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Cº-insertion and V-to-I Movement
The linguist Sten Vikner notices that there is a correlation between the occurrence of Cº and the movement of Vº from V to I. Languages with V-to-I movement, like Italian, display obligatory Cº in subordinate clauses. Languages lacking it, like English, can freely omit Cº. This correlation suggests that the presence/absence of Cº is governed by grammar, rather than being a lexical property inherent to the complementizers of the languages involved. 
1 Crosslinguistic correlation between presence of Cº and V-to-I movement.

(1) Cº in object declaratives: complementizers are obligatory in some languages but not in others.

· Optional Cº:

English:

a.
I think (that) the actor really saw the film

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







Danish:

a.
Jeg tror (at)
 skuespiller-en virkelig så film-en













I believe that actor-the really saw film-the







b.
Jeg tror (at)
 skuespiller-en ikke så film-en














I believe that actor-the not saw film-the

· Obligatory Cº:

Italian:

   a.
Io credo che l’attore guardi veramente il film











I think that the actor watches really the film

b.
Io credo che l’attore non guardò mica il film












I think that the actor not watched neg-particle the film

French:


a.
Je crois que l’acteur ne voit 

pas le film













I think that the actor sees not the film






b.
Je crois que l’acteur ne vit pas le film













I think that the actor saw not the film

Icelandic:

a.
Ég tel að leikarinn sjái áreiðanlega myndina











I think that the actor sees really the film






b.
Ég tel að leikarinn sjái ekki myndina














I think that the actor sees not the film

In order to examine verbal movement, we use various particles (adverbs, negative markers) that identify the boundary between I and V and then check the position of the verb when no auxiliary is present.

(2) Adverbial delimiters: Compound tenses (i.e. tenses involving an auxiliary) show adverbs occurring between the auxiliary in I and the past participle in V. The adverb thus delimits the left edge of VPs. 

English:

a.
 The actor has really seen the film



b.   The actor has always eaten chicken

Italian:


a.
  L’attore ha veramente guardato il film
 
b.    L’attore ha sempre mangiato pollo

French:


a.
 L'acteur a vraiment vu le film




b.
  L'acteur a toujours mangé du poulet
(3) V-to-I movement – Adverbs: finite verbs (i.e. verbs with tenses not involving an auxiliary), may precede or 
follow the adverb, according to whether they raise from Vº to Iº or not.   

English:

a.
 The actor really saw the film





a'.  *The actor saw really the film

b. The actor always eats chicken

     

b'.
 *The actor eats always chicken 

Italian:


a.
  ??L’attore veramente guardò il film
 

a'.    L’attore guardò veramente il film

b.
  *L’attore sempre mangia pollo

     

b'.
   L’attore mangia sempre pollo 

French:


a.
  *L’acteur vraiment voit le film




a'. 
   L’acteur voit vraiment le film

b.
  *L'acteur toujours mange du poulet   

b'.    L'acteur mange toujours du poulet.

(4) Negation: like adverbs, negation or negative particles such as Italian ‘mica’ and French ‘pas’, also 






distinguish IP from VP. 

English:

a.
 The actor has not seen the film




b.   The actor has not eaten chicken

Italian:


a.
  L’attore non ha mica guardato il film
 

b.    L’attore non ha mica mangiato pollo


 French:


a.
  L'acteur n'a pas vu le film





b. 
  L'acteur n'a pas mangé du poulet

(5) V-to-I movement – Negation: Again, finite verbs may precede or follow the relevant negative item, revealing whether the verb moves from Vº to Iº or not.

English:

a.
 The actor did not see the film




a'.  *The actor saw not the film

Italian:


a.
  *L’attore non mica guardò il film
 


a'.    L’attore non guardò mica il film

 French:


a.
* L'acteur ne pas vit le film.





a'. 
   L'acteur ne vit pas le film.

(6) Correlation between Cº-insertion and V-to-I movement: see data in (1) again.

	
	V-to-I
	Cº present

	English
	no
	optionally

	Danish
	no
	optionally

	French
	yes
	obligatory

	Icelandic
	yes
	obligatory

	Italian
	yes
	obligatory


(7) Distribution of Cº: Languages that disallow V-to-I are also those that allow subordinate clauses to have optional complementizers, whereas languages with V-to-I require obligatory complementizers. Why?
2 Analysis

2.1 The Constraints

(8) Constraints on Movement
· Lexical Movement (Lx-Mv): No movement of lexical heads.

This constraint prohibits movement by any lexical head, thus stranding finite verbs in Vº. It is the constraint responsible for lack of V-to-I verb movement in English and similar languages.

· STAY: do not move.

This is the ‘classic’ STAY, violated by each movement operation. Note that violation of Lx-Mv entails violation of Stay, but not vice versa.

· Proper Binding (Pr-Bd): antecedents must c-command their traces.

When an item moves, it leaves behind a trace
. The moved item is called the antecedent of the trace. 

Almost all attested movement is upwards. This property follows from the Proper-Binding constraint which requires antecedents to c‑command
 their traces (when antecedents c-command their traces, they are also said to bind their traces, explaining the constraint name). 

Vikner allows the inflectional morphology generated in Iº to move downwards to a verb in Vº whenever this cannot raise to Iº, but when this occurs, PrBd is violated.

(9) Constraints on Syntactic Relations

· CASE: every DP or DP-chain must have case.

Nominative case is assumed to be always assigned by Iº to any subject in specIP, so CASE plays the same role that EPP/SUBJECT played in previous analyses. 

Excursus on Case and Case assignment:

1. Case is a grammatical relation that occurs between a case-assigning head and a nominal case-assignee.


 Under Vikner’s assumptions, the Iº head assigns nominative case to the subject in speIP, while 


 Vº assigns accusative case to its object (if there is one).  

2. Morphological case is still visible in English on pronouns, see for example the distinction between pronominal subjects, assigned nominative case by Iº, and pronominal objects, assigned accusative case in object position. 






a.

I / we / they
   
have always  liked
   

me / him / her / us / them






b.

He / she
   


has always  liked
   


me / him / her / us / them

3. When Iº does not assign case, as for example in infinitival constructions, the pronominal subjects can no longer occur, see (a) below. Only when receiving case from the complementizer ‘for’ as in (b), or from a verb like ‘to expect’ capable of case-marking into its sentential object as in (c), the overt subjects become grammatical again. Successful Case assignment is thus a relevant condition for the grammaticality of all overt subjects.  






a.

*[they/them
to leave] would be desirable






b.

[for them
to leave] would be desirable






c.

We expect [them
to leave]

4. Non-pronominal referential nouns do not show any case morphology, but they require case nonetheless, as demonstrated by their distribution, which matches that of pronominal subjects.






a.

*[John / the students to leave] would be desirable






b.

[for John / the students to leave] would be desirable






c.

We expect [John / the students
to leave]

(10) Constraints on Structure 
· Obligatory-Head (ObHd): An Xº may not be structurally empty.

Maximal projections are headed. When the specifier of a projection is filled by a raising subject, the relevant head must be structurally realized, the head cannot be left structurally empty. ObHd thus forces realization of heads which would otherwise remain empty. This may either involve movement of a lower verbal head or insertion of dummy do. Note that the trace of a raised verb counts as a legitimate structural realization of the head, thus satisfying ObHd.

· Projection Principle (PrPr): Avoid movement into the highest head of an extended projection.
The VP, IP, and CP projection form an extended projection that encompasses the entire clause, with CP as the highest projection. When occurring as complement of another head, clauses disallow movement of Iº or any other head into the head Cº of their top CP-projection. The effects of the constraints are for example visible in English, where auxiliaries may move from Iº to Cº in matrix clauses, but not in subordinate ones, where they violate PrPr; see the example below:

a. Matrix Clause:

What has John eaten




( 
[CP  Whatk hasi  [IP Johnj ti [VP tj  eaten tk]]]

b. Subordinate:


I wonder [what John has eaten] 
( … [CP  Whatk  –  [IP Johnj has [VP tj  eaten tk]]]

2.2 Main Intuition Underlying Vikner’s Analysis

The main intuition underlying Vikner’s analysis is that when the verb of a subordinate clause remains in Vº, the choice between leaving that clause a simple IP complement, as in (a) below, or making it a CP by inserting a Cº, as in (b), makes no difference to the above constraints, which remain neutral between the two structures.

(11) a. 
IP Subordinate (no Cº):



John thinks  [IP  S  tv  [VP  ts  V  O ]]



b. 
CP Subordinate (with Cº):


John thinks  [CP that [IP  S tv [VP  ts  V  O ]]]

In contrast, when the verb moves from Vº to Iº, the structure with a simple IP violates the Projection Principle (PrPr), because the verb moves into the top head of the selected clause. In this case, inserting a Cº is the favored option, because the inserted complementizer provides an additional top-head free of material coming from lower projections, hence preventing the violation of PrPr found in the Cº-less alternative; compare (a) and (b) below.

(12) a. 
IP Subordinate (no Cº):



John thinks  [IP  S  V  [VP  ts 
tv  O ]]




( *PrPr



b. 
CP Subordinate (with Cº):


John thinks  [CP that [IP  S  V  [VP  ts  tv  O ]]]

The role of the CASE constraint is simply to guarantee that the subject occurs in SpecIP rather than be stranded in SpecVP as is the case in all the languages involved here. 

2.3 Competing Structures – All possible structures that:
(i) Share the same lexical enumeration (i.e. the same set of words)

(ii) Share the same meaning (i.e. invariant semantic relations and interrogative force)

(iii) May or may not involve an overt complementizer Cº.

(iv) Differ in the position of their finite verb (V, I, or C), of the subject (specVP, SpecIP, specCP), and in the presence of dummy do.

Split Competition – The crucial points are (iii) and (iv). Vikner lets any structures with and without V-to-I movement and with and without a Cº compete with each other. We may assume that the complementizer Cº is freely added by GEN. (This makes unnecessary Vikner’s remark (p.436) that his analysis requires structures based on different set of words to compete with each others.)
2.4 Harmonic Bounding

Most of the competitors examined in Vikner’s paper are harmonically bounded by other competitors, i.e. they violate each constraint the same number of times or more than other competitors. They are thus inevitably always sub-optimal independently of the reranking of the constraints. 

It is useful to examine these candidates, because they are predicted to be universally ungrammatical, but listing them together with the possible winners, as Vikner does, is confusing. It is always better to list them elsewhere, so that the remaining candidates collectively identify the crosslinguistic typology predicted by the constraints.
In our case, the only non-bounded competitors among candidates with a Cº are the following (cf. T14.1):

a.
Lowered verbal morphology:

C [ip –
v
Adv [vp
S
V
O
]]





(= a  in T14.1)

b.
Verb raised to I:





C [ip –
V
Adv [vp
S
v
O
]]





(= b  in T14.1)

d.
Subject raised to specIP:


C [ip S
v
Adv [vp
t
V
O
]]





(= d  in T14.1)

e.
Subject & V both raised to IP:
C [ip S
V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]





(= e  in T14.1)

j.
Dummy do:






C [ip –
v  Adv  [vp
–
did [vp S
  V
O
]]] 
(= j  in T14.1)

k.
Raised dummy do:




C [ip –
did Adv [vp
–
v
 [vp S
  V
O
]]] 
(= k  in T14.1)

The only non-bounded competitors among those without a Cº are the following ones (cf. T14.6):

a'.
 Lowered verbal morphology:
 [ip –
v
Adv [vp
S
V
O
]]






(= a  in T14.6)

b'
 Verb raised to I:





 [ip –
V
Adv [vp
S
v
O
]]






(= b  in T14.6)

d'
 Subject raised to specIP:


 [ip S
v
Adv [vp
t
V
O
]]






(=  d  in T14.6)

e'
 Subject & V both raised to IP:
 [ip S
V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]






(=  e  in T14.6)

h'
 Subject raised to CP:
 


 [cp S
 ø    [ip t   V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]]



(=  h  in T14.6)

j'
 Dummy do:






 [ip –
v  Adv  [vp
–
did [vp S
  V
O
]]] 

(=  j  in T14.6)

k'
 Raised dummy do:




 [ip –
did Adv [vp
–
v
 [vp S
  V
O
]]] 

(=  k  in T14.6)

Furthermore, some of the above competitors lacking Cº are h-bounded by those with Cº, as shown below. 

	T14.1 & T14.6
	CASE
	PrPr
	ObHd
	LxMv
	PrBd
	Stay

	e. 

C [ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	
	
	*
	
	* *

	h'. (
    [cp S
ø   [ip t   V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]]

	
	
	*
	*
	
	* * *

	b.  
C [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*

	b'.(
    [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*

	k.  
C  [ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*

	k'.( 

[ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*


Lack of Cº under V-to-I movement – Most importantly, candidate e' with Vº raising to Iº and no Cº is also h‑bounded. This candidate violates all the constraints violated by its Cº-full counterpart in e, but violates in addition the PrPr constraint. The analysis thus predicts that this structure will never be optimal, deriving Vikner’s observation that V-to-I movement requires an obligatory Cº. 

	T14.1 & T14.6
	CASE
	PrPr
	ObHd
	LxMv
	PrBd
	Stay

	e. 

C  [ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	
	
	*
	
	* *

	e'. (

[ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	*
	
	*
	
	* *


2.5 Optimization

All that remains to do is to derive the structural details of the languages involved, finding the ranking that make the relevant structure among those that are not h-bounded optimal.

(13) Cº-Optionality in English and Danish. 

The first goal is to derive lack of finite verb raising in English and Danish subordinates. The corresponding candidate is d, which represents structures where the finite verb remains in its base-generated position without raising to Iº. The ‘A’ in these candidates stands for the adverb, which tells apart structures with V-to-I movement (where the verb precedes ‘A’) from those without (where the verb follows ‘A’).

The competition is shown by the tableau in this page (the letter identifiers are the same found in page 5 in section 2.4; those lacking a Cº occur in the second half of the table to ease reference). The necessary ranking relations are:

(i) CASE>>STAY, eliminating all candidates that do not raise the subject to specIP. 

(ii) LxMv >> PrBd, blocking V-to-I movement.

Given these ranking relations, both d and d', one with and the other without Cº, are optimal, deriving the optionality of Cº in English and Danish. The cross-marked candidates are h-bounded by the candidate specified right after the cross.

	T14.1 & T14.6
	CASE
	PrPr
	ObHd
	LxMv
	PrBd
	Stay

	d. (
C [ip S
v
A [vp
t
V
O
]]

	
	
	
	
	*
	* *

	e. 

C [ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	
	
	*!
	
	* *

	a.  
C [ip –
v
A [vp
S
V
O
]]

	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	j.  

C [ip –
v  A  [vp
–
did [vp S
see 
O]]]
	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	b.  
C [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	k.  
C [ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	d'. (
    [ip S
v
A [vp
t
V
O
]]

	
	
	
	
	*
	* *

	a'.  
    [ip –
v
A [vp
S
V
O
]]

	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	j'. 

    [ip –
v  A  [vp
–
did [vp S
see 
O]]]
	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	b'.(b    [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*

	e'. (e
[ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	*
	
	*
	
	* *

	h'. (e   [cp S
ø   [ip t   V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]]

	
	
	*
	*
	
	* * *

	k'.(k 
[ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*


(14) Cº-obligatoriness  in French, Italian & Icelandic.

As for English and Danish, raising of the subject into SpecIP requires CASE>>STAY.

V-to-I movement, on the other hand, requires PrBd>>LxMv, reversing the ranking found in English and Danish. These ranking relations make candidate e optimal, as shown below. This is the only optimal candidate, leaving no optionality in the availability of Cº. As we saw earlier, its Cº-less counterpart is h-bounded due to its additional violation of the PrPr constraint.

	Proper tableau for T14.9
	CASE
	PrPr
	ObHd
	PrBd
	LxMv
	Stay

	e. (  C [ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	
	
	
	*
	* *

	d.

C [ip S
v
A [vp
t
V
O
]]

	
	
	
	*!
	
	* *

	a.  
C [ip –
v
A [vp
S
V
O
]]

	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	j.  

C [ip –
v  A  [vp
–
did [vp S
see 
O]]]
	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	b.  
C [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	k.  
C [ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*!
	
	
	
	*
	*

	d'. 

    [ip S
v
A [vp
t
V
O
]]

	
	
	
	*!
	
	* *

	a'.  
    [ip –
v
A [vp
S
V
O
]]

	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	j'. 

    [ip –
v  A  [vp
–
did [vp S
see 
O]]]
	*!
	
	
	*
	
	*

	b'.(b    [ip –
V
A [vp
S
v
O
]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*

	e'. (e
[ip S
V
A [vp
t
v
O
]]

	
	*
	
	*
	
	* *

	h'. (e   [cp S
ø   [ip t   V
Adv [vp
t
v
O
]]]

	
	
	*
	*
	
	* * *

	k'.(k 
[ip –
did A [vp
–
v
 [vp S
see
O
]]]
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*


Besides accounting for the distribution of Cº, Vikner’s analysis shows how constraint reranking might indirectly affect the necessity or optionality of specific structural aspects across languages via its interaction with harmonic bounding. 

A final editorial point: Vikner’s paper constitutes a difficult reading as it jumps from one aspect of the analysis to another without making the candidates always immediately available. In your own work remember how important it is to explain your analysis clearly, always supplying the relevant structural candidates and always properly identifying them in your discussion. 







� More recent theories maintain that movement leaves behind a full copy of the moved constituent, but the copy remains phonologically invisible.


� A node X c-commands a node Y if and only if the node immediately dominating X also dominates Y.
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