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1 Introduction

In a split infinitive there is a word, typically aadverb or sometimes a pronoun, splitting the
infinitive form of the verb, which iso + verb. For instanceo safely keeprto never loveare
examples of split infinitives. Split infinitives fi@ been a topic of heated discussion for
centuries although it is not as heated today hastbeen in the past. This discussion has not
been limited to concern only grammarians but ddeneral public has actively taken part
in the discussion by, for instance, complainingu®plit infinitives in newspapers and radio
shows (Crystal 1995).

According to Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (2@3) the first split infinitives appeared
already in the 1B century and have been gradually gaining more gioewer since.
Prescriptive grammarians did not approve of thettsg construction and according to
various language usage manuals prescriptive rudnsigsplit infinitives was introduced in
the 19" century to decrease the use of split infinitiiesthe past, some have always resisted
the use of split infinitives but some have favotkeir use as well. The case is similar today
even though split infinitives have become more ptad@de according to general public’s
opinion. In other words, the issue of split infimi#s has always divided opinions through

centuries.

According to Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (238) the origin of split infinitives is not
clear based on earlier literature on the subjeleeyTexplain that according to some sources
split infinitives have come from French after therdan Conquest whereas other sources
state that split infinitives have developed withile English language without influence from
outside. However, the prescriptive rule against ghbt infinitives has its origin in Latin,
which was considered having the highest prestigk terefore, worthy to be the model for

other languages and their grammar.

Those who do not accept split infinitives have ssigd ways to avoid them. Various
language usage manuals on correct language usdlstdtiuthors are willing to remodel their
sentence structures in order to show that they memee the rule of not to split an infinitive
and, in that way, preserve their reputation as @gariter. Prescriptive rules are used as a

standard to judge how language is used and, threrelimguage that follows those rules is



considered higher in value. Also the ability to @veplit infinitives has been a method of

producing language that has a higher prestige.

In this thesis, | first present background issuelated to split infinitives starting from
language change in general and ending with studgpiig infinitives with corpora. Then |
explain my research methods and corpus data antihaenfrom there by presenting my
analysis and findings of the frequency and accdftalmf split infinitives in American

English. | also investigate the types of adverlag ttcur with split infinitives in my analysis.

Lastly, | make some conclusions of the resultssaugbest further ideas for research.

2 Background

2.1 Language change

Language change is a natural phenomenon becausngilages are constantly evolving.
According to Algeo (2010:10) language change isir@tbecause languages are transmitted
in a culture and as other aspects of culture sadashion, entertainment or art are constantly
changing so are languages as well. Cultures chandeso do languages because the need to

describe and discuss matters changes.

Some changes in languages can be detected in & tgher frame but some aspects of
languages require a longer time to evolve. As Lextcl. (2009:7-8) note, changes in words
or phonology can be seen in a relatively short tinieereas grammatical changes need a
longer time to become visible. They state that thight have led to the fact that recent
studies of language change emphasize lexical andgbbgical changes over grammatical
changes even though English has changed the magammatical terms over the history.
Leech et al. (2009:7-8) also suspect that one nelms@mphasizing lexical and phonological
changes is that those changes are more visiblegitzanmatical changes. They illustrate this
by saying that it is easier to see changes, falam®, in words or hear differences in
pronunciation but grammatical changes are moreadistuch as the order of the elements in
a clause and, therefore, harder to detect. Theyaald that since grammatical changes evolve

slower, more data and time is needed to study getioah changes.



2.2 Prescriptivism

Language change usually causes different attitaddspublic discussions on the correct way
of expressing something (Beard 2004:71-72). Evexybas their own eccentric way of
speaking and they have opinions and attitudes usvdifferent ways of using language
correctly (Beard 2004:71-72). Traditionally, cotrexss has been measured by rules on how
language should be used, which is called preseigpti. According to Crystal (1995:194)
prescriptivism is "the view that one variety ofamfjuage has an inherently higher value than
others and ought to be the norm for the whole efsheech community”. Prescriptive rules
have, at least, partly their history in the grammfatatin, which was considered having the
highest prestige. However, prescriptive rules arejurst a part of history but they are applied
even today and there are grammarians that advquateriptive approach to languages
(Leech et al. 2009:4). According to prescriptivismly those who know all the rules and are

following them are speaking good and correct Ehglrystal 1995:193).

Prescriptivism also raises the questions of caness and acceptability. As Algeo (2010:12)
states, those believing that there is one corremy wf viewing language are the ones
passionately defending their case, for instancainay splitting infinitives. Splitting an
infinitive means that usually an adverb is placetileen particléo and the infinitive form of
the verb as explained in the introduction. Alge®1@12) explains that according to
correctness language can be judged by a standérdr eiorrect or incorrect whereas
acceptability focuses on investigating if languagers regard an expression as natural or if
they notice any awkwardness in an expression. Thoseptability is not as absolute as

correctness but rather some expressions can beaoceptable than others (Algeo 2010:12).

2.3 Split infinitives according to language usage amuals

Language usage manuals give guidelines for languseses how to use language according to
the rules and customs to use language at a cditaén In other words, they present the
factors that affect language use in their timeudeig grammatical rules as well as social

norms of using language.

In the case of split infinitives, some usage mamstdte that there is no logical reason for not
to split infinitives in English. For instance, Bstain (1965, s.\split infinitiveg notes that the

natural position for adverbs is before the infirgtit modifies and after th. However, he



also mentions that reason rarely has an effecherattual usage. In a similar vein, Johnson
(1991, s.vsplit infinitiveg explains that the rule that prohibits splittimginitives is arbitrary
and it dates back to the1@entury to the time when grammarians tried to nakglish and
Latin grammar similar. He also mentions that thactéually is not a rule against splitting
infinitives in Latin but it is just not possible ¢eguse infinitives contain only one word in
Latin. That most likely is also the reason why sagn@mmarians, mainly those who are in
favor of prescriptivism, think that the two partsEnglish infinitives should be considered
one unit and should not be separated (Crystal 1995%.

After acknowledging this effect of prescriptivismthe use of split infinitives, usage manuals
state that infinitives are sometimes split and gixamples of those situations. For instance,
Davidson (2001, s.\splitting infinitives: a needless féaadvises to split infinitives in order
to preserve clarity and natural rhythm. He alsooenages to split infinitives when the adverb
needs to be emphasized or when there is a riskherwise produce awkward or inaccurate
language. Thus guidelines to splitting an infiretiare based on stylistic features rather than
grammatical rules. Usage manuals also give advibenwnot to split an infinitive. For
example, Morris and Morris (1975, siwnfinitive, splif state that infinitives should not be
split when there are many adverbs modifying thenitive. They give an example “The chief
undertook to forcefully, fully, firmly, and systemizally advise the laymen of their rights” to
illustrate that too many adverbs splitting the nitfve make the sentence complex. They

suggest that in this sort of case it is wiser tplall the adverbs at the end of the sentence.

Usage manuals also introduce the aspect of gepebdit’s attitude towards split infinitives.
Even though there is no rule against splittingnitifres, the reality is that writers feel it is
wrong to split an infinitive (Burchfield 1996, s.split infinitive). As Crystal (1995:193)
states, split infinitives were one sign of lingidshadequacy. He also notes that since many
prescriptive grammar rules are arbitrary, studerd@ming grammar had to memorize them by
rote and Johnson (1991, s.split infinitive) remarks that for some reason everyone
remembers the rule about split infinitives. Sineecording to Howard (1993, s.eplit
infinitive), everyone knows this rule, the usage of spliinitives has become a matter of
reputation. He explains that splitting infinitivesight upset readers and ruin the writer’s
reputation. However, he also adds that infinitige®uld be split when needed in order to
write good and clear English. In other words, eitteputation or clarity has to be sacrificed

but usually usage manuals give advice not to awptitting or unsplitting infinitives



intentionally because both produce awkward langud@gters 2004, s.\split infinitive).

According to Crystal (1991, s.v. to) today splifimitives are not such a great issue of
reputation as they were before. He remarks thatesprescriptive grammar rules are not
taught at schools anymore, the awareness of splititives has also decreased, at least,

among the younger generations.

2.4 Studying split infinitives with corpora

According to Bauer (2008:98) a corpus is defineda$ody of language data which can
serve as basis for linguistic analysis and desoripitD’Arcy (2011:69) notes that the data in
corpora represents the actual usage of languagauedt consists of samples from speakers
and writers of the language. He also explains tloapora are free from prescriptivism and
language intuition because the data has been talldoom speakers and writers. In other
words, corpora represent the descriptive approadartiguage describing how language is
used without imposing rules on how language shbaldsed. D’Arcy (2011:58) remarks that
corpora also offer great amounts of data for aimalhich is required when analyzing, for
instance, frequency effects or grammatical vanmatiNevertheless, he also notes that no
corpus can capture all aspects of language buaspects that can be studied in a corpus
depend on how the corpus has been constructedisthahat kind of elements it has been
programmed to detect.

Corpora have been used to study different aspédenguage, for example, to study some
aspects of lexical or grammatical variation buttspfinitives have not been studied almost at
all by using corpora. However, Calle-Martin and dfida-Garcia (2009) have investigated the
usage of split infinitives from a historical perspee and also the more recent usage by using
corpora as their data. They studied the adverbswieae creating the split from different
aspects and the stress patterns that affectegblitteng. They used four corpora in their study
and they covered the years 1640-1920 in the hestiosiection of their study. The corpora
used were The Lampeter Corpus of Early Modern Bhdliracts, The Corpus of Late Modern
English Texts, The Corpus of English Novels and Bhnigish National Corpus from which
The Corpus of Late Modern English Texts and ThepGerof English Novels were used in
the qualitative section in the analysis of advefligs section of their study covered the years
1710-1920. The British National Corpus was usestudy the split infinitives in the second



half of the 28 century. Based on the corpora they used in theidys they mainly

concentrated on British English.

Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (2009:347) offer awerview of the usage of split
infinitives in history by referring to several diffent sources. They state that split infinitives
started to appear in usage first in thd t@ntury and splitting started to gradually become
more common in the 4century even though generally split infinitivesrevestill considered
stylistic errors. They note that in the™and 17 centuries the amount of split infinitives
declined severely but started to increase agaitheén18' century. They also mention that
today split infinitives are common in speech andimg and according to the data in corpora
prejudice against split infinitives is declining. their quantitative approach section they show
statistics of the usage of split infinitives fror64D to 2000 and compare splitting and non-
splitting constructions between 1640 and 1920. Mhwsit statistic shows that the use of split
infinitives has increased over the years but daterise drastically from 1850 onwards. The
second statistic shows that the non-splitting cosibn has gradually declined whereas

splitting has increased.

In their qualitative approach section Calle-Magifd Miranda-Garcia (2009) analyze adverbs
and stress patterns in split infinitives. They shtwo statistics, classifying adverbs into
different categories and giving percentages ofrthsage. The first statistic covers the years
1710-1850 and categorizes the adverbs into mamegation, quantity and time and the
second statistic covers the years 1850-1920 antiMeasew categories, which are frequency
and degree. They conclude from their statistics ttiia adverbs of manner in split infinitives
are clearly the most preferred in both statisfilasbe exact, they counted that 74% of all the
adverbs are adverbs of manner, 12% of time, 5%eqgency, 4% of degree, 4% quantity and
1% of negation in 1850-1920. In 1710-1850 the spoading percentages are 41.6% of
adverbs of manner, 41.6% of time, 8.3% of negadiod 8.3% of quantity. In addition, they
present statistics showing the function of adveiisose statistics present the amounts of
adjuncts and subjuncts and compare how often gladalol non-gradable verbs are used with
them. They also give statistics of the use of mpdbp; three- and four-syllable adverbs with
split infinitives when studying how stress patteafifgect split infinitives. Lastly, they made a
statistic showing how the use of the structir@ctually+ verb varies between different age

groups in the British National Corpus.



3 Data and methods

| will use the Corpus of Historical American EnglifgCOHA) as data in my study because |
will focus on American English. As mentioned earlia the background section, split
infinitives have been studied through corpora kefoy Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia
(2009) but they focus mainly on British English arierefore, | will investigate split
infinitives in American English. However, their dahave also some examples of American
English, North American English in particular. lod® COHA because it is available to all

users and it covers a fairly long time span, y&&8t03-2009.

My study includes a quantitative and a qualitageetion. In the quantitative section | search
split infinitives in COHA and study how their usalgas varied in 1810-2009. | will compare

the results to the usage of non-splitting consibast in the same time span. As mentioned
earlier, Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (2009) énawade a similar study concentrating
mainly on British English and | will compare my wvéts to theirs as far as it is possible. After
that in the qualitative section of my study, | wilbke a closer analysis of two decades. | will
examine the decades 1850-59 and 2000-09 becauseish#50 years between those two
decades and, for that reason, it is interestinguestigate how the use of split infinitives has
changed during that time. In addition, the majdraduction of prescriptive rule against split

infinitives was put forward between those two desauh the 19 century, which might have

changed the use of split infinitives.

In the qualitative section | concentrate on analyzihe adverbs with split infinitives. | will

analyze and categorize 100 first instances of splibitives from both decades to seven
categories: manner, time/frequency, negation, dedarusing adverbs, quantity and place.
As mentioned in the background, Calle-Martin andakda-Garcia (2009) also analyzed
adverbs in their study but because of the ambidnitheir categorization system, | will use a
slightly different basis for classifying the adverd will compare the results of the two
decades to investigate whether any changes haweredcn the use of adverbs during 150
years. Lastly, | will compare the results to Céllestin and Miranda-Garcia’s (2009) findings
as far as the results can be compared because dfigihtly different categorization criteria.

In other words, this study will try to provide arsns to questions how the use of split

infinitives have changed in history and what typéadverbs are used with split infinitives.
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4 Analysis

4.1 Split infinitives from the 1810s to the 2000s

Table 1. Split infinitives with all types of adverb

SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1680 | 1890 | 1900 | 1510 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1570 | 1980 | 1380 | 2000
FREQ 13 4 02 19 | 27 | 284 | 6lo | 676 o83 b18 44 | I | 33 260 419 Be | 83 | 176 | a4 | M
PERMIL | 1101 | 582 | 450 | 742 | 1347 | 1665 | 3319 | 3327 | 1830 | 2787 | 2044 | 1466 | 1345 | 1068 | 1707 | 2361 | 3498 | 4250 | 7566 | 9713

SEEALL
YEARS

N P S

First, | searched split infinitives in COHA so thlaincluded all types of adverbs into the

search. For this search | used a search commanf*ftfv?i*]” in which [r*] stands for
adverbs and [v?i*] the infinitive form of the verBecause COHA is a grammatically tagged
corpus, it is possible to search for patterns atiogrto word classes and inflectional forms. |
did not limit the search to e.g. only adverbs egdinth -ly such agproperly or willingly but |
also searched for adverbs suchoéten, rather, eveandjust However, this type of search
also includes some other types of constructions fhat split infinitives. For instance, the
constructiondrom time to timetr verh to both mind and body, to so brave a capiamlto

either house or bedppear in the search results for split infinitivé#h this search method.

However, most of the instances in this type of geavere correct and the results show that
the use of split infinitives have increased over ybars as can be seen in table 1, in which the
column height corresponds to the normalized freqggsnof split infinitives in the data decade
by decade. The amount of split infinitives firstctieed between the 1810s and 1830s. From
the 1830s onwards split infinitives started to gty increase until the 1880s. The use of
split infinitives began to then decrease from tB8Qk onwards until the 1940s, which is after
the prescriptive rule against split infinitives wiasroduced in the 19 century. From the
1940s until the 1980s split infinitives steadilycieased and from the 1980s onwards their
amount grew rapidly. Between the 1980s and the 4888r amount almost doubled. In other

words, there are two time periods when the amotigpld infinitives decreased and two time
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periods when their amount increased. The incrda®&gever, has always been more radical

than the decrease.

When comparing the amount of instances in the 1&h@sthe 2000s, one can notice that the
split infinitives have become increasingly more coom because in the 1810s there are only
11.01 instances of split infinitives per million ws and in the 2000s there are 97.13
instances per million words. Also when the useptit infinitives reached its peak in the"19
century, there are 33.27 instances per million wandhe 1880s. On the other hand, when the
curve in table 1 reaches its two lowest pointshim 19" and 28' century, there are only 4.50
instances per million words in the 1830s and 1&8&nces per million words in the 1940s.
The increase in the number of split infinitivesraher similar after the two lowest points
during the following five decades in table 1. Theefdecades of increase are from the 1830s
to the 1870s and from the 1940s to the 1980s. dw ghe figures, in the 1830s and 1870s
there are 4.50 and 33.19 instances per million svartt in the 1940s and in the 1980s there
are 10.68 and 42.50 instances per million wordemFthat one can calculate that the
development is 28.69 more instances in the 1870siththe 1830s and 31.82 instances more
in the 1980s than in the 1940s. After the 1980srtbease of split infinitives is rapid because
already in the 1990s the amount of split infiniivleas almost doubled resulting in 75.69

instances per million words.

Secondly, | compared how the usage of non-splittiogstructions differed from the use of
split infinitives. In these other type of constioas the adverb is placed either before or after
the infinitive, for example constructions suchasdy to protectandto die rapidly However,

to search for these types of constructions | hatinid the search to cover only adverbs
ending with-ly because the search with all types of adverbs teegulmany unacceptable
results. The search for all types of adverbs afterinfinitive presents several instances of
phrasal verbs such &s put upor to find outand the similar search for all types of adverbs
before the infinitive results in constructions sashow to useabout to retireandin to read

to demonstrate a few examples. In order to be tbmpare the usage of split infinitives
with the use of non-splitting constructions, | liadimit the search for split infinitives also to
include only adverbs ending witty, which | did by performing search “to *ly [v?i*Jiwhere

*ly stands for words ending withy and [v?i*] the infinitive form of the verb. The nd$s of
this search can be seen in table 2. The developafighe use of split infinitives is similar in

tables 1 and 2 but, naturally, the amount of instanis fewer in table 2 because all other
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types of adverbs than the ones ending withhave been excluded from the results. For
example, in table 1 there are 11.01 instances pkomwords in the 1810s whereas in table 2
there are only 5.93 instances per million words.pf@sent another example, there are 97.13
instances per million words in the 2000s in tablelereas only 64.87 instances per million
words in table 2.

Table 2. Split infinitives with adverbs ending wii

SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1890 | 1500 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1870 | 1980 | 190 | 2000
FREQ ! 1 b i i 176 i 48 35 in i) 203 167 15 03 kA i 678 | 1367 | 1318
PERMIL | 583 | 274 | 181 | 411 | 710 | 1032 | 2246 | 2156 | 1734 | 1706 | 114 | 781 | 679 | 472 | 827 | 1347 | 2034 | 3678 | 4852 | 847

SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE

O . e e A 5

However, the search for adverbs ending withbefore and after the infinitive did not give

entirely errorless results either. The search oefisome other kinds of words that ended
with -ly as well. To give a few examples, there were exgimas such ato miss Emily, to be
family andfly to getandltaly to emulate However, the majority of words ending witly

which were before or after the infinitive were ach&e

Table 3. Non-splitting constructions where the atvs after the infinitive

SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1890 | 1500 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1870 | 1980 | 190 | 2000
FREQ 167 | 1335 | 2373 | 2696 | 3079 | 2970 | 3533 | 3869 | 3774 | 4099 | 4465 | 4803 | 4466 | 4270 | 4334 | 4090 | 4059 | 4185 | 4168 | 4004
PERMIL | 14136 | 19272 | 17237 | 167.99 | 186.93 | 174.14 | 190.33 | 16159 | 183.20 | 185,50 | 136,68 | 187.22 | 181593 | 17537 | 176,57 | 179.00 | 170.44 | 163,31 | W17 | 13542

SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE

Table 4. Non-splitting constructions where the allve before the infinitive

SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1890 | 1500 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 1%40 | 1950 | 1560 | 1870 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000
FREQ ML 7L | 3809 | 4438 | 4745 | 4200 | 4887 | 5173 | G186 | 5564 | 5683 | 6I93 | §754 | 5470 | G462 | M5 | 509 | 5184 | 337 | 50
PERMIL | 322,55 | 313.40 | 283.78 | 276.04 | 268.07 | 246.06 | 263.01 | 25463 | 25163 | 25179 | 250.35 | 24141 | 23380 | 20466 | 22253 | 21875 | 21407 | 203,17 | 19280 | 1762

SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE
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The use of non-splitting constructions is presentethbles 3 and 4. Table 3 presents the
numbers of instances where the adverb is aftemfivgtive and these results were obtained
by performing search “to [v?i*] *ly”, where [v?i*$tands for any infinitive form of the verb.
In table 4 are presented the constructions wheradverb is before the infinitive. To get the
results | performed search “*ly to [v?i*]". The ol development in non-splitting
constructions is that they have been slightly desirey over the years. However, placing the
adverb before the infinitive has always been a npoederred option than placing the adverb
after the infinitive even though the amount of athgebefore the infinitive has declined more
than the amount of adverbs after the infinitiveeTénd result is, nevertheless, that adverbs

before and after the infinitive are almost equakgd today.

In the 1810s in table 3 and 4 the amount of inganger million words are 141.38 and
322.55, which illustrates a clear preference facplg the adverb before the infinitive. From
there on, the constructions where the adverb isepldefore the infinitive start a steady and
gradual decline, which can be seen in table 4, @dwethe constructions where the adverb is
after the infinitive gradually increase until th@1Ds and then start a gradual decline, which
can be seen in table 3. In the 2000s in table & thie 135.42 instances per million words and
in table 4 there are 176.21 instances per milliamds, which shows a slight preference for
placing the adverb before the infinitive also todiay the gap between the usage of those two
constructions is not as wide as it has been ihitery. It is also interesting to notice that in
table 3 the amount of instances is almost the dantiee 1810s and in the 2000s, which is
141.38 instances per million words and 135.42 wdeeia table 4 the amount has decreased
immensely. In the 1810s there are 322.55 instapeesmillion words and in the 2000s there
are 176.21 instances in table 4. From these regultan be concluded that even though
placing the adverb before the infinitive has desdirmore than placing the adverb after the

infinitive, adverbs before the infinitive are stllslightly more favored option.

When comparing tables 2, 3 and 4, it is appareat tine non-splitting constructions have
been and still are overwhelmingly more used thalit sgfinitives. When comparing the
instances in the 1810s, in table 2 there are m8tamces per million words, in table 3 the
same number is 141.38 instances per million wordsia table 4 there are 322.55 instances
per million words. This demonstrates how much maemmon the non-splitting

constructions have been in the history. Just tistilate the overwhelming preference for non-
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splitting constructions throughout the history thare a few more examples. In the 1880s the
amount of instances per million words in table 2n8 4 are 21.56, 181.58 and 254.63 and in
the 2000s the numbers are 64.87, 135.42 and 1l7ifs?dnces per million words. Even
though the non-splitting constructions, accordioghese examples, have decreased and the
amount of split infinitives has increased, non4tiplj constructions have always been and are
still more preferred than split infinitives, whi€ualle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (2009) also

found in their study. However, the use of splitnitfves is not that far behind anymore today.

4.2 Adverbs with split infinitives in the 1850s andn the 2000s

In this section | analyze qualitatively the advethat appear with split infinitives in two
decades. | compare the 1850s and the 2000s tolsstber there are differences in the types
of adverbs used with split infinitives earlier ihet history and today. | analyze 100 first
examples from each decade, categorize them andl&@i@dthe percentage of instances in each
category. All the examples are instances fromdittiastly, | compare the results from those
two decades with each other and also to the resul@alle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia’s

(2009) study, in which the examples were also rgdiam fiction.

| categorized the adverbs into different categotlen Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia
(2009) in their similar study because they did futly explain their categorizing method,
which | mentioned in the background section, anel mheaning of some categories was
unclear. They did not present many examples oathverbs that the categories include either.
| categorized the adverbs into manner, negatioantfy, time/frequency, place, degree and
focusing adverbs. An exhaustive categorizing mefooédverbs has not been proposed and,
therefore, | used these categories, which seererratmmon. For example, multiple internet
sources, mainly grammar teaching webpages, metiiese categories and offer examples on
them. However, other categories exist as well. Tack of definite categorization causes
difficulties in analyzing the adverbs. There apatases in which the adverb can be placed in
more than one category and, for that reason, somastithe choices for placing certain
adverbs into particular categories could be argded. example, categories of degree and
focusing adverbs are so close to each other thswiten difficult to differentiate adverbs in
those categories. Sometimes one adverb can alsonhaltiple meanings and the meaning has

to be determined by the context. For examatgually could be categorized into manner but
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sometimes it has an emphasizing task in the semtand, therefore, should be categorized
into focusing adverbs. The question where to pladeally is also an issue in my analysis.
Some grammars do not even have a category for ifagwlverbs but the adverbs in this
category are included in the category of degree flimctions of the categories are briefly
explained in table 5 mainly based on different graan teaching webpages with some

examples to illustrate the different categories.

Table 5. Adverb categories

Category Function Examples
manner How is an action performed? slowly, welfdenly
time/frequency When? How long? Hagwow, already, yesterday

often? How soon?

degree How much? How little? Theslightly, almost, completely

idea of more or less.

focusing adverbs Focuses on a particular paven, merely, only

of the sentence.

negation To negate something. neither
place To show position, directigrhere, there

or distance.
guantity How many? all, both, many

Most of the categories for adverbs in my analysésraost likely familiar except degree and
focusing adverbs. To further clear those more uilfancategories, according to webpages
that teach grammar, focusing adverbs give empluasi certain part of the sentence which,
in this case, is the verb. According tongman Grammar of Spoken and Written English
(1999) adverbs of degree describe the extent aredegf the utterance, which can be greater
or weaker than usually. My analysis of the advdridsed on these categories can be seen in
appendix 1 and 2.

As appendices 1 and 2 illustrate, the use of adverth split infinitives has changed during
the last 150 years. In the 1850s, there were 54&6leérbs of manner from whit¢husandso
were clearly the most common with 8% and 6% frohtte instances. The second largest
category was adverbs of time/frequency which ma@#é df the all instances and the most

common adverbs in this category wéoethwith andagain, which each made 4% of all the
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instances. The adverbs of degree were almost gqlaatie category with 18% of all the
instances. The most common adverb in this categasfully making 3% of all the instances.
The rest of the categories were rather minor. The® only 6% of focusing adverbs agxkn
was the most common with 4% of all the instancé=r@ were only 2% of adverbs indicating
place, e.g.hither and here 1% of adverbs of negation, e.geither, and no adverbs of

guantity.

However, in the 2000s there are only 33% of advefllmanner and no adverb is as clearly
favored as there was in the 1850s. The most comaawerb makes only 3% of all the
instances and the adverbhbstter In addition, the variation in the use of differappes of
adverbs of manner is not as great in the 2000¢$ &8ss in the 1850s since there were 37
different adverbs in the results in the 1850s mliy @7 in the 2000s. In the 2000s the amount
of adverbs of time/frequency is rather similar e 1850s with 20% of all the instances but
the most common adverbs areverandevereach making 4% of all the instances. Similarly,
the amount of adverbs of degree has stayed althestame. There are 16% of adverbs of
degree buteally has become the most common one with 8% of alirtk&ances. However,
the most overwhelming change has occurred in ttegoay of focusing adverbs. In the 2000s
they make 30% of all the instances and the majaftpadverbs in this category are these
three:just, everandactually. There are 13% dfist, 8% ofevenand 8% ofactually. The rest

of the categories in the 2000s are not significihere are only 1% of adverbs of quantity,
e.g.twice, and no adverbs of negation or place, which wassirthe opposite in the 1850s
since then there were few instances of adverbseghtion and place but no adverbs of

guantity.

As the results illustrate, the use of adverbs enghst 150 years has drastically changed from
the use of adverbs of manner, and the ugsbusfandsoin particular, into the use of focusing
adverbs and into the usejokt, evenandactually. It also has to be mentioned that the use of
an adverb of degreegally, has increased significantly with only 1% of &ktinstances in the
1850s but 8% in the 2000s. It is also interestinfyrtd that no one adverb has dominated both
decades but all the most common adverbs in eadgaat have changed excepienin
focusing adverbs. In the 1850s there are 4%ewdnand in the 2000s the amount has
increased to 8%. However, overall it seems thaketi®more variation in the use of adverbs
in the 1850s than in the 2000s when there seene tmdre fixed choices of adverbs to use

with split infinitives, which can be seen in theegter amount of variation in the instances in
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the 1850s. In other words, variation and perhapsressiveness has been changed into
emphasizing the meaning the verb already has rétlaer adding a different meaning to the
verb with the adverb. Adverbs of manner often adoremmeaning to the verb whereas
focusing adverbs do not add meaning but they enighdise meaning that the verb already

has.

According to the resultshus andso have basically disappeared from the adverbs uséd w
split infinitives and the use gtist, even, actuallyandreally have rapidly increased in the
latest decades. Also the searches of the overalbets of split infinitives with these adverbs
in COHA verify these results. The separate searfdresplit infinitives withthusandsoshow
that they were more common in thé"i@ntury and in the beginning of the™2€entury and
started to decrease from the beginning of tHe @tury, which can be seen in the tables in
appendix 3 and 4. It might be thsed andthus are perceived as old-fashioned in today’s
language use and, for that reason, they are nat asgmore.So has been slightly more
common tharthus.Justandactually, on the other hand, were not used almost at &ll their

use began to gradually increase from the 1940s @isxatil the 1980s and in the 1990s their
amount drastically increased, which is presentetthéntables in appendix 5 and 6. Instances
of just more than doubled between the 1980s and 1990snatathces octually also more
than doubled in the 1980s and 1990s and almostleidwdyain between the 1990s and the
2000s.Really andevenhave been slightly more common from the 1850s odsvaut their
use also slowly increased from the 1940s onwardbs stnnningly rose in the 1980s and
1990s, which is shown in the tables in appendird@ & The use akeally andevenhas rather
similar development with the general change inube of split infinitives presented in table 1.
The instances afeally doubled between the 1980s and the 1990s and aestarievenalso
doubled between the 1970s and 1980s. Accordinietgettables, during the 1980s and 1990s

the amount of focusing adverbs has increased imehens

In addition, the instances in all the categoriesrseather different in both decades, especially
in the category of manner, with the exception thdime and degree there are several similar
instances. For example, in the category of timéadth decades there aewer, neverand
immediatelyand in the category of degree there falby, really, completelyand almostin
both decadesThere does not seem to be many changes in therasnoti these adverbs
except that in the category of timeverandeverhave become slightly more common. In the

1850s there was only 1% péverand 1% ofeverwhereas in the 2000®vermakes 4% and
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ever also makes 4% of all the instances. In the cajegbrdegree the only change has
happened in the amount o#ally, which has increased to 8% in the 2000s wheredken
1850s it was only 1%.

Comparing these results to the findings in Calletiiaand Miranda-Garcia’s (2009) study is
difficult because they have slightly different adveategories, which were presented in the
background section, and their study have a largee span covering the years 1710-1850
and 1850-1920. However, when concerning my studly tbe later time period is relevant. In
other words, the amount of their data is greatan tim my study. In their study, adverbs of
manner are clearly the largest category with 749%lloinstances in 1850-1920. The second
largest category is time with 12%, then frequendy W%, degree and quantity with 4% each
and negation with 1%. These results could be coetbtr my analysis of the adverbs in the
1850s. In my analysis also the adverbs of manreemathe majority but only with 54%. This
difference in the category of manner could perhiapsexplained by the different kind of
corpus data used in my analysis and Calle-MartthMinanda-Garcia’s (2009) study, e.g. the
different kinds of texts included in the corporadatme difference between British and
American English. In my analysis | counted time &mdjuency together so if one counts time
and frequency together in Calle-Martin and Mira@treia’s (2009) study, the percentage for
this combined category would be 17%, which is clas¢he result in my analysis which is
19%. However, in the category of degree there gmfeant differences. First of all, Calle-
Martin and Miranda-Garcia do not have a categarydousing adverbs and, therefore, those
adverbs are most likely included in the categorgledree because the meaning of focusing
adverbs is so close to the meaning of adverbs gifegeas explained earlier. In other words,
the combined category of degree and focusing adverdkes 24% of the instances in my

analysis whereas in their study it makes only 4%.

When comparing Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia’®0@ results to my analysis of the
adverbs in the 2000s the differences are evenegrebliis type of comparison can provide
information on how the use of adverbs has developieelr Calle-Martin and Miranda-
Garcia’s (2009) study since the time span in thieidy covers the years until the 1920s. The
most significant change, which also showed in mygarison of the 1850s and the 2000s, is
the crushing decrease of adverbs of manner andiadliasrease of adverbs of degree and
focusing adverbs. However, again the categoriedegfee and focusing adverbs have to be

counted together for this comparison. The percestag the category of manner are 74% in
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Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia’s (2009) study &336 in my analysis, which shows an
overwhelming decrease. In addition, the percentégethe combined category of adverbs of
degree and focusing adverbs are 4% and 46% whéedepts a radical increase towards today.
However, in other aspects in which the results lmarcompared there does not seem to be

other major differences.

5 Discussion

The first section of my analysis was not comparét the similar study by Calle-Martin and
Miranda-Garcia (2009) because they presented theirlts in the form of instances per
10.000 sentences whereas my results are in instgrezemillion words. In other words, the
results cannot be compared. However, the tablexitdewy the development of splitting and
non-splitting constructions in Calle-Martin and Bhda-Garcia’s (2009:350-351) study
illustrate similar tendencies in the developmerihvmy tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. Even though the
tables in their study also present the resultastances per 10.000 sentences, the tables show
that the use of split infinitives has increased #mel use of non-splitting constructions has
decreased. The non-splitting constructions have bed still are more common than splitting
construction although split infinitives are moreduently used today than before, which is
also the result in my analysis. It is interestingbtice, according to their and my study, that
the development of splitting and non-splitting domstions follow similar patterns even
though Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia’s (2009) mhafocused on British English and my

study focused on American English.

As also mentioned in the first section of the asialycreating a search command in COHA
that would result in only correct instances was asgible. In all searches there were also
some mistakes included in the results but in mases the amount of errors was minor.
However, | had to limit the search for non-spligticonstructions to only adverbs ending with
-ly because there were too many errors in the searahofosplitting constructions with all
types of adverbs. Unfortunately, adverbs suctewas, evenoften andjust were excluded
from the results which, at least in some decadesrather common. Also the search ending
with -ly presented some errors in the results sudgnai$y or family, which were interpreted
as adverbs even though they clearly are not. Howvagain the amount of errors in this type

of search was minor.
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Although the findings in the second section of #realysis are interesting, it should be
remembered that only 100 first instances of adverde selected for this analysis and they
all were from fiction. If there would have beenalftom all text types, the results most likely
would have been different. However, even with #msount of data the results showed some
similarities with Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcig8009) study but there were also some
major differences. As already mentioned in the ysial section, the differences in the
amounts of adverbs in the different categories ynamalysis and Calle-Martin and Miranda-
Garcia’s (2009) study could perhaps be explainethbydifferent kinds of corpora used as
data. Again in this section it is questionable teatvextent my analysis can be compared with
their study. Calle-Martin and Miranda-Garcia (20@8) not elaborate their basis for
categorizing adverbs and did not include a compreibée list of what adverbs they included
in which category. In other words, comparing twovexth analyses which have different
categorizing criteria has to be done with cautlbalso has to be mentioned that Calle-Martin
and Miranda-Garcia (2009) have a long time spaherstudy of adverbs and, therefore, more

data than | have in my analysis.

It should be mentioned that the categorizing systeat | used in my analysis is not an
exhaustive version. Some other categorizing cateuld have operated as well. It needs to
be remarked that, for instance, the meanings efgoaies degree and focusing adverbs are so
similar that determining the difference and placiag adverb correctly is sometimes
challenging. For example, adverjust andevenare occasionally placed in the category of
degree and sometimes in the category of focusingrad. However, in my analysis | found it
relevant that there is a different category foruking adverbs since in the 2000s there are
multiple instances oéven, justandactually, which do not necessarily belong to the category
of degree. Their meaning does not clearly inditiaé¢ they express the degree or intensity of
something. Since there is no definite answer wkemace these adverbs, | placed them into
the category of focusing adverbs in order to plaesn in their own category and show how
radically their usage has increased. These threerlasl alone cover 28% of the instances in
the 2000s whereas in the 1850s they cover only\Wtthout these three adverbs the amount
of adverbs of degree has stayed almost similar #¥886 in the 1850s and 16% in the 2000s,

which is another reason for placing these threeddvinto a separate category.
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6 Conclusion

According to this study the use of split infinitevénas become more common and perhaps
more acceptable today. The prescriptive rules sguage do not regulate language use to
so great an extent than they have before and, perua that reason, split infinitives have
become more acceptable. However, there are stBethwho oppose split infinitives. As
mentioned in the background section, acceptahdityot definite but some constructions can
be more acceptable than others. Even though sogaedr@ construction as acceptable, some
might not accept the same construction as goodiggyuse, which seems to be the case with
split infinitives. The major findings concerningetladverbs used with split infinitives are that
the use of adverbs of manner have decreased ahdpsesimplified towards today and the

use of focusing adverbs have increased radically.

There are not that many corpus-based studies ibfisihitives in English, especially studies
that cover more recent years. For instance, Calleti and Miranda-Garcia’s (2009) study
covered only the ZDcentury until the 1920s. The study of split infiviés has been focusing
on the earlier history and the ®@entury has not received much attention. In astdjtthe
case of split infinitives has not been investigatéth corpora almost at all. Most of the
discussion about split infinitives is caused byeadi#nt grammarians offering their opinions or
observations but comprehensive studies of the lhogage of split infinitives with corpora
are few. This study has provided information oritspfinitives in the 28' century but more

studies are still needed to clarify the issue fmth

My analysis focused on split infinitives in ficti@o it would be fruitful to expand this search
to other text types as well. Comparison of spliiniives in different text types or a
comprehensive study of split infinitives in all teypes would most likely provide interesting
results and reveal more about the use of splinitinfes. Also further analysis of the types of
adverbs with split infinitives could be a fruitfatea of research. As mentioned earlier, | only
analyzed 100 first instances of the two decadestlamdnstances were only from fiction. In
the aspect of adverbs analysis as well, my studiddee expanded so that greater amounts of
data from different text types would be analyzddwéuld also be interesting to compare

adverbs in different text types.
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Adverb analysis of the 1850s

manner

time/frequency

degree

focusing adverb
negation
place

guantity

thus (8), so (6), legally (2), speedily, (@)dly (2), suddenly (2),
critically, joyously, sharply, secretly, deliberigte calmly,
properly, graphically, strenuously, sneeringly, dtin sordidly,
rudely, safely, signally, justly, thoroughly, ralyid successfully,
quietly, zealously, correctly, readily, patientlycharitably,
seriously, scrupulously, stolidly, severely, rasipigrsonally,

total 54

forthwith (4), again (4), forever),(2onger (2), ever, any, now,
endlessly, never, immediately, frequentbtal 19

fully (3), completely (2), almost (2), fieth(2), exactly, nearly,
wholly, really, little, half, partially, father, gatly,total 18

even (4), merely, maxgal 6
neithertotal 1
hither, herdoptal 2

0
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Adverb analysis of the 2000s

manner

time/frequency

degree

focusing adverb

better (3), physically (2) slowly (2), foriga(2), suddenly (2),
personally, softly, somehow, forcibly, systemaligzahdequately,
truly, literally, quietly, firmly, openly, gently,noisily, easily,
discreetly, affectionately, officially, sternly, gaely, properly,
directly, seriouslytotal 33

never (4), ever (4), finally (3)tda (2), always (2), now, then,
immediately, simultaneously, alreadgtal 20

really (8), fully (2), completely (2), tdyal slightly, fucking,
almost,total 16

just (13), even (8), actually (@grely, simplytotal 30

quantity twicetotal 1
negation 0
place 0
Appendix 3
Split infinitives withthus
SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1640 | 1830 | 1860 | 1870 | 1680 | 1890 | 1800 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 194D | 1850 | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000
FREQ 0 0 ! 4 10 B 13 13 17 15 13 3 3 1 ! 0 ) 1 ) 0
PERMIL | 000 | 000 | 045 | 025 [ 061 | 035 | 070 0.74 | 083 | 088 | 057 0.12 0.12 0.04 0.08 | 000 | 000 | 008 | 000 | 0.0
SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE H
L ﬂ D == -
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Appendix 4
Split infinitives withso
SECTION | 1810 | 1620 | 1830 | 1640 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1880 | 1500 | 1910 | 1930 | 1930 | 1940 | 1930 | 1%0 | 1970 | 1960 | 1390 | 2000
FREQ 1 1 7 10 17 bl 40 35 3 3 % & 18 7 1 16 b 8 5 5
PEAML | 085 | 04 [ 05t [ 060 | 108 | te4 | 5 | 120 | 475 | 163 | LIS | 097 | 073 | 028 | 041 | D7 | 05 | 03 | 088 | 007
SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE

— ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ m ﬂ D ==
Appendix 5
Split infinitives withjust
SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1850 | 1900 | 1910 | 1920 | 1930 | 1840 | 1830 | 1960 | 1570 | 1980 | 1930 | 2000
FREQ 0 0 2 1 1 1 3 5 § ] 16 16 bl i i 3 4 9 03 03
PERML | 000 | 000 | 045 | 006 | 006 | 006 | 06 | 025 | 044 | 081 | 070 | 02 108 107 147 | 229 | 269 | 3% | 11 | AE7
SEEAL
YEARS
AT ONCE
Appendix 6
Split infinitives withactually
SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1880 | 1870 | 1880 | 1830 | 1500 | 1910 | 1520 | 1830 | 1940 | 1850 | 190 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000
FREQ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 10 5 5 f 3 4 3 7 12 18 i 81 131
PERML | 000 [ 000 [ 040 | 000 | 000 [ 006 | 045 [ 049 | 024 | 023 | 026 | 042 | 046 [ 02 | 05 | 050 | 06 | 083 | 190 | 443
SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE
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Appendix 7

Split infinitives withreally

SECTION | 1610 | 1820 | 1630 | 1640 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1660 | 1890 | 1500 | 1940 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1570 | 1380 | 1990 | 2000

FREQ 0 0 1 0 2 4 7 13 10 4 3 15 11 17 3 0 58 5 1% 149

PERMIL | Q.00 | 000 | 007 ) 000 | 042 | 023 | 038 | 064 | 049 | 208 | 132 | 038 | 045 | 070 | 199 | 250 | 244 | 22 | 431 | M

SEEALL
YEARS
ATONCE

Appendix 8

Split infinitives witheven

SECTION | 1810 | 1820 | 1830 | 1840 | 1850 | 1860 | 1870 | 1880 | 1850 | 1500 | 1900 | 1520 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1530 | 2000

FREQ 0 0 I 0 7 B 13 1 pi b 3 3 U 18 i Ll 3 8l 104 140

PERMIL | 000 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 042 | 035 | 070 | 167 | 126 | 104 | 159 | 080 | 088 | 074 | 126 | 184 | 160 | 320 | 372 | 473

SEEALL
YEARS
AT ONCE




