OUGHT TO in Middle English: A
Semi-Grammaticalization?

Céline Romeéro

The aim of this paper is to give an explaination, on syntaatid semantic
grounds, the grammaticalization of the semi-maalajht toin Old and Mid-
dle English, i.e. how this lexical item has become a funetiamé, or so it
seems.

1. Introduction

‘Ought’ (to) comes from the Old English (OE) veslgan which means ‘pos-
sess’, but in Present Day English (PDE) it now means ‘owetllshoAgan
belongs to the class of preterite-present verbs: broadiplspg, they have
a past form, but a present meaning (for example, see Cam{ii®&D) for
further details). As for the ME form, it comes from the pastiahtein OE.
Yet, in Middle English (ME), it is to be noticed that, syntaelly speak-
ing, ‘ought’, combined with the particle ‘to’, has a differtebehaviour from
the verbs belonging to the same class. Our purpose is thdingtrdte that
syntactic difference (both for ‘ought’ and ‘to’), so that wan explain why
we consider that ‘ought to’ has semi-grammaticalized dtpleaod.
Therefore, in Section 2, we shall deal with OE data, mainbufing on
the syntax ofagan In Section 3, ME data will be analyzed, and from those
data, we shall draw a parallel with the results obtained énpiteceding sec-
tion. Finally, in Section 4, we shall focus on grammaticatian, going back
and forth the OE and ME periods, with a final light shed on thé&P@ught

to’".

2. Aganin Old English
2.1. The distribution ogan

When we searched the OE corpofdé York-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old
English Poetry(Pintzuk & Leendert (2001)) an@ihe York-Toronto-Helsinki



6

Parsed Corpus of Old English Progaylor & al. (2003))), we founddgari?
in different kinds of structures.

It can function as #&exicalverb and then it takes a Determiner Phrase (DP)
object,

(2) Dryhtenheelendpu pe ahst
Lord  Christ, you-NOMwho-NOM owns-IND.PRES
doma geweald.

justice-GENpower-ACC.
‘Lord Christ, who owns the power of justice.’ (cocyn&86.723. 623)

It can be passivizé

(2) Pa cwaed se cyningc  to his mannum siodan
Thensaid-PRETthe king-NOM to his-DAT men-DATwhen
Apollonius agan wees. .

Apollonius-NOM had-P.PARTwas-IND.PRET. ..
‘Then the king said to his men when he had had control overlapol

nius...’ (ApolT,ApT:14.1.250)
or it can be an infinitive and follow another preterite-praseerb,

(3) Ac se oe pa ecan agan wille
But the one-NOMthe-ACCeternal-ACCobtainwill-PRES
sodan geseelda.

true-ACCblessing-ACC.
‘But who will obtain the eternal true blessing.’ (comebdi,17.23.

52)

It can have the same structure as the auxiliary B&EON/WESAN'be’®:

(4) In Antiochia pare ceastre waes sum
In Antioche-DAT this-DAT town-DAT was-IND.PRETsome-NOM
cyningc  Antiochus gehaten.

king-NOM Antiochus-NOMcalled-P.PART.
‘The town of Antiocha was called after some king Antioch@&polT,

ApT:1.1.3)

(5)  eefterpees cyninges namanwaes seo
after the-GENking-GENname was-IND.PRETthe-NOM
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ceaster  Antiochiageciged.

town-NOM Antiocha named-P.PART.
‘That was after the king’s name that the town was called Aht#’

(ApolT,ApT:1.1.4);

it is then followed by a past participle,

(6)

(7)

...Se pe ah lifes wyn gebiden

... who-ACC ought-IND.PRESife-GEN gain-ACCasked-P.PART
in burgum.

in town-DAT.

‘... who ought to ask in town the gain of life.” (coexeter,124.133)
hi agon on agenan hwilan  mid
they-NOM ought-IND.PRESIuring proper-DATtime-DAT by
earfedan gewunnen.

suffering-DAT remained-P.PART.
‘they ought to remain in suffering for their own time.” (WHoWHom_20.
2:51.1425)

What is striking concerning this verb is that examples digiplg the structure
agan + infinitive (which can be found with all the other preterite-presents)
have not been found in Pintzuk & Leendert (2001) and Taylod.&2003).
Meanwhile we did find examples of the (PDE) structagan+ to + infinitive,

(8)

& betaehte him el peethe ahte to

& delivered-PRETim-DAT all thathe-NOMought-PRETt0
bewitenne.

keep-DAT.

‘& delivered to him all that he ought to keep.’ (Heptateucbr@39.4.
1564)

3. Agenin Middle English

In the ME period, it is commonly assumed that morphology getwer, i.e.

a great number of flexions tend to be blurred, or droppedjrigabhe words

bare. Because of this morphological impoverishment, gram@nd syntax)
has to readjust, entailing changes of parameters, henahémge of status
of some items.
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3.1. The distribution ogen

We now find two forms for ‘agen’: the present formwe and the past form
ahte, both being used either as lexical or modal verbs.
As a lexical verb, ‘agen’ can be found as a transitive verb,

(9) ... pet hit er ahte.
... thatit-OBJ alreadypossessed-PRET.
‘... that (he) already owned it.” (CMLAMBX1,31.377)

(10) ... thelovethatmen to hym owen.
... thelove that men-SUBXo him-OBJowe-PRES.
‘... the love that men owe him." (CMCTPARS,313.C2.1087)

As a modal verbagenis found in two types of structures: modalrfinitive
(unlike the OEagar) and modal o + infinitive®.

All the examples displayinghtedate from the 19-13" centuries, as for
the examples usingwe they date from the #Bup to the 14' century:owe
is the latest, yet it is to be supplanted dlgte (we assume this is due to the
standardization of all the modal past forms during the naguid late period
of ME: ought, could, might, would, shoukthd musthave a past form but a
‘present’ meaning).

(12) ...pt euchmon ahte hersumin& herienin eorde.
... thateachone-SUBJughtobey & praiseon earth.
‘... that each one ought to obey & praise on earth.” (CMKAT3{75)

(12) pus ahte ech of us him seluen to chowen.
thusoughteachof us-SUBJim self-OBJto know.
‘thus, each of us ought to know himself.” (CMTRINIT,123.534

(13)  (Arthure) owen al pe worlde  todeme.

(Arthur-SUBJ)ought-PRESall theworld-OBJto deem.
‘Arthur ought to deem all the world." (CMBRUT3,81.2468)

(14)  first,we owen vndirstondeit bi thelettre.
first, we-SUBJoughtunderstandit-OBJ by theletter.
‘we first ought to understand it word by word.! (CMPURVEY2,2123)

Examples (12) and (13) are interesting: we can find noun phrhstween
agenand ‘to’. The question could be whether the distribution afim phrases
has any influence of the syntax of this verb.
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According to Los (2005), among others, some examples sych as

(15) Her amiddewesthis meidenisetforte all te-reden reowliche
Hereamong wasthe maidenset for-to all asunder-rendruelly
‘Among this the maiden was placed to tear all asunder crugélbthe,
44.408, Los (2005):211)

are to be considered as ‘split infinitives’ underlying thevrstatus of ‘to’: it
was a bound morpheme in OE, and is now reanalyzed as a freefroond
the ME period, that is to say it can be found separated fronmfirétive. But
what is also interrestiing with that kind of example is thegamce of ‘forto’.
At first, it was ‘for’ + Object + ‘to’ + Verb, where ‘for’ was casidered as
a Complementizer under C, and ‘to’ some non-finite modaligartinder T.
With the cliticization of ‘to’ onto ‘for’, that cluster camt be reanalyzed as
a T morpheme (a ‘compound infinitival marker’), to reinfotbe subjunctive
status of the particle ‘to’, as well as its purposive status

Yet, it does not explain the structures displayed in (12) @r8). Since
we can find an object in between ‘ought’ and ‘to’ (which is vékely to be
the object of the infinitive), we can first argue that the p#etin inseparable
from its infinitive, and then that ‘ought’ and ‘to’ have notgrggated yet.

Here, we give some more examples, to try and explain the gymtatus
of ‘to’.

(16) hene hepmite to hit endi

henothaspowertoit end
‘he does not have the power to end it' (AYENBI,I, 113.252)

(A7)  huannehehim yelt to him ouercome
when hethenyieldsto him overcome
‘when he yields to them, to overcome him’ (AYENBI,|, 253.383

(18) Neomedu 3zeorne zemeMineleouesustrenfor hwi meach
Take noweagerlycare my love sistersfor whyl have
him luuen.
him love.
‘Take now great care, my dear sisters, of the reason why | tave
love him. (CMANCRIW-2,11.284.643)

(19) Ge ancres achgze pis laste lutle stucheedento  ower
You anchoresselsad this last little piece
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wimmen. ..

read to your women. ..
‘You, anchoresses, had that last small piece of text readuo sis-

ters...’ (CMANCRIW-2,11.284.643)
(20)  heredonu towiche fihte we ozen pis strengdenotien.

here now to which fight we have this strength enjoy;
hear now about the fight which strength we should enjoy;” (GWNIT,
189.2613)

In examples (16) and (17), we can clearly note that there abgtt pronoun
between the particle and the verb, yielding, as said betbet,the particle
‘to’ tends to be reanalyzed as a ‘free’ word, now separalomfits infinitive.
For examples (18) to (20), does it mean thgenfunctions like its fellow
modals, or can we consider that there is a covert particlgsedading on the
analysis, the syntactic structures will be different: airaj structure for the
first one, but a control one for the second. The syntactictiras of (16)
and (17), according to our analysis in Roméro (2005), arérabstructures,
with ‘to’ under C. For (18) to (20), we have the choice: eithgenis a modal
verb, or it is a lexical one. In those examples, we hagen+ Object + Verb.
Those structures look very much like their modal countegpdiut most of
the examples we found in the corpora displaying the &gbnare with the
particle ‘to’. As a consequence, we consider those thremples as struc-
tures with a covert ‘to’, which, if they display the partiadeertly, would be
‘split infinitives’®, but a little different from example (15):

(21) Neomed ngeornezeme Mine leoue sustren for hwi me ach (to) him
luuen {.

(22)  Ge ancres acte (to) [pis laste lutle stuchgfeden t to ower wim-
men. ..

(23)  hered nu to wiche fihte wegen (to) [pis strengde]notien t.1°
Through these examples, we came to consider ‘to’ as an iméihinarker

generated under C, then triggering a control structure &itARO under
Spec,CP, as we shall see in the next section.
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4. Syntax and grammaticalization

Let us now turn to the syntax afariagenin OE and ME. In all the examples
we parsed, we have found two types of uses: a lexical and alranda

4.1. Old English syntax adigan

In examples (9) to (11)aganis a lexical verb. It is then a V within a V&, in
(13), we assume it is a control verb. In Roméro (2005), we Iséaasvn that
the syntax of the preterite-presents and the syntax ofrtanfinitivals were
quite similar.

Let us have a look at the following examples, whermdicates an ellipsis
of the verb:

(24)  Ure geghwylc sceal ende gebidanworolde
Us-GENevery-NOMmust-PRE®nd-ACCwait  world-GEN
lifes; se pbe mote domes eer
life-GEN; who-NOMthathas to-PRE$udgment-GENbefore
deape a.
death-DAT 2.

‘Everyone of us must wait for the end of life of the world, arefdre
death, one has to wait for the judgment.’ (cobeowul,43.1BBE3)

(25) willap  peet gewrecargif we magon, peah
will-FUT that-ACCavenge if we-NOM can-PRESyet
we beotiap TO@.

we-NOM pride ourselves-PRE® .
‘(we) will avenge it if we can, yet we pride ourselves on doihg
(BIHom,HomS_10 [BIHom_3]:127.446)

According to those examples (two among many others), thenitepresent
verb mote(‘must, have to’) and ‘to’ seem to have the same behaviour con
cerning ellipsisMote (i.e. a special kind of v) heads a TP, atad(i.e. a C)
heads a TP.

But, in that respectagandoes not behave like the other preterite presents:
it is the only one to be structured with ‘to’.

This leads us to question the syntactical statusgaiin OE. From exam-
ples (9) to (11)aganis a lexical verb. But the structure of (13) is interesting
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sinceaganis followed by ‘to’: here we assume it is a control verb, hetie
following structure,

(26) TP
A
Spec T
T
subject T VP
[£lrrealis] V CP
A
agan Spec cC
PRQ C VP
[+lrrealis] ver.ban

We also assume that wheganis followed by a bare infinitive, it has
a different grammatical status: it has become a semi-lexied (what we
called yogal in Roméro (2005)), which example (24) seems to indicate for
preterite present verbs.

So, in OE, we can findganeither as V followed by a TP, or as a control
verb when used with ‘to’, i.e. followed by CP. Let us now haveak at the
ME syntax ofagen

4.2. Middle English syntax adigen

Unlike OE, MEagencan be found both iagen + bare infinitiveand inagen
+ to + infinitive structures, and strikingly enough, we find more examples of
owen + to + infinitive thanahte + to + infinitive. If we just follow our analysis,
agenis a control verb in the structugen+ to + infinitive, and semi-lexical
in agen+ bare infinitive?.

So (12) and (13) still display control verbs, but not (11) 4td). The
changing point lies in (14): in OBganwas not found with bare infinitives,
it was only a control verb. We assume this is due to the gramaia&ation
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of agen(and generally speaking of all the preterite presents xlasswell
as to the reanalysis of ‘t8® (and what Dekeyser calls thBABERE/DEBERE
interface’).

Syntactically, we thus have in ME, two competing structdogsagen the
‘control’ structure, which is identical with (26), and a ggnmaticalized’ one,
which is as follows,

(27) TP
/\
Spec T
T~
subject T VModalP
agen  Vmodal VP
[Llrrealis] § Spec Y
verb

4.3. What about grammaticalization?

Grammaticalization is the process in which a lexical iterndoees a gram-
matical (or functional) one. With respectagen this is, as Dekeyser (1998)
says, a ‘braintwister’: in PDEyughtdoes not have a past meaning anymore,
but more an irrealis one (a conditional), and it is considess a ‘semi-
modal’ (or also named ‘quasi-modal’): grammaticalizatsm®ms not to have
been completed. And we must add that it always functions athwhich
was reanalyzed because of the loss of the infinitive morpgjydfo Strikingly
enough, we have not found examplesdaire + to + infinitive, nor purven
‘need’ +to + infinitive for the same peridd.

Moreover, we have two forms @figen presenbwe(n)and pasahte'®. In
our corpus (Kroch & Taylor (2000)), we have found 20 examplesve(n)+
to + infinitive, but only 7 withahte Yet, only the latter became a grammatical
item. We shall see in the next section that the choiahtéoveroweseems to
be due to the meaning of the morphological f6fnOn semantic grounds, by
the end of the ME periodgwe‘own, possess’ is to be used more as a lexical
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verb, andahte ‘ought, obligation’ as a modal one (see Dekeyser (1998) for
more details).

So we have two processes at work for what was to become thelmoda
periphasisught to the reanalysis of ‘to’ into a ‘tQjeqiis) (Now followed by
a bare infinitive) and ofhteas an irrealis item, with an obligation meaning.

4.4, Grammaticalization and tense

In the following examples, we give illustrations of ‘pastirins of modals
which have conditional meanings. Some are already graroatiaed (exam-
ples (28) and (29)), some on their way to grammaticalizateamples (30)
and (31)).

(28)  ‘Thoughl wiste that neitherGod ne
‘Though|-SUBJknow-PREShat neitherGod-SUBJnor
man ne sholde nevereknoweit, yetwoldel

man-SUBMot shouldnever know it-OBJ, yetwould I-SUBJ
havedesdayrfor to do synne.

havedisdain to  dosin-OBJ'.

“Though | am aware that neither man or God should never know it
yet I would scorn sin.” (CMCTPARS,290.C2.94)

(29) Theyeer of oureLord 1391,the 12 day of March at midday,
Theyear-SUBJDf our Lord 1391,the 12 day of Marchat midday,
I wolde knowethe degre of thesonne.

I-SUBJwould know thedegree-OBaf thesun.
‘On March 12th in the year of our Lord 1391, | would know the

degree of the sun.” (CMASTRO,669.C1.189)

(30)  but,certes, he sholde suffrenit in pacienceaswel as
but, certainly,he-SUBJ shouldsuffer it-OBJin patienceaswell as
he abideth thedeeth of his owenepropre persone.

he-SUBJawaits-PREShe death-OB.bf hisown properperson.
‘But he should certainly endure it with patience, as well aatvaits
his very own death.’ (CMCTMELI,217.C1b.20)
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(31) for aseofte aseze prefter breken eni of
for as oftenas you-SUBJthereafteibreak-PRESny of
ham, hit waldeto swide hurtenowerheorte ant
them-OBJjt-SUBJwould too greatlyhurt  your heart-OBJand
makenou swaoffered pet ze muhten
make you-SUBJso offered-P.PARTthatyou-SUBJmight
sone,asGod forbeode, falleni desesperance...
soon,asGod-SUBJorbade-PRETiall in despair...
‘for, as often as you break any of them this way, it would toeeadly
hurt your heart and make you so offered that you might soon be
desperate, which God forbade...’ (CMANCRIW,1.46.65)

Let us now turn taagen The situation is somewhat different: there are more
examples wittowe'(for)to’ (morphological present form) than witthte‘to’
(morphological past subjunctive form).

(32) pogh 3ze mowwyth glosyngwordysdesayvane
althoughyou-SUBJmay with glosing words deceiveme-OBJ
andsaysze ben ynfull charyteasze owen
andsayyou-SUBJare-PRESn full charity asyou-SUBJought
forto be,. ..
to Dbe,...

‘although you may deceive me with glosing words and say yeu ar
indulgent as you ought to/should be, ...’ (CMMIRK,130.3%83

(33) andheruth Godseruyce  ascristen men owen forto
andhear-IMPGodservice-OB.hs christianmen-SUBbughtto
do;
do;
‘and hear God service as Christian men ought to; (CMMIRIB,B874)
(34) & [pe eorl] benam him al dat he ahte to
& [the earl-SUBJJtook-PREThim-OBJall thathe-SUBJoughtto
hauen.
have.

‘The earl took from him all that he should have had. (CMPEH;58.
529)
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(35)

Whenye wyl askeany ping atarychemanin erthtt,
Whenyou-SUBJwill askeanything-OBJto arich manon earth,
ye aske ful mekelikeyure erande wyd mekil
you-SUBJask-PRESull much  yourrequest-OBdvith lot
maredeuociunahte ye panneat pray to god, of whaim
moredevotion oughtyou-SUBJthen to prayto God,of whom
pat al sude cumis.

thatall good-OBJcomes-PRES.

When you ask anything to a rich man, you will fully ask youruest
with much more devotion, should you then pray to God, fromavho
all good comes.” (CMBENRUL,19.667)

Whenoweis used, ‘t0’ has been reanalyzed (examples (32), (33) a5, (3
whereas when it iahtg ‘to’ has not yet but the modal has in (34).

What does this syntactically mean? The modal is no more gtk V,
but in Mod/T: it no more has a past meaning, nor is it a lexitai since
it functions as a [+irrealis] head, i.e. a subjunctive, andieakens so that
it cannot move to T anymot& Hence it is no longer a control verb, but a
raising one. By the end of the ME period, the syntaxagénwould thus be,

(36)

[TP [SpecSUbjecit [T ahte[(Neg) [TP [T to [VP [Specti [V vertj]]]]]]]],
that is,
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(37) TP
s v
subjectT/Mod (NEGP)
ahte (Neg) vP
T
T
C VP
[-Irrealis] verbo

which is different from (26).

5. Somefactsin Present Day English

Unlike the other preterite present verlagight has not grammaticalzed en-
tirely since it needso to function (there is no lexical counterpart, as fieed
or dare). In other words, both items grammaticalized, but this tthreeparal-
lel did not cros¥®.

What are the clues that allow us to suggest that? In PDE, we gav/
very interesting facts as far as this quasi-modal is comtere can find the
following examples, which are mainly found in American dethl English:
(38) You oughta know more about that than me.

(39) A man oughtta do what a man oughtta do.

(40) He didn’t ought to have gone.

(41) He hadn’'t ought to have gone.

(42) George had ought to pay you back for the loan.

(43) I might could be able to visit later on.
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(44) She shouldn’t ought to be here.

In examples (38) and (39), we haveaacontraction (see Pullum (1997) for
more details about this phenomenom). As for the other exasnfiley display
what is called a ‘double modal’ structure (those double rmettactures can
also be found with modals other thanghtas the ‘head’ modal).

We can argue that the first two examples are the continuatitregram-
maticalization process the modals and ‘to’ have been esmpeirig so far: by
cliticising ontoought ‘to’ is once again reanalyzed as a bound morpheme,
and then, just as a phonological endingt([t)u:] to [o:ts]), with perhaps a
small gemination in example (39). And as a consequeanaghtahas become
what could be called a ‘real’ modal (in a syntactic way) in Aioan English.

As for the double modal structure, it seems that the first inextapes over
the second one, which is then to be considered as the ‘headhlmeith a
to-infinitive structure (interestingly enough, we have natrfd examples of a
double modal with @o-contraction: *he didn’t oughta have gone’, *George
had oughta pay you back for the loan’).

Yet, among those structures, we can make a classificatiodaimaught
to/modal (examples (42) and (44)) and auxiliarpught to(examples (40),
(41) and (43)). We shall not analyze these examples hergydoaan perhaps
talk aboutde-grammaticalizationsince an auxiliary and a modal are always
followed by a lexical verb (whether finite or non finite).

6. Conclusion

With the loss of the infinitive morphology, we showed that tieanalysis
of To went along that ofigenand speciallyahte We also underlined that
the meaning shift oahte from ‘past’ to ‘conditional’, or broadly speaking
to irrealis, was partly responsible for its grammaticalization. Seticalfty,
agan/agemo longer means ‘possess’ but ‘obligation’. As for syntanght
a control verb in OE, turned into a raising verb generatectuiicand taking
aTo-complement (like ‘seem’ or ‘appear’) by the end of the MEiper

Yet, dealing with the grammaticalization of such a verb it that easy
since the very process is still obscure, and Present Dayidbngdjsplays the
two ‘layers’ of agan the lexical verb ‘own/owe’ and the semi-modal ‘ought
to’2%, For reasons of space, we did not investigate the rootéepistinterface,
but we shall in a forthcoming article.
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Thanks to Johan van der Auwera, Jean-Louis Duchet and mpgrssor Jacqueline
Guéron for their useful comments and help, and to Christoptick for solving my
IATEX

problems.

. The full paradigm folaganis: Ind.Pres 1,3 Sag, ah 2 Sgahst PI. agor Subjunctive

Sgage Imperativeage Pretahte P.Partagen/agan

. The sources of the quotations are the following; for OEol&ApApollonius of TyraBI-

Hom The Blinking HomiliescobeowulBeowulf cocynewThe Fate of the Apostleso-

exeterThe WanderercomeboeThe Meters of BoethiudHeptateuchThe Heptateuch
WHom Wulfstan’s Homiliesfor ME: CMANCRIW Ancrene RiwleCMASTROA Trea-
tise on the AstrolaheCMBENRUL The Northern Prose Rule of St Ben€MBRUT

The Brut or The Chronicle of Englan€MCTMELI The Tale of MelibeeCMCTPARS
The Parson’s TaleCMKATH St Katherine CMLAMBX1 The Lambeth HomiliesCM-

MIRK Mirk’s Festial, CMPETERBThe Peterborough Chronicl CMPURVEY Purvey’'s
General Prologue to the BibJ&€MTRINIT Trinity Homilies

. The form of the past participle can be identical with tHinitive.
. We give examples of the same structure WitRSAN.
. It is noteworthy that out of 30 examples of the vaden we only found 9 occurrences

of ahte which was to become the one used in Present Day English,rdndia of them
displayed the structuraghte + to + infinitive (two with no-enending, and four with the
-en ending of infinitive forms). So, we have mainly found exanspté owe(n) + to +
infinitive, owemeaning ‘ought’.

. ‘The introduction of ‘for’ is usually interpreted as amédrcer of the original purposive

meaning, and it clearly shows thtat was not felt purposive enough. The fact tiiait
subsequently disappeared from the (standard) languadeckastaken by Fischer as an
indication thato was regaining some of its original meaning.’ Los (2005):.229

. Both exemples are taken from Los (2005): 217.

. Given the fact that ‘to’ has been reanalyzed as a free word.
10.
11.

ME has become a VO language, hence the trace of the meeeed here.

Our theoretical framework is minimalism and the theofyploases, Chomsky (1995,
1999).

We have encountered examples where we could find carsstin betweemgenand
the bare infinitive, but no examples with the second infieistructure.

Roberts and Roussou (2003) argued that ‘to’ changesinggfaom purposive/directional
prepositional content to a ‘bleached’ meaning agraalis marker(our emphasis).
The-an/-enendings in OE and ME mean that infinitives are subjunctiveketh
However, from the middle of the ME period, examples ofléhxécal verbneden'need’
have been found, in whichedenreplaced the preterite presdmirven For the same
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structure, there are two verbgenandnedenwhich both semi-grammaticalized.

16. More precisely, it is a past subjunctive form.

17. All the Present Day English modals come from ME past sudtijve forms.

18. In the late ME period, English is not a V2 language anyngexeept for a small number
of sentences).

19. Unlike the other preterite present verbs, the procegsamfimaticalization of ‘ought’ and
‘to’ followed their own paths without interfering each othe

20. We shall find the same process with ‘need’ and ‘dare’. Aaglwe have just seen in
the preceding section, we can find double modal structusesel asto-contractions in
American(/British) English, which illustrates the facattthe language is still morpho-
logically, semantically and syntactically changing.
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