples in (42):

(42) & ad b0 munir eigi spara
that  you will

flest illt ad gera
not hesitate most bad things to do
(Islendinga ségur 1985-86: 1313)
b. lofadi honum  eigi ut  ad fara
allowed  him not out to g0 ‘
(Islendinga sogur 1985-86: 714)

One way of interpreting this kind of order is to say that the infinitival marker 8
is still in the VP, possibly adjoined to the verb (as it may still be in Modern
Danish, cf. the discussion around (36) above), and we have here instances of V-fi-
nal VPs, which are not uncommon in Old Icelandic (cf. Rignvaldsson 1993, 1994~
1995). Another possibility is to maintain that the boldfaced elements in (42) are
actually preposed or topicalized to a position above the infinitival marker (which
would have to be above AgrSP, assuming a structure for Old Norse control
complements like the one suggested in (28) above for their Modern Icelandic
counterparts).

These limited remarks on infinitives in older Germanic languages will have to
suffice here for reasons of space. They were only meant as illustrations of the
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types of facts one can look for when studying infinitives from a diachronic point
of view and how the interpretation of these facts will be shaped by the syntactic
theory assumed.

6. Conclusion

The commonly accepted ideas about the origin of Germanic infinitives were out-
lined at the beginning of this paper and then it was demonstrated that modern
Germanic languages exhibit a wide variety of infinitival constructions, It was
claimed that there is no reason to interpret any of these as verbal nouns or prepo-
sitional phrases anymore. Then the question was raised what the categorical sta-
tus of these constructions could be, e.g. whether they could be analyzed as clauses
of some sort, It was then pointed out that such a question can only be explicitly
stated within a given theoretical framework and it was shown that it will have dif-
ferent meanings in different frameworks. Similarly, the categorical status of the so-
called infinitival marker was considered and it was pointed out that the answer to
the question of what it is will also depend on the syntactic theory assumed.

With this in mind, an explicit account of selected types of infinitival comple-
ments in modern Scandinavian languages was presented, couched in the frame-
work of the so-called Minimalist Program originally proposed by Chomsky
(1993). It was maintained that the basic clause structure of languages may vary
and that there is some relation between clause structure and morphological prop-
erties of languages. More specifically, it was argued that Modern Icelandic and
(one dialect of) Modern Faroese have a more complex syntactic structure than the
Mainland Scandinavian languages, resulting in somewhat greater freedom of word
order, and that this correlates with the richer verbal morphology of these
languages. Some arguments were given for this claim and it was illustrated how
this difference in basic clause structure can be reflected in the structural options
available for infinitival complements. Then the question was raised how
infinitives in Germanic could have developed from verbal nouns and prepositional
phrases to the clause-like constituents that they (or at least some of them) appear
to be. Rather than attempting to answer this question in any detail for any
particular Germanic langnage, selected examples were given to illustrate
differences between infinival constructions in older Germanic languages and their
modern counterparts and some suggestions were made as to how these differences
could be interpreted and what kind of evidence one could look for when trying to
trace the diachronic development of infinitival constructions in Germanic.

While this paper is quite sketchy and programmatic in many respects, I hope it
illustrates that it is both possible and necessary to try to use the tools developed
by theoretical linguistics in the study of diachronic syntax. At the same time I
hope that a glimpse of a few historical data on infinitives will show the theoretical




linguists who read this that a lot of theoretically challenging work remains to be
done in diachronic syntax.
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