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The empirical phenomena to be discussed in this chapter are the position of the finite
verb in embedded clauses (preceding or following a sentential adverbial, i.e., in I° or
in V°) and the possibility or impossibility of do-insertion. For reasons of space, ways
that the analysis may be extended to cover cases (mostly main clauses) where the verb
may or may not move to a position to the left of the subject (i.e., to C°) will only be
briefly sketched at the end of the chapter.

To a large extent, I will base my analysis on Grimshaw’s (1997) analysis of English,
and attempt to modify and extend it to also cover the variation found between English,
Danish, French, and Icelandic. One of my goals is to illustrate how Optimality Theory
(OT) can account for language variation in terms of differences in constraint rankings
between languages.

A central feature of OT (see the introductory chapter of the present volume and
references there) is that constraints are taken to be relative (“soft”) rather than abso-
lute (“hard”); (1) makes the distinctions clear.

(1) a. Absolute: “If a sentence violates constraint C, it is ungrammatical.”
b. Relative: ““That a sentence violates constraint C may have a certain cost, but
this cost is smaller than the cost of violating constraint B, which again is less
costly than a violation of constraint A.”

In other words, although there is a price to be paid every time a constraint is violated,
the price is not always the grammaticality of the sentence in question.

As will become clear, my particular version of OT owes a heavy debt to the
principles-and-parameters framework (see Chomsky 1986; Rizzi 1990; and, e.g.,
Vikner 1995:3-35), although violability of constraints was not possible within this
framework. Furthermore, although violability is a feature of the Minimalist frame-
work (Chomsky 1995), this is only the case to a certain extent (see, e.g., the discussion
in Vikner 1997a:12—13), although certain implementations of minimalism differ from
Chomsky 1995 precisely in assigning a more central role to violability (see, e.g.,
Bobaljik 1995:351 and Holmberg 1997:214).
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However, violability is not the only central feature of OT. Following Prince and
Smolensky (1993) and Grimshaw (1997:373), I take the four ideas presented in (2) to
sum up the essence of OT.

(2) a. Constraints may be violated.

b. Constraints are ranked in a hierarchy (a grammar is a particular ranking of
constraints).

c. Constraints are universal, i.e., in all languages, the same constraints apply,
except that they are ranked differently from language to language (language
variation is variation in the constraint hierarchy).

d. Only the optimal version of a sentence is grammatical; all nonoptimal
versions are ungrammatical (the optimal candidate of two is the one with the
fewest violations of the highest constraint on which the two candidates
differ).

By way of illustration of (2), consider the variation in position of the finite verb in
English and French, as in (3) and (4), as originally discussed in Emonds 1978 and
Pollock 1989. This particular difference is one of the central differences to be dis-
cussed in this chapter. The same difference, although restricted to embedded clauses,
is found between Danish and Icelandic, as will be shown in more detail later.

(3) English
a. The actor really saw the film.
b. *The actor saw really the film.

(4) French
a. *L’acteur vraiment voit le film.
b. L’acteur voit vraiment le film.
The actor (sees) really  (sees) the film

I am assuming (at least) two kinds of movement to take place here: the finite inflec-
tional affix of the verb moves from I° to V° in (3a)/(4a), whereas the finite verb moves
from V° to I° in (3b)/(4b).

This variation can be seen as resulting from the interaction between two con-
straints, which will be discussed in more detail in connection with (13) in section 14.2:
LxMv (No Movement of a Lexical Head: violated when a verb leaves V°) and PRBD
(Proper Binding: violated when a trace—here in I°—c-commands its antecedent,
here in V°). In English, the price to be paid when a trace c-commands its antecedent
—that is, when something is moved downward in the tree—is smaller than the price
to be paid when a lexical category (here the main verb) is moved, because the ranking
is LxMv >» PrBD. In French, on the other hand, the ranking is PRBD » LxMv, and
so the cost of moving the verb out of VP is smaller than the cost of moving an ele-
ment downward in the tree. (See (5) and (6).)
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(5) English (and embedded clauses in Danish) LxMv >» PrRBD

a. The actor vj really saw; the film. violates PRBD = (10d)

b. *The actor saw; really v;  the film. violates LxMv = (10e)
(6) French (and embedded clauses in Icelandic) PrRBD »> LxMv

a. *L’acteur vj  vraiment voit; le film. violates PRBD = (18a)

b. L’acteur voit; vraiment v;  le film. violates LxMv = (18b)

As we see, constraints are violable, (2a); note that both (5a) and (6b) violate a con-
straint and yet they are grammatical. Constraints are ranked in a hierarchy, (2b), and
they are universal, (2c); note that the same constraints are found in English and
French, though in a different ranking. Finally, only the optimal version of a sentence
is grammatical, (2d). Both (5b) and (6a) are ungrammatical, because they are less
optimal than their competitors (5a) and (6b). On the highest-ranked constraint on
which there is a difference, (5a) has fewer violations than its competitor (5b), and (6b)
has fewer violations than its competitor (6a).

14.1 Preliminary Assumptions

Before I begin the discussion of the analysis itself, I want to set out a few preliminary
assumptions.

The competing versions of a sentence (the “candidates™) are different realizations
of the same input. I will follow Grimshaw (1997:375-376) and assume that “‘the input
for a verbal extended projection is a lexical head plus its argument structure and an
assignment of lexical heads to its arguments, plus a specification of the associated
tense and aspect.”

A typical set of competing candidates, in this case for an embedded negated clause,
contains at least the examples in (7).

(7) English
a. *Although Peter saw not the film ...
b. *Although Peter not saw the film ...
c. Although Peter did not see the film ...
d. *Although Peter not did see the film ...

Now it is up to the OT linguist to figure out which constraints are relevant here and
how they are ranked, so that only (7c) is optimal in English (and only (7b) in Danish,
and only (7a) in French and Icelandic). When do is used as a so-called dummy or
light verb, as in (7c¢), it is not part of the input. This contrasts with the use of do as a
normal verb (e.g., in Peter did his homework) and also with auxiliaries like have, be,
will, can, ..., all of which I take to be part of the input.
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I assume that only lexical X°s/XPs are selected, and that functional X°s/XPs are
projected, in the sense of Grimshaw 1991. I furthermore assume that I° is projected
(in the above-mentioned sense) by V° and separately from V°, and I take the subject
to be base generated in SpecVP (see, e.g., Koopman and Sportiche 1991:212).

Sentential adverbials are taken to left-adjoin to VP, as in (8c). In Grimshaw
1997:383, where I° is not always projected, the typical English declarative clause may
consist only of a VP, (8a). If this were also the case in clauses containing a sentential
adverbial (Grimshaw 1997:382, note 6), then the sentential adverbial (which I take to be
an XP) would have to be adjoined to a V-bar (a nonmaximal category), (8b), which
would clash with standard assumptions concerning X-bar theory (also incompatible
with, e.g., Alexiadou 1997 and Cinque 1999, where the fixed order of adverbials is due
to their being in the specifier position of different XPs between IP and VP). (See (8).)

(8) English
a. I think that [yp the actor saw the film].
b. I think that [vp the actor [y actually [y saw the film]]].
c. I think that [ip the actor [vp actually [vp t saw the film]]].

In the analysis suggested below, adverbials are not taken to adjoin to V-bar; the
word order is analyzed with the sentential adverbial being (left-)adjoined to VP and
the subject in SpecIP—that is, as (8c). The constraint responsible for forcing the
subject out of SpecVP is Case, since the subject needs to move to SpecIP to be
assigned nominative (see Grimshaw 1997:390).

Finally, I will be using the notational conventions; see (9).

(9) a. == marks the optimal candidate(s), i.e., the grammatical version(s).
b. !  marks the fatal violation in all nonoptimal candidates.
t is a trace of a maximal projection.
v is a trace in the verb chain (a trace of the verb or of the inflection).
— is an empty maximal projection.
e 1is an empty X° (either only abstract features or radically empty).
Su means “‘subject.”
Ob means “object.”
A means “adverbial.”

oG th O Ao

Note that regardless of whether the example in question is English or not, the lexical
items in the corresponding tableau are always English.

14.2 The Six Basic Constraints

The basic phenomena to be considered are the various possible positions of the
finite verb in Danish, English, French, and Icelandic, as frequently discussed in the
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literature—for example, Emonds 1978; Pollock 1989; Holmberg and Platzack 1995;
Vikner 1995, 1997b.

I will begin the analysis with the six constraints that I take to be involved in the
derivation of embedded declaratives (see (10) and tableau T14.1).

(10) Danish
Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren virkelig sa filmen.
English
I think (that) the actor actually saw the film.

Tableau T14.1 shows an analysis valid for both Danish and English. In both lan-
guages the optimal candidate is (d). Candidates (a) to (u) make up a rather extensive
set of candidates, which vary with respect to three different properties: presence or
absence of do, the position of the subject (SpecVP, SpeclIP, or SpecCP), and the
position of the finite verb (V°, I°, or C°).

Tableau T14.1

Case | OBHp | LxMv | PRBD | StAY
a. *C [ir—v A [vp Susaw Ob *| * *
b. *C [P —saw A [ypSuv Ob *| & &
c. *Clcp—saw[p —v A [ywSuv Ob *| * ox
v d. C [ipSuv A [ypt saw Ob * ok
e. *C [ip Susaw A [ypt v Ob *| T
f. *Clcp —saw[pSuv A [ypt v Ob *| A
*ClcpSue [ppt v A [ypt saw Ob *| X S
*ClcpSue [pt sawA [ypt v Ob * * ook
i. *ClcpSusaw[pt v A [ypt v Ob *! Hokokok
j. *C [P —v A [vp — did [yp Susee Ob * * g
k. *C [ip —did A [yp —Vv [yp Susee Ob * * *
l. *C[cp—did[ip—vVv A [vp—V [vp Susee Ob *| * *k
m. *C [ip—v A [vpSudid [ypt see Ob *| * *k
n. *C [ip—did A [vpSuv [ypt see Ob *| * ok
0. *Clcp—did [p—v A [vpSuv [ypt seeOb *| * ook
p. *C [pSuv A [ypt did [ypt see Ob * kx|
q. *C [ipSudid A [ypt v [ypt seeOb *! *kk
r. *C[cp—did [pSuv A [ypt v [ypt seeOb *| HkEE
s. *C[cpSue [ipt v A.[ypt did [ypt see Ob *| * R
t. *ClcpSue [pt did A.[yvpt v [ypt see Ob *| * HkkE
u. *ClcpSudid [[pt v A [ypt v [ypt seeOb *| Hokdk R
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Tableau T14.2
(Repeated from tableau T14.1(a) and (d))

CaSE | Os- Lx- Pr- | StAY

a. *C [IP — VA [Vp Su saw Ob *| & e
- d. ClpSuvA[ypt saw Ob * ok
Tableau T14.3

(Repeated from tableau T14.1(d) and (g))

CAse | OsB- Lx- Pr- | StAY

= d. C [ip Suv A [yp t saw Ob * e

g. *ClcpSuefpt VA [vptsaw Ob | £ | e

The first of the five constraints in tableau T14.1 is C4SE. (Every DP or DP-chain
must have case. See Grimshaw 1997:390 and the case filter in Chomsky 1981:49; see
also Costa, chap. 7, this volume, Samek-Lodovici 1996:169, and Woolford, chap. 16,
this volume, for more elaborate OT implementations of the case filter.) CASE makes
the subject leave SpecVP and move to SpecIP, on the assumption that nominative is
assigned to SpecIP. Compare (a) to (d); see tableau T14.2.

OBHbD (Obligatory Heads; an X° may not be empty—see Grimshaw 1997:377 and
Haider 1988:101) ensures that there are no radically empty heads. A head containing
a trace is not taken to be empty. Compare (g) to (d); see tableau T14.3. [ am assum-
ing that X-bar theory forces the existence of a head (C° in (g)) whenever the relevant
specifier position is filled (SpecCP in (g), filled by the subject).

LxMv (No Movement of a Lexical Head; see Grimshaw 1997:385) punishes sd/saw
for leaving V°. Compare (e) to (d); see tableau T14.4.

PRBD (Proper Binding; traces must not c-command their antecedent, an updated
version of Fiengo 1977:45,53) is the (low) cost of having an ‘upside-down” chain,
where the trace in I° c-commands the antecedent in V°. This constraint is not actually
necessary for verb movement in Danish and English, since no candidates are ruled
out by it, but it will be necessary for verb movement in French and Icelandic; see (11)
and tableau T14.9 (p. 436). PRBD is probably also relevant for other kinds of move-
ment in Danish and English, which like verb movement in French and Icelandic go
upward, not downward.
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Tableau T14.4
(Repeated from tableau T14.1(d) and (e))

CASE | OsB- Lx- Pr- | StAY

= d. C [ip Suv A [vp t saw Ob & ok
e. *C[ipSusaw A[yptv Ob *| o
Tableau T14.5

(Repeated from tableau T14.1(d) and (p))

CASE | OB- Lx- Pr- | Stay

s d. C[pp Suv A [yptsaw Ob * *
p.- *Clp Suv A [yp tdid [yp t see Ob * i

STay (traces should be avoided; see Grimshaw 1997:375, and also “*trace” in
Legendre et al. 1995:611 and economy of derivation in Chomsky 1991:432, 1995:145)
punishes every step of every movement (“‘movement as last resort”). Compare (p) to
(d); see tableau T14.5. Here do is inserted under V° (for an alternative possibility,
direct insertion of do under I°, see section 14.4).

The ranking of the five constraints in tableau T14.1 thus causes (d) to be optimal—
that is, better than its competitors (a) to (c) and (e) to (u). This is why (d) gives rise to
a grammatical sentence, whereas the competitors either result in ungrammatical sen-
tences or in a sentence that might also be analyzed as (d) (i.e., (g)).

However, (d) is not the only possible grammatical version of the sentence in ques-
tion: it is also possible to leave out the complementizer that. The candidates in tab-
leau T14.6 are all further candidates competing with (and parallel to) the ones
already encountered above, in tableau T14.1, except that they do not contain the
complementizer that. This illustrates one way of allowing for optionality in OT: the
two winning candidates, (d) in tableau T14.1 and (d) in tableau T14.6, have the same
constraint profile (as suggested by Grimshaw 1997:410; see Bakovi¢ and Keer, chap.
4, this volume, and Miiller 1999 for further discussion of various ways of deriving
optionality). The only difference between the two tableaux containing candidates
from the same competition, tableaux T14.1 and T14.6, is the absence versus presence
of that. This is relevant for PRPR (Projection Principle), which is violated when there
is movement into the highest X° of an embedded clause (following Grimshaw’s
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Tableau T14.6

(Continues and completes tableau T14.1)

Sten Vikner

H CASE ‘ PrPrR ‘ OBHD ‘ Lva‘ PrBD ‘ StAay

a. * [ip—v A [vp Susaw Ob *| ¥ ¢
b. * [(p—saw A [ypSuv Ob *| @ ¥ g
c. ¥[cp—saw[p—vVv A [ypSuv Ob *| < o S
e d. [PSuv A [ypt saw Ob * *
e. * [ipSusaw A [ypt v Ob * * e
f. *[cp—saw[pSuv A [ypt v Ob *| < bl
g *[cpSue [pt v A [ypt saw Ob *| * RS
h. *[cpSue [pt sawA [ypt v Ob *| * S
i. *[cpSusaw[pt v A [ypt v Ob *| * Hokokik
. * [ip—v A [vp — did [vp Su see Ob * S <
ko* [p—did A [yp— v [vp Susee Ob %) * * *
. *cp—did[p—vVv A [yp—V [vp Susee Ob * * & S
m. * [ipP—v A [vpSudid [vp t see Ob *| & e
n * [ip—did A [ypSuv [ypt see Ob *| © = ek
o. cp—did[p—v A [ypSuv [vpt seeOb * * & *okk
p. * [pSuv A [ypt did [vpt see Ob * ok
q. * [ipSudid A [ypyt v [vpt seeOb *| * poE
r. *fcp—did [pSuv A [ypt v [ypt seeOb *) * Hokkok
s. *[cpSue [ipt v A.[ypt did [vpt see Ob *| g B
t. *[cpSue [ipt did A.[yvpt v [ypt seeOb *| & R
u. *[cpSudid ;pt v A [vpt v [ypt seeOb *| * kkokk

1997:393 suggestion, based on Rizzi and Roberts 1996:106; see also McCloskey 1992
and Miiller 1997:262, and notice that in Grimshaw 1997:393 and Bakovi¢ 1998:40,
PrPR is called “Pure-EP”’). PRPR was not shown in tableau T14.1, because it was
not violated by any of the candidates there. For PRPR to be violated, there has to
be movement from V° to I°; compare (b) and (c) in tableau T14.7. I° has to be
the highest X° of the embedded clause—that is, C° has to be absent; compare (a)
and (c) in the same tableau. The introduction of PRPR has no consequences in this
Danish/English example because the optimal candidate does not involve V°-to-I°
movement. In tableau T14.8, it does not affect (b), the version of (a) without the
complementizer at/that, which thus has exactly the same constraint profile as (a).
Given that this constraint profile is the optimal one, both candidates are optimal and

thus grammatical.
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In fact, none of the candidates in tableau T14.1, violate PRPR, irrespective of
whether they have movement of the finite verb, due to the presence of the comple-
mentizer atfthat, which will always count as the highest head of the embedded clause.

This whole line of argument presupposes that embedded clauses with and without
that may both be winning candidates in the same competition (“‘candidates realizing
the same input”), although they do not contain exactly the same lexical elements (in
minimalist terms, they do not have the same “numeration”’; see Chomsky 1995:225).
For an alternative OT analysis that takes clauses with and without that to be winners
of different competitions, see Legendre et al. 1995; Legendre, Smolensky, and Wilson
1998 and Bakovi¢ & Keer (chap. 4, this volume).

14.3 Optional vs. Obligatory Complementizers

Consider now embedded declaratives in French and Icelandic, which are derived by
means of the same six constraints. In these two languages, the finite verb precedes the
adverbial instead of following it, and there is also no complementizer optionality
such as the one found in Danish and English: gue/ad ‘that’ is obligatory (see (11) and
tableau T14.9).

(11) French
Je crois *(que) l'acteur voit vraiment le film.

Icelandic
Egtel *(@d) leikarinn sjai areidanlega myndina.
I think (that) the actor sees really the film

As briefly discussed at the beginning of the chapter, I propose a difference in con-
straint ranking between Danish/English and French/Icelandic: Danish and English
have LxMv >» PrBD; French and Icelandic have PRBD > LxMyv (see tableau T14.10).

In French/Icelandic, violating LxMv (moving the verb out of VP) is thus less
costly than violating PRBD (leaving the verb in V° where it is c-commanded by a

Tableau T14.9
CAsE | Pr- | OB- | Pr- | Lx- | StAY
Pr Hp Bp | Mv
a. *C[pSuv Alyp tsaw Ob *| D
v b. ClipSusaw A[yptv Ob * ok
c. * [pSuv A Jyptsaw Ob *) ok
d. * [pSusaw A[yptv Ob * * ok
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Tableau T14.10

Danish and English: CaAse | Pr- | Os- Lx- Pr- | Stay
Pr Hp Mv Bp

French and Icelandic: | CASE | Pr- OB- Pr- Lx- STAY
Pr Hbp BD Myv

coindexed trace in I°), exactly the opposite of Danish/English. Hence in tableau
T14.9 (b) is optimal and (a) is not, whereas in tableau T14.1 (d) (the Danish/English
parallel to (a) in the earlier tableau) was optimal and (e) (the Danish/English parallel
to (b) in the earlier tableau) was not.

As I originally observed some years ago (see Grimshaw 1997:413), it now follows
that the French/Icelandic complementizer que/ad ‘that’ is obligatory. Leaving the
complementizer out of the optimal (b) in tableau T14.9 results in (d), which violates
PrPR, since it has movement into the highest X° of an embedded clause (parallel to a
suggestion in Deprez 1994:124).

14.4 Insertion of Auxiliaries in I° and Economy of Projection

In Danish, French, and Icelandic, finite auxiliary verbs behave exactly like their non-
auxiliary counterparts. All finite verbs follow the adverbial in Danish, and all finite
verbs precede the adverbial in French and Icelandic (see (12) and (13)).

(12) Danish

Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren virkelig ser  filmen.

French

Je crois que l'acteur voit vraiment le film.

Icelandic

Eg tel ad leikarinn sjai  areidanlega myndina.

I think that the actor  (sees) really (sees) the film
(13) Danish

Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren virkelig har set filmen.

French

Je crois que l'acteur a vraiment vu le film.

Icelandic

Eg tel ad leikarinn hafi areidanlega s¢d myndina.

I  think that the actor (has) really (has) seen the film
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This is not the case in English, however: finite main verbs follow the adverbial (like
Danish), but finite auxiliaries precede the adverbial (like French and Icelandic)

(see (14)).

(14) English
a. I think (that) the actor actually saw the film.
b. I think (that) the actor has actually seen the film.

English even has one more complication, namely, that main verb be behaves like an
auxiliary rather than like a main verb.

To capture this distributional difference inside one and the same language, the
means used in sections 14.2 and 14.3, reranking of constraints, is not available; con-
straint ranking is language specific, not construction specific.

The solution to be suggested here (which is an attempt to derive the analysis
stipulated in Grimshaw 1997:382; see also Emonds 1994:157-164) is that the English
finite auxiliary is inserted directly under I°, in contrast to English finite main verbs
and to both main and auxiliary finite verbs in Danish, French, and Icelandic, all of
which are inserted under V°.

I would like to suggest that two conflicting constraints exist: ECVP and VV°.
Depending on which is more highly ranked, (auxiliary) verbs are inserted in V° or
in I°.

EcVP (Economy of VPs) punishes every occurrence of a VP—that is, the fewer
VPs used in a derivation, the better. If this constraint is the crucial one, insertion of a
verb directly under I° is preferred, because it uses one less VP than when a verb is
inserted under V°. See (15) and tableau T14.11, and compare (b) and (c) in the tab-
leau. I formulate this constraint as ECVP for expository reasons only; it might as well
have been formulated as a more general ECXP (Economy of Maximal Projections).

VV° (Verb in V°) punishes chains that contain a verb but that do not include a V°
(all verbs should be inserted into their own V° and project their own VP), so if this
constraint is the crucial one, insertion of a verb under V° is preferred. Again compare
(b) and (c) in tableau T14.11. Notice that I take both main verbs and auxiliary verbs
to be verbs in the sense of this constraint.

This difference between (a) and (b) on the one hand and (c) on the other is that (c)
has insertion of has directly under 1° and therefore has one VP less than the corre-
sponding candidate with /as inserted under V°, (b).

(15) English
I think (that) the actor has actually seen the film.

Candidates (d) to (f) correspond to (a) to (c) but lack the complementizer that. The
presence or absence of that makes no difference here; the constraint profiles of (c)
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and (f) are identical. Therefore both are optimal, accounting for the optionality
of that. The reason there is no violation of PRPR in (f) is that although the finite verb
is in the highest X° of the embedded clause, it was not moved there. If the finite
auxiliary had been moved to I°, the relevant candidates would be (b) and (e), and
since (e) will always be less optimal than (b), the optionality of that would have been
lost.

Tableau T14.11 also contains a third new constraint, which is ranked very highly.

OFL (Theta Filter) punishes every argument not assigned a thematic role. I take
thematic roles to be assigned by V° and P° inside their maximal projections (fol-
lowing Chomsky 1981 and Koopman and Sportiche 1991) and so if a main verb is
inserted directly under 1°, its arguments will not be assigned their thematic roles
(indeed, the sentence will not contain a VP at all). To see how this actually works, we
have to consider a case where the finite verb is a thematic verb (one that assigns one
or more thematic roles). The example corresponding to (c) in tableau T14.11—that
is, that contains a finite main verb inserted under I° (see (c) in tableau T14.12)—will
thus lose out to its rival candidate ((a) in tableau T14.12), due to the effects of OFL
(neither the subject nor the object is assigned a thematic role). Consider (16).

(16) English
I think that the actor (actually) saw the film.

Notice that OFL only punishes arguments that do not receive a thematic role, and
not thematic roles that are not assigned to an argument. I think that the latter,
unassigned thematic roles, may indeed exist in all four languages under discussion—
for example, when have and do are used as auxiliary verbs. Therefore, a constraint
punishing unassigned thematic roles may have to be ranked lower than 0FL, which
punishes the opposite: arguments that do not receive a thematic role.

Until now, the constraints discussed were part of the evaluation component of the
grammar, Eval (see the introductory chapter), and so whether or not the optimal
candidate violates a given constraint depends on the ranking of that particular con-
straint. Even if a given constraint is unviolated in a particular grammar, there is no
guarantee that this is also the case in a different grammar. Another possibility is that
a particular constraint is part of the candidate-generating component of the grammar,
Gen. In this case it cannot possibly be violated by the optimal candidate, because
Gen will not generate any candidates that violate it. If a constraint (e.g., OFL) is part
of Gen, it is never violated in any languages, because Gen does not vary between
languages; language variation results from variation in the constraint ranking in
Eval.

OFL prefers main (thematic) verbs to be inserted under V°, but says nothing about
auxiliary verbs. VV° prefers all verbs to be inserted under V°, and ECVP prefers all
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verbs to be inserted under I°. If it is assumed that OFL is unviolable (i.e., part of Gen),
then main verbs are generated in V° in all languages, and only the point of insertion
of auxiliary verbs (i.e., verbs that do not assign a thematic role) is subject to language
variation. Either VV° is ranked above EcVP, in which case all verbs are inserted
under V° (Danish, French, and Icelandic), or ECVP is ranked above VV°, in which
case nonthematic verbs are inserted under I° (English).

Only if nonthematic verbs may be inserted directly under I° (i.e., only under the
English ranking) is do-support possible, because under the Danish/French/Icelandic
ranking, nonthematic verbs like dummy do would also have to be inserted under V°,
in which case such an insertion would not achieve anything. The reason English has
do-support with negation is that both V°-to-I° movement and I°-to-V° movement
across negation may be avoided; see sections 14.5 and 14.6 (do-support with move-
ment to C° behaves in a parallel fashion; see Vikner 1998).

A reason for linking the auxiliary/main verb difference in English to thematic roles
may be found in the following difference between auxiliary have/do and main verb
haveldo; see (17) and (18). Only the auxiliaries occur in I° (as can be seen from their
appearance left of negation, left of a sentential adverbial, left of a subject quantifier,
in tag questions, and in VP-ellipses; Scholten 1988:3-7).

(17) English
a. He actually did the dishes.  (main verb in V°)
b. *He did actually the dishes.  (main verb in I°)
c. He did not do the dishes.  (main verb in V°)

d. *He did not the dishes.  (main verb in I°)

e. *He did not do see the film. (auxiliary verb in V°)

f.  He did not see the film. (auxiliary verb in I°)

(18) English

a. She actually had a lot of money. (main verb in V°)

b. *She had actually a lot of money. (main verb in I°)

c. She did not have a lot of money. (main verb in V°, US)

d. *She had not a lot of money. (main verb in I°)
(“somewhat uncommon,” Quirk et al. 1985:131)

e. She had not got a lot of money. (verb: “get,” UK, informal)

f. ?She actually had earned a lot of money. (auxiliary verb in V°)

g. She had actually earned a lot of money. (auxiliary verb in 1°)

h. *She did not have earned a lot of money. (auxiliary verb in V°)

i.  She had not earned a lot of money. (auxiliary verb in 1°)

There are no such differences between auxiliary e and main verb be; both occur in
I°. (See (19).)
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(19) English

a. ?She actually is very nice. (main verb in V°, not stressed)

b. Sheis actually very nice. (main verb in I°)

c. *She does not be very nice. (main verb in V°)

d. Sheis not very nice. (main verb in I°)

e. 7He actually is working. (auxiliary verb in V°, not stressed)
f. He is actually working. (auxiliary verb in I°)

g. *He does not be working.  (auxiliary verb in V°)

h. He is not working. (auxiliary verb in I°)

Roberts (1985:30) and Scholten (1988:160) suggest that only verbs that do not assign
thematic roles may be inserted under 1°. This gives the right prediction concerning
main verb be, which presumably does not assign a thematic role (Haegeman 1994:68;
Parsons 1995:645; Williams 1994:44), unlike main verb have/do, but like auxiliary
havelbeldo. This is captured here by taking OFL to be inviolable (i.e., part of
Gen), which will ensure that verbs that assign thematic roles are universally generated
in V°.

Consider now what happens in Danish, where VV? is ranked above ECVP; see (20)
and tableau T14.13.

(20) Danish
Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren virkelig har set filmen.
I  think (that) actor-the really has seen film-the

In tableau T14.13, candidate (c)—which was optimal in English—loses out to (a),
because it is more important in Danish that every verb chain contains a V° (VV°)
than it is to keep the number of VPs to an absolute minimum (EcVP).

PrPR is not relevant here: the optimal candidate without az ‘that’ does not violate
it, since there is no movement into the highest X° of an embedded clause. Candidates
(a) and (d) are thus both optimal.

Consider finally what happens in French and Icelandic in (21) and tableau T14.14.
Here VV° is ranked above ECVP (like Danish but unlike English).

(21) French
Je crois *(que) l'acteur a  vraiment vu le film.

Icelandic
Egtel *(d) leikarinn hafi areidanlega séd myndina.
I think (that) the actor has really seen the film

In tableau T14.14, (c)—which was optimal in English—loses out to (b), because it
is more important in French and Icelandic (as in Danish) that every verb chain con-
tains a V° (VV°) than it is to keep the number of VPs as low as possible (ECVP).
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PrPR is relevant in tableau T14.14; any version of the optimal candidate that lacks
que/ad ‘that’ would violate PRPR, since there would be movement into the highest X°
of an embedded clause. Compare (e) to (b).

As shown in tableau T14.9, in French and Icelandic, PRBD is ranked above LxMyv,
whereas in Danish and English, LxMyv is ranked above PRBD. When PrBD is ranked
above LxMyv, verbs inserted under V° move from V° to I° rather than stay in V°.
Compare (a) and (b) in tableau T14.14.

So far I have discussed the ranking between ECVP and VV° independently of the
ranking between LxMv and PrRBD. The interaction among all four constraints is as
follows.

If VV° outranks EcCVP—that is, if all verbs are inserted under V°—there are two
relevant possibilities: the result is French/Icelandic (all finite verbs undergo V°-to-I°
movement) if PRBD outranks LxMyv, and it is Danish (no finite verbs undergo V°-to-1°
movement) if LxMv outranks PRBD.

If EcVP outranks VV°—that is, if nonthematic verbs are inserted under I° and
thematic verbs under V°—no variation is found when the input contains a non-
thematic verb, because this verb will occur in I° regardless of the ranking of the other
constraints.

Variation is found with ECVP outranking VV° when there is no nonthematic verb
in the input. There are three relevant possibilities: The result is English if PRBD is
outranked by the other three constraints (i.e., the finite thematic verb occurs in V°).
The result would be a variant of English with V°-to-I° movement of thematic verbs if
LxMv were outranked by the other three constraints. Finally, the result would be
another variant of English with do-insertion with thematic verbs in all contexts if
VV° were outranked by the other three constraints.

Until now two differences in constraint ranking have been assumed:

1. English/Danish differ from French/Icelandic as far as PRBD is concerned (absence
vs. presence of V°-to-I° movement).

2. English differs from the other three as far as VV° is concerned (difference vs. no
difference between thematic and nonthematic verbs, and also presence vs. absence of
do-insertion); see tableau T14.15.

14.5 Negation, the HMC, and Insertion of Empty do in I°

For negated clauses, no further ranking differences between the languages are neces-
sary, just one additional constraint, the Head Movement Constraint (HMC), which
may be taken as being ranked immediately below ECVP in all four languages.

In earlier versions of this chapter, I attempted to explain the different effects of
negation in the four languages by saying that Neg® could not be part of the verb
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chain in English (nof being an X° in Neg®), but the verb could move through Neg® in
the other three (Danish ikke, French pas, Icelandic ekki being XPs in SpecNegP).
This could be achieved by two constraints NegX° and NegXP, which would be
ranked one way in English and the other way in the other three languages. However,
such an approach does not seem particularly insightful.

I now want to show that it is possible to use only constraints independently neces-
sary: V'V° (as seen above) and the HMC (see Travis 1984:131; Baker 1988:53; Rizzi
1990:11). I would like to suggest that the HMC is violated whenever Neg® intervenes
in the verb chain in any of the four languages (i.e., when I° c-commands Neg® and
Neg® c-commands V°). This is least controversial for English, where not has often
been taken to be in Neg®, and therefore to block the formation of a chain between V°
and I° (Pollock 1989:397; Roberts 1993:338, note 21). (See (22) and tableau T14.16.)

(22) English
I think (that) the actor did not see the film.

HMC punishes every X° that intervenes in an X° chain (i.e., that is c-commanded
by a link of an X° chain and itself c-commands another link in the same X° chain)
unless it is bound by the antecedent (the lexical element) of the chain. Neg® is taken
to be such a potential intervening element when the verb moves across it. It does not
matter whether the movement would have been downward (compare (a) and (e) in
tableau T14.16) or upward (compare (b) and (e)). If tableau T14.16 had not con-
tained a negation, there would have been no do-insertion and (a) would have been
more optimal than (e).

EcVP (Economy of VPs) means the fewer VPs, the better, hence the preference for
a do inserted under I° rather than under V°. Compare (d) and (e).

I assume that did is in I° in () and (j), an assumption based on the fact that it
precedes not, and I also assume that it has been inserted directly under I°, since other-
wise its presence in I° would violate PRPR in (). This is how the optionality of that is
achieved: with did inserted under I°, the two candidates with and without that have
the same constraint profile; see (¢) and (j). If did had been inserted under V°, the two
candidates with and without that would not have had the same constraint profile
because of PRPR; see (d) and (i).

Insertion of do under I° violates VV°, just as insertion of save or be under 1° does.
In all three cases, the verb will neither be in V° nor have a trace in V° (see also section
14.7). In English, however, this violation of VV° has no consequences: the candidate
that violates it, (e) in tableau T14.16, is still optimal, because the competing candi-
dates all have more violations of higher-ranking constraints than (e).

I also take HMC to be violated for Danish, French, and Icelandic when Neg®
intervenes in the verb chain. However, in these three languages, such a violation is
preferable to a violation of VV°—that is, a verb chain across Neg® is preferable to
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do-insertion. This is due to the independently motivated higher ranking of VV° in
these three languages than in English; see section 14.4. The HMC itself is ranked the
same in all four languages, below ECVP and above LxMyv. This analysis presupposes
that something like the stray affix filter (see Baker 1988:140) applies and is either very
highly ranked or inviolable—that is, that the verbal affix in I° has to be affixed to a
verb. (See (23) and tableau T14.17.)

(23) Danish
Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren ikke sa filmen.
I think (that) actor-the not saw film-the

VV° (Verb in V°) punishes verb chains that do not include a V°. In tableau T14.17,
compare (e)—which was optimal in English—to (a), which lost in English because it
violates HMC.

LxMv (No Movement of a Lexical Head) punishes sd ‘saw’ for leaving V°. Com-
pare (b) and (a).

EcVP (Economy of VPs) means the fewer VPs, the better. Compare (c) and (a).

PrPR is not relevant here. The version of the optimal candidate lacking ar ‘that’
does not violate it, since there is no movement into the highest X° of an embedded
clause. Candidates (a) and (f) are thus both optimal.

In French and Icelandic, the picture is only slightly different, due to the different
ranking of PRBD, which also entails a difference with respect to the complementizer-
less version of the optimal candidate; see (24) and tableau T14.18.

(24) French
Je crois *(que) 'acteur ne voit pas le film.
Icelandic
Egtel *ad) leikarinn  sjai ekki myndina.
I think (that) the actor  sees not the film

VVe° (Verb in V°) punishes verb chains that do not include a V°. Compare (¢) in
tableau T14.18 (which was optimal in English) to (b) (which lost in English because it
violates HMC and LxMyv).

PrBD (Proper Binding) punishes voit/sjai ‘sees’ for staying in V°, which forces V°-
to-I° movement. Compare (a) and (b).

EcVP (Economy of VPs) means the fewer VPs , the better. Compare (d) and (b).

PrRPR is relevant here. Any version of the optimal candidate lacking que/ad
‘that’ would violate it, because there would be movement into the highest X° of an
embedded clause. Compare (g) and (b).

Let me finally point out that I do not necessarily want to suggest that the negative
elements pas, ikke, and ekki have to be X° elements that c-command the VP. Rather,
I only want to suggest that irrespective of the actual XP/X° status of the lexical ele-
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ment of negation, Neg® (like SpecNegP) may block the formation of a verb chain
across it in any of the four languages.

It has often been assumed about NegP-spec that irrespective of whether SpecNegP
is lexically filled by a negation, it cannot be part of an A-bar-chain. Note that English
has negative islands even though not/n’t is (or could be) an X° (Cinque 1990:80; Rizzi
1990:15). The same can be said about Neg®; it cannot form part of the verb chain.
Where exactly not, pas, ikke, and ekki actually are, in SpecNegP, Neg®, or some-
where else, is a different question (for a discussion of the possibilities with respect to
Italian and related languages, see Zanuttini 1997:23, 101). This means that the above
analysis is compatible with Roberts’s (forthcoming: note 12) suggestion that X° can
block XP-movements and vice versa as long as they have the same type of features (in
this case operator features).

14.6 Negation and Insertion Under I° of Auxiliaries or of Empty do

To account for clauses with negation and auxiliaries, no further constraints and no
further differences in constraint ranking are necessary. It follows from the rankings
already suggested that neither in English nor in the other three languages is do-in-
sertion possible. Consider first English; see (25) and tableau T14.19.

(25) English
I think (that) the actor has not seen the film.

Adding do serves no purpose here (following Grimshaw 1997:384), since have may
itself be base generated in 1°, so that the HMC is not violated anyway. This means
that adding do will merely cost an extra VP, namely, the VP of nonfinite have; com-
pare (e) to (d) in tableau T14.19. Notice that this presupposes that auxiliaries like
have in the tableau are part of the input, as mentioned in section 14.1.

The complementizer is optional; any version of the optimal candidate without that
would not violate PRPR, because there is no movement into the highest X° of an
embedded clause. Candidate (d) and a version of (d) without that would thus have
the same (optimal) constraint profile.

EcVP punishes (a) and (b) (optimal in Danish and in French/Icelandic respec-
tively), which have more VPs than (d). Because have does not assign any thematic
roles, base generating it in 1°, as in (d), will not violate OFL, but only VV°.

Next consider Danish, where there are no relevant changes compared to the
negated finite main verb in tableau T14.17; see (26) and tableau T14.20.

(26) Danish
Jeg tror (at) skuespilleren ikke har set filmen.
I  think (that) actor-the not has seen film-the
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VV° punishes (d) in tableau T14.20 (optimal in English) because iar ‘has’ has no trace
in V°, as opposed to (a). LxMv punishes (b) (optimal in French/Icelandic) because
har ‘has’ leaves V°, as opposed to (a). ECVP punishes (c), which has more VPs than
(a). The complementizer is optional, since any version of the optimal candidate lack-
ing at ‘that’ would not violate PRPR, because there is no movement into the highest
X° of an embedded clause. Candidate (a) and a version of (a) without at would have
the same (optimal) constraint profile.

Finally, consider French and Icelandic. Here there are also no relevant changes
compared to the negated finite main verb in tableau T14.18; see (27) and tableau
T14.21.

(27) French
Je crois *(que) 'acteur n’a pas vu le film.
Icelandic
Egtel *(@d) leikarinn hafi ekki séd myndina.
I think (that) the actor has not seen the film

VV° punishes (d) in tableau T14.21 (optimal in English) because a/hafi ‘has’ has no
trace in V°, as opposed to (b). PRBD punishes (a) (optimal in Danish), because afhafi
‘has’ stays in V°, as opposed to (b). ECVP punishes (c), which has more VPs than (b).
The complementizer is obligatory. Any version of the optimal candidate without
que/ad ‘that’ would violate PRPR, since there would be movement into the highest X°
of an embedded clause.

14.7 Constraints Are Never Switched Off

An important difference between OT and the principles-and-parameters framework
(Chomsky 1986; Rizzi 1990) is that nothing in OT directly corresponds to parameters
(see also section 1.3 in chap. 1). In a certain sense, one might say that ranking V-V°
above ECVP corresponds to a particular setting of a particular parameter, namely,
one that makes thematic and nonthematic verbs behave alike in Danish, French, and
Icelandic. Correspondingly, one might expect that ranking VV° below EcVP corre-
sponds to a different setting of the same parameter, namely, the one that forces a dif-
ference between thematic and nonthematic verbs in English. But whereas in principles-
and-parameters terms, this might have meant switching off the parameter that forces
a difference between thematic and nonthematic verbs, there is no switching off con-
straints in OT: even in English where VV° is ranked below ECVP, VV° is still active.
(See (28) and tableau T14.22)

(28) English
I think that the actor (actually) saw the film.
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VV° must be ranked below EcVP to allow insertion directly under I° (of auxiliaries
or dummy do); see for example (¢) in tableau T14.11 or (e) in tableau T14.16. Never-
theless, VV° is still active, in that it serves to exclude (c¢) in tableau T14.22, because
nothing is gained by inserting do in I° here. It would not mean using one less VP, nor
would it prevent movement out of V°, since (a) also has only one violation of EcCVP
and no violation of LxMyv.

In addition to punishing the insertion of verbs directly under I°, VV° thus also does
the work here that Grimshaw’s (1997:381) “Full Interpretation” (FI) does in her
analysis, in that it punishes the use of dummy do (which she calls “light verb” do).

Corresponding to Grimshaw’s (1997:386-387) suggestion for FI, VV° may also
have to be a gradient constraint, so that it would be violated to a lesser extent by
dummy do than by dummy divulge or dummy domesticate. Dummy do, dummy
divulge, and dummy domesticate would all violate VV° because (some of) their
lexical/categorial properties would be ignored if they were not inserted under V°.
However, the violation incurred by dummy do would be smaller than the violations
incurred by other verbs, because do has fewer lexical/categorial properties than other
verbs, and so when do is used as a dummy or light verb, fewer lexical/categorial
properties have to be ignored (exactly how to quantify this is anything but straight-
forward). This view would also necessitate that do be seen as having fewer lexical/
categorial properties than even, for example, be and have, to ensure that the light
verb used with negation (and in questions and other subject-auxiliary inversion con-
texts) is do rather than be or have.

The reason for the well-formedness of a string corresponding to (c) in tableau
T14.22 with emphatic/contrastive stress on do (i.e., . .. that the actor DID see the film)
is precisely that something is gained by inserting do here (by allowing a violation of
VV°), namely, that a violation of the HMC is avoided, under the assumption (see
Trachtenberg 1996) that emphasis is an independent functional head between I° and
Ve, much like Neg°. (See (a) and (e) in tableau T14.16.) In Danish, for instance,
where V-V° is ranked higher than HMC, the analysis correctly predicts that emphasis,
like negation, does not make any difference for the position of the verb, (the example
is ... at skuespilleren virkelig SA filmen, *. .. that the actor really SAW the film’); see
(a) and (e) in tableau T14.17.

Finally, another shortcoming of a putative ‘“dummy do-parameter’” should be
noted, namely, that it would lead us to expect that languages either do or do not have
a dummy do. This is not the case. Although Danish, French, and Icelandic do not
have do-insertion the way English does, they all do have a so-called verbum vicar-
ium—that is, a verb that substitutes for other verbs under certain circumstances.
Furthermore, these verbs are the straightforward translations of do: Icelandic gera,
Danish gore, and French faire. (See (29).)
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(29) Icelandic
Haltu & blyantinum eins og ég  geri.

Danish

Hold pa blyanten ligesom jeg gor.
English

Hold the pencil as I do (it).
French

Tiens le crayon comme je le fais.

Exactly how to analyze these examples is not completely clear, however, since all of
them would seem to involve optionality, in that “full”” versions are also possible—for
example, Hold the pencil as I hold it. Presumably it would be possible to take the price
of using do as a light verb (i.e., the price of ignoring some of its lexical/categorial
properties) to be more than offset by the gain of not having to use a full VP-structure
containing an object coreferent with an object in the matrix clause.

14.8 A Brief Sketch of the Analysis of Main Clauses

Until this point, only two differences in constraint ranking have been assumed,
namely, the two already shown in tableau T14.15. In fact, the only difference com-
pared to T14.23 is the introduction of HMC between ECVP and LxMyv in all four
languages.

Unfortunately, space does not permit a close examination of main clauses, which is
also the reason we will not see any syntactic differences between French and Icelandic.
Such a close examination (see Vikner 1998) would reveal two important differences
with respect to verb second: whereas all four languages have V2 main clauses when
the initial element is a wh-element, only Danish and Icelandic have V2 in non-wh-
initial main clauses. Another difference concerns subject-initial main clauses, where
English never has V2 (Peter actually saw the film), not even in questions (Who actu-
ally saw the film?).

To account for these different variations concerning V2, three more constraints
would have to be introduced (following Grimshaw 1997 and Bakovi¢ 1998): OprSp
(operators in specifier position), WHSP (wh-operators in specifier position), and OpPSc
(operators in scope position). Operators here include wh-operators and topicalized
constituents. A scope position is any position that c-commands the IP.

V2 in main clause questions is driven by WHSP, which forces nonsubject wh-
elements to move to SpecCP; see also the wh-criterion (Rizzi 1996:64; Miiller 1997:
263). V2 in non-wh main clauses is driven by OpSp, which forces nonsubject opera-
tors (including both wh-operators and topicalized constituents) to move to SpecCP.
WHSP would thus be ranked highly in all four languages, whereas OpSp is ranked
highly in Danish and Icelandic but low in English and French.
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The movement of subjects to a position outside IP is forced in Danish, French, and
Icelandic by the high ranking of OpSc, and avoided in English by a low ranking of
the same constraint.

The V2 verb movement itself is driven by a different constraint, OBHD, which
also drives many other types of X°-movement; see, for example, Grimshaw 1997 and
Bakovi¢ 1998. This is different from the wh-criterion, which drives both wh-movement
and V°-movement. Whether the verb undergoing V2 is do or a verb also present in the
input depends on the ranking, so that only English (with LXMv > VV°) will insert do
in such contexts. In the other three languages (with VV° > LxMv), it is less expensive
to move a verb out of VP than to insert a dummy verb.

In accounting for V2 in OT by means of the two constraints WHSp and OPSP, it is
possible to avoid the trap of binary parameters, whereby languages either have to have
a particular property (e.g., V2) or not to have it. Languages may have a lot of V2—
that is, “real” V2 (Danish/Icelandic)—or have just a little V2, namely, “residual” V2
(English/French). Furthermore, by having WHSP be a more restricted version of (i.e.,
a subset of ) OpSp, the (hopefully correct) prediction is made that there are no lan-
guages that have V2 in topicalizations but not in questions.

A more complete picture would thus have four different variations among the
languages (as shown in tableau T14.24):

1. The variation concerning PRBD accounts for the variation in V°-to-I° movement.
2. The variation concerning V'7° accounts for the variation concerning do-insertion
and also for whether nonthematic verbs behave like thematic ones or not.

3. The variation concerning OPSP accounts for the variation in non-wh V2.

4. The variation concerning OprSc accounts for the variation in subject questions.

14.9 Conclusions

OT syntax allows the existence of constraints that are violated by the optimal candi-
date but still rule out other candidates. Examples are EcVP (an implementation of
economy of projection), Stay (an implementation of economy of derivation), and
vve.

OT syntax also allows the existence of constraints that are both violated by the
optimal candidate in some language and nevertheless still rule out other candidates in
another language. Examples are HMC, LxMv, and PRBD.

This treatment of the HMC makes possible a unified treatment of NegP across the
languages, in particular of the blocking effects of Neg® and NegP-spec.

Also made possible are principled accounts of the position of the finite verb in
embedded clauses, of why do and other nonthematic verbs are inserted under I° in
English, though not in the other languages, of why there is no do-insertion with
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auxiliaries in English, and of when the complementizer that/quefadlat is optional and
when it is obligatory.

The interaction between the four crucial constraints is as follows.

If VV° outranks EcVP—that is, if all verbs are inserted under V°— there are two
relevant possibilities: the result is French/Icelandic (all finite verbs undergo V°-to-I°
movement) if PRBD outranks LxMyv, and it is Danish (no finite verbs undergo V°-to-
I° movement) if LxMv outranks PRBD.

If EcVP outranks VV°—that is, if nonthematic verbs are inserted under I° and
thematic verbs under V°—no variation is found when the input contains a non-
thematic verb, since this verb will occur in I° regardless of the ranking of the other
constraints.

Variation is found with ECVP outranking VV° when there is no nonthematic verb
in the input. There are three relevant possibilities: The result is English if PRBD is
outranked by the other three constraints (i.e., the finite thematic verb occurs in V°).
The result would be a variant of English with V°-to-I° movement of thematic verbs if
LxMv were outranked by the other three constraints. Finally, the result would be
another variant of English with do-insertion with thematic verbs in all contexts if
VV° were outranked by the other three constraints.

Because the facts discussed in this chapter (the position of finite main verbs and
of finite auxiliary verbs in embedded clauses with and without negation in Danish,
English, French, and Icelandic) may now be seen as connected and deriving from
common sources, and because their derivation in earlier (principles-and-parameters)
accounts (e.g., Vikner 1995) involved a number of stipulations no longer necessary in
the present analysis, I hope to have shown that OT syntax allows us to take a sig-
nificant step forward in the analysis of verb movement.
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