6.2 The special status of auxiliaries in English

This section discusses auxiliaries and their special syntax in English and also why auxiliary
syntax is unexceptional in the other languages.

The introduction is in 6.2.1. In 6.2.2 the derivation of embedded clauses (i.e. of
non-V2 clauses) is discussed, where the unique English situation is clearly visible, and in
6.2.3 the derivation of V2 constructions is discussed, where the difference between the
languages is hidden by V2.

The following three subsections discuss more general properties, which also follow
from the analysis. 6.2.4 discusses why main verbs are never inserted outside VP, 6.2.5
shows why English auxiliaries do not allow do-insertion, and 6.2.6 why mixed
directionality is not possible, i.e. why it is not possible in one language to have some verbs
having their complements to the right and others their complements to the left. The
conclusion comes in 6.2.7.

6.2.1 Introduction

There is a further difference between English and all the other VO-languages: Whereas
English finite main verbs occur in V°, i.e. following the sentential adverbial (as do all
finite verbs in Danish, Faroese, Norwegian and Swedish), English finite auxiliaries occur in
I°, i.e. preceding the sentential adverbial (as do all finite verbs in French, Icelandic and
Yiddish).

(22) a. En. ... if she has really seen the film
b. Ic. ... hvort hiin hafi &reidanlega séd myndina
c. Fr. ... si elle a en effet vu le film
d. Yi. ... oyb zi hot take gezen dem film
(23) a. Da. ... om hun virkelig har set filmen
b. Fa. um hon virkuliga hevur sa8 £filmin
... 1f she really has seen film-the
(24) a. Af. ... of sy die rolprent werklik gesien het
b. Du ... of =ze de film werkelijk gezien heeft
c. Fs. ... oft se de film echt wol sjoen hat
d. Ge. ... ob sie den Film tatsachlich gesehen hat

if she' the film really seen has

(Note that the definite object in (22d) has undergone extraposition, cf. section 2.2.1 above
and references there, and that the definite object in (24) has undergone scrambling, cf.
section 2.2.2 above, Haider & Rosengren (1998), and references there.)

In order to capture this distributional difference, which is parallel to the one
between e.g. all Icelandic verbs on one hand (they are in 1°, like the English auxiliaries)
and all Danish verbs on the other (they are in V°, like the English main verbs), inside one
and the same language, the means used in chapter 5 above, reranking of constraints, is not
available: Constraint 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 English finite
auxiliaries (including light do and the modal verbs) are inserted directly under Tense® (as
suggested for modal verbs by Pollock 1989:398), in contrast to English main verbs and

Chapter 6, p. 177

non-finite auxiliaries and also in contrast to both main and auxiliary verbs in all the other
languages under discussion, all of which are inserted under V°.

These results are all obtained with the constraints already in place, without
introducing any further constraints. In other words, do-insertion in English and the
particular position of auxiliaries in English are derived from one and the same mechanism.
Any language is therefore expected to have both do-insertion and the difference in positions
of finite auxiliary and finite main verbs, or neither of these two, but not one without the
other.

1 shall take the structure of (22c,a) and (23a) to be the following, cf. (3lac,be,ba)
below:

(25) ce° Pers® Tns® ve ve
a. Fr. si elle a; £y en effet t; vu le film
b. En. ... if she has really seen the film
c. Da. ... om hun virkelig har set filmen

The structure of (22b) is like the ore in (25a) and the structure of (23b) is like the one in
(25¢). With the difference that order inside the VPs is OV instead of VO, the structure of
(224d) corresponds to (25a) and the structure of (24a-d) to (25c).

As discussed in 5.1.1, T assume that it has no empirical consequences whether a
verb is in Tense® or in Pers®, contra Pollock (1989:397) and Belletti (1990:31). I agree
with these two works that medial adverbs occur between Tense® and V°, but I disagree
with their taking sentential negation to occur between Pers® and Tense®. Like e.g. Abeillé
& Godard (1994), I will assume that both sentential negation and medial sentential
adverbials must be adjoined to the highest VP, and that if they are adjoined elsewhere, they
will have a different scope. In my opinion, the French infinitival data discussed by Pollock
(1989:397) and Belletti (1990:31) will need a more detailed analysis, perhaps in the vein of
Cinque (1999). Cf. also the problem posed for Pollock’s and Belletti’s analyses by the
following: ’

(26) En. a. *They can’t probably find their way here
b. They probably can’t find their way here (Quirk et al. 1985:494)

If sentential negation precedes Tense® and sentential adverbials follow it, then (26a) should
be grammatical and (26b) should not.
The analysis in (25a,b) will also account for why the medial adverbial follows the

finite auxiliary even if there are three or more verbs in a clause:

(27) En. a. I don’'t know why she would actually have seen the film
b. ?I don’t know why she would have actually seen the film

The order in (27b) is not impossible, but in so far as it is possible, it has a contrastive
reading, different from the sentential adverbial interpretation of actually in (27a), cf. e.g.
Quirk et al. (1985:495). The reason is that for actually to have scope over the whole clause
(and not just over a VP), it must be to the left of (and possibly left-adjoined to) the highest
VP. If, as was assumed in 6.1.1. above, insertion of verbs directly under Pers® or C° is
impossible, then there is only one point of insertion to the left of the medial adverbial
position, namely Tense®, and therefore it is only possible to have one verb to the left of this
adverb.

In 6.1.1 above, it was suggested, following Grimshaw (1997:386-387) and also
Vikner (2000:456), that the reason why the light verb used e.g. in V2 clauses was do rather
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than other verbs was that with do, fewer lexical/categorial properties would have to be
ignored than with other verbs, because do has fewer such properties to begin with.
Therefore there has to be a difference between do-insertion and insertion of e.g. have.
‘When have (or be or a modal verb) is inserted under Tense®, it still makes a semantic
contribution to the clause, even if it does not assign a thematic role. When do is inserted
under Tense®, it makes no semantic contribution to the clause at all. This also provides an
answer to the question of why the optimal version of a clause with auxiliary have, e.g.
(28a) is not a version where do simply replaces have, i.e. (28b):1

(281) En. a. ... that she has seen the film
b. *... that she does see the film
¢. *... that she does have seen the film

It is not possible to leave out save, because this would make it into a different competition,
namely one for the optimal version of e.g. ... that she sees the film. The relevant do-
insertion version of the clause in (28a) is therefore the one in (28¢c), and in 6.2.5 below it
will be discussed why such candidates never win.

The account given in section 6.1 above correctly predicts that light do only occurs
as a finite verb because non-finite do would require insertion under V°, and there would be
no advantage of do-insertion (i.e. She will see the film will never be less optimal than She
will do see the film). This does not carry over to the verbs discussed in this section, they
may be used also in non-finite forms, because whereas with light do, the choice is between
inserting do outside VP or not inserting it at all, the choice with an auxiliary verb like kave
is between inserting it outside or inside VP. Not inserting it is not an option, as discussed
above2. This again predicts that auxiliary verbs may occur in non-finite forms and that
when this happens, they will have been inserted under V°. That this is compatible with the
data can be seen from the fact that non-finite have and be are possible, and only to the right
of the sentential adverbial:

(29]) En. a. She will unfortunately have seen the film
b. ??She will have unfortunately seen the film
(30]) En. a. He will probably be criticised
b. ??He will be probably criticised

tFor a discussion of circumstances under which (28b) would be well-formed, i.e. with emphatic stress on does,
see section 6.3.3 below.

2Linking the limitation of light do to finite forms to its not contributing to the semantics of the sentence .
unfortunately means that this analysis has nothing to say about other verbs that can only occur in finite forms (see
also Quirk et al. 1985:141):

(i) En. a. She can clean her car tonight
b. *She has could clean her car all week

(ii) En. a. He was to be offered a second chance
b. *He has been to be offered a second chance
(iii) En. a. She has got to pass the exam
b. *She will have got to pass the exam
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6.2.2 Auxiliaries and embedded clauses

In the tableaux below, the possibility is taken into consideration of inserting an auxiliary
directly under Tense®, rather than under its own V°. As this will require one maximal
projection less than if the auxiliary had been inserted under a V°, because the auxiliary will
not need its own VP, such candidates do better on X°-Right. Furthermore, as with
insertion of light do outside VP, such candidates do extremely well on Pred-Right because
the auxiliary does not count as a predicate X°, as it was not inserted under V° (nor under
Adj®).

As pointed out by Grimshaw (1999), this means that there is no need for a special
constraint which minimises structure, because Pred-Right/X°-Right now do the work
previously done by e.g. Economy of VPs, i.e. "the less VPs, the better”, Vikner
(2000:438), compare (31be) to e.g. (31bb) below.

The reason why only English and not all languages inserts auxiliaries higher than
main verbs is the same as the reason why only English inserts light do above the main
verbs, namely the existence of and the ranking of V-in-V° ("verbs occur or have a trace in
Ve"). As argued in section 6.1 above, this constraint is ranked below Pred-Right in
English, but above it in the other languages, compare (31be) to (31ba):

(31)  non-V2, finite auxiliary €.8. ... if she has really seen the film (22a)

English: be Pers|Pers| Obl Chck|. X° Pred V in| Xe°
Not |Dist|| Head| Dist| Left| Rght ve Right
CoepeToye yo Dist Pers

< aa e e V [V DP] +dist * * % ** 27
ab e V t [V DP] +dist * *ok ok *kok

< ac V t t [VDPl +dist *kkx **x% |\ Jc/Fr
ad V t t t [V DP] +dist * 1 &k kk ok ok ko

« ae eV [v DP] +dist * 1 * * * ok 22
af vVt [V DP] +dist * 1 * * * TS
ag vV tt [V DP] +dist * | * * * Kk K

< ba e e V [V DP] -dist * x| *% Da/Fa
bb e V t [V DP] -dist * k] % )
be vV t t [vDP] -dist * *k | hk e
bd vttt [VDP] -dist * ok | kkk * ok kK

>>be eV v pP] -dist * * * % En
bt vVt [V DP] -dist * * * *kx |
bgvtt [V DP] -dist * * * Rk &

(continued on the next page)
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(continued from the previous page)

Persfl Obl Chck| Xe° Pred V in| X°
Dist| Head| Dist| Left| Rght | Ve Right
CcopeTe Ve ve Pers
< ca e e [DP V] V +dist * * % Fs/Ge
cb e V [DP V] t +dist * *x * *
< cc V t [DP V] t +dist o x ** * Yi
cd Vtt [DP V] t +dist %k * ok * Kk
<« ce e V [DP V] +dist * * * * 27
cf vV t [DP V] +dist * * * *x
cg Vtt [DP V] +dist * * * Tk %
< da e e [DP V] V -dist * * | % Af/Du
db eV [DP V] t -dist * LN *
dc vt [DP V] t -dist * * k| kK *x
dd vttt [DPV] t -dist * 1k |k ok k
« de e V [DP V] -dist * * 1 * * 72
daf Vv t [DP V] -dist * * | * *
dg Vv t t [DP V] -dist * * 1 * ok x

In the following tableaux for the same case in the different languages, only candidates
which are not harmonically bounded are considered.

As discussed in 6.2.1 above, the finite auxiliary in English is predicted to be in
Tense®, whereas it is in Pers® in Icelandic and French and Yiddish, although this may not
have any empirical consequences. This difference is caused by (31be) harmonically
bounding (31bf), predicting it to be impossible for the finite auxiliary to be in Pers®,
nothing would be gained by moving the auxiliary from Tense® to Pers®, and something
would be lost (extra violations of X°-Right).

(31’) non-V2, finite auxiliary €.g. ... if she has really seen the film (22a)

English: be Pers|Persi Obl Chck| X° Pred| V in| X°

Not |Dist]| Head| Dist| Left| Rght| Vv° Rght
CopeTeoVe Vo Dist Pers

<« aa e e V [V Dp] +dist * | * * % **

<« ac vV t £ [V DP] +dist H kK )

< ae eV [v DP] +dist ! * * * * %

< ba e e V [V DP] -dist * k| * %

»»>be e V [V Dp] -dist * * * *k

4 ca e e [DP V] V +dist *1 * *x

< cc vVt [DP V] t +dist * | * % ** %

< ce e V [DP V] +dist * 1 * * * *

« da e e [DP V] V -dist * k|

< de e V [DP V] -dist * *1 * *

As stated above, the existence of and the ranking of V-in-V° ("verbs occur or have a trace
in V°") has two different consequences: That English but none of the other languages
inserts auxiliaries higher than main verbs, and and that English but none of the other
languages inserts light do above the main verbs. This exploits that Pred-Right is not only
violated when a verb inserted under V° moves, but in a VO-language it is also violated
everytime a verb is inserted under V° itself. In English it is thus more important not to
violate Pred-Right (to have as few verbs as possible inserted under V° and to move such
verbs as little as possible) than it is not to violate V-in-V* (i.e. only to insert verbs under
Vo).
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Whereas with finite main verbs this leads to the insertion of do, it does not lead to
do-insertion here, as discussed in 6.2.5 below, basically because it is even more optimal to
insert the auxiliary itself outside VP. As for why this is not an option with finite main
verbs, i.e. why finite main verbs cannot be inserted outside VP, se 6.2.4 below.

In the other languages under discussion, it is more important not to violate V-in-V°
(i.e. only to insert verbs under V°) than it is not to violate Pred-Right (to have as few
verbs as possible inserted under V° in VO-languages and to move such verbs as little as
possible) and/or X°-Left (to have as few verbs as possible inserted under V° in OV-
languages and to move into functional heads as little as possible). Therefore auxiliary verbs
are inserted under V° and are predicted to behave exactly as finite main verbs do, at least
as far as verb movement is concerned:
(32) non-V2, finite auxiliary €.8. ... om hun virkelig har set filmen (23a)
€.8. ... um hon virkuliga hevur sed filmin (23b)

Danish/Faroese: ba Pers|Pers|| Obl V in| Chck| x° Pred| X°

Not |Dist|| Head| Ve Dist| Left| Rght| Rght
copoeToye ye Dist Pers

< aa e e V [V DP] +dist * | * % T

< ac V tt [VDP] +dist * 1 Kk kK| KAEKX

< ae eV {V DP] +dist * 1 * * * * %

»»ba e e V [V DP] -dist * *x **

< _be eV [v DP] -dist * *1 * **

< ca e e [DP V] V +dist * | * *k

<4 cC V t [DP V] t . +dist * ] . * %k * ok *%*

< ce e V [DP V] +dist * 1 * * * *

< da e e [DP V] V -dist * *1x

<« de e V [DP V] -dist * * ! * *

Once V-in-V* is given a high ranking in all languages except English, the possibility of
inserting verbs outside VP disappears, and the differences between the other languages can
be derived as before, cf. the following corollaries, repeated from section 5.2 above:

(33) a. Pers-Not-Dist >> Pers-Dist » Non-distinctive inflectional morphology
b. Pers-Dist > > Pers-Not-Dist - Distinctive inflectional morphology

(34)

®

Pred-Right > > Check » no V°-to-I° movement (regardless of verbal inflection)
b. Check >> Pred-Right » V°-to-1° movement (iff rich verbal inflection)

(35) a. Pred-Right >> X°-Left » OV
b. X°-Left >> Pred-Right - VO

English, Danish, and Faroese are all a/b/b and Afrikaans and Dutch are a/b/a. These two
groups could also have been taken instead to be a/a/b and a/a/a, respectively: If there is no
distinctive verbal morphology for person, i.e. if the choice in (33) is (33a), it will not
matter whether the choice in (34) is (34a) or (34b), neither of the two options will lead to
V°-t0-1° movement.
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(36) non-V2, finite auxiliary " e.g. ... of sy die rolprent werklik gesien het (24a) (39)  non-V2, finite auxiliary e.g. ... oft se de Jilm echt wol sjoen hat (24¢)
e.g. ... of ze werkelijk de film gezien heeft (24b) e.g. ... ob sie den Film tatsdchlich gesehen hat (24d)
. s Frisian/German: ca Pers|Pers| Obl V in| Pred Chck| X° Xe
e R R s e W elat] seaa) v | Rt | Bt fere| R
copoToye Yo Dist Pers copoTe [VP [VP]] Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist *1 * ** ** 1 aa e eV [VDP] +dist * hitkid * ol
< ac VE € [V DBl +dist 1 P EE R sy < ac Vtt [VvDP] +dist * * [k *kk ok
<ae eV [v DP] +dist *1 * * * ** tae eV [v DP] +dist * *! * * **
<ba eeV [VDPl -dist B I wx <ba eeV [VDP] -dist | *! kol **
<be eV [vDP] -dist * 1 * o <be eV [vDPl -dist J *! * hd bl
T ——Top V] v _idioc = o »»ca e e [DP VI V +dist * * *x
< oo vVt 0P Vi € vdist e vy vy < cc V t [DP V] t +dist * * |k * % * ok
< ce e V [DP V] +dist * * * * <« ce e Vv [DP V] +dist * %1 * * *
»»da e e [DP V1 V -dist * *x +da e DPVIV -dist J *! il
< de e V [DP V] -dist * * 1 * * 1 de e v _[Dp VI -dist i * * *
Icelandic and French, Yiddish, and Frisian and German represent three of the remaining When harmonically bounded candidates are filtered out, there are ten potential winning
four possible combinations: b/b/b, b/b/a and b/a/a respectively. owb&&mﬂm.m left. . . . .
Six of these are actually found: (31ac) in Icelandic and French, (31ba) in Danish
(37) non-V2, finite auxiliary e.g. ... hvort hiin hafi dreidanlega séd myndina (22b) and Faroese, (31be) in English, (31ca) in Frisian and German, (31cc) in Yiddish, and
e.g. ... si elle a en effet vu le film (22c) (31da) in Afrikaans and Dutch. o )
Two potential winners, (31aa,ae), would no longer be potential winners if we
Icelandic/French: ac WMMM mwmm mww 4 «o in mw%m x e mwmm wwwn assume a conjoined constraint of the type discussed in 5.3.3 above:
copoToye yo Dist Pers In order to be more optimal than (31ac), (31ae) would need (X°-Left and) Pred-
<aa e eV [VDP] +dist * *1 * % ** Right to outrank all other syntactic constraints (and (31aa) would need Pred-Right to
»ac vV t t [V DP] +dist * HEEH | HrEw outrank all other syntactic constraints except V-in-V°), but if there was a conjoined
tae eV [V DP] +M+mn — ol b * H* HH constraint Check & Pred-Right, it would outrank Pred-Right, and this conjoined
“ ww M m v MM WM H QHM - < < vy constraint would be violated only by (31aa,ae), not by (31ac). Therefore, if there was a
Toas oe P V] V idist —— *1 ox conjoined constraint Check & Pred-Right, (31aa,ae) could never be more optimal than
«cc VvVt [DP V] t +dist * N EED *% (31lac). .
<ce eV [DP V] +dist * * | * * * Also potential winners: (31ce, de), OV-languages with auxiliary insertion under
<da ee [DP V] V -dist *! ol Tense®, cf. that the only unattested language type in 6.1.2 (given the suggested constraint
~di * * * o . . . .
1de eV [DP V] dist | * conjunction) was an OV-language with do-insertion.
(38) non-V2, finite auxiliary e.g. ... oyb zi hot take gezen dem film (22d)
viddish: cc Pers|Pers| Obl | V in| Chck| Pred| X° | X° 6.2.3 Auxiliaries and V2 clauses
Dist |Not Head| Ve Dist| Rght| Left| Rght
copeToye ye Dist Pers . ..
<«aa eeV [V DP] +dist * * 1 * % ** This section will show that also with auxiliaries in a V2 context, the system delivers the
<ac. VvVt t [VDP] +dist * - ol ool desired results. What has to be derived here is that whereas English differs from the other
ta eV [vVDP] +dist * > * * ol languages both concerning V2 sentences with no auxiliaries (do-insertion) and non-V2
i * % . ags e . aqs e . “ e . .
4ba eeV [VDP] -Mwwn H“ _ H* — sentences with auxiliaries (finite auxiliaries occur higher than finite main verbs), English
> mw = M B%ﬂ%ﬂ_\ . QHM e — — V2 sentences with auxiliaries are actually completely parallel to those found in the other
»»ce VvV t [DP V1 t +dist * ** *x ** languages:
< ce e V [Dp V] +dist * * | * * *
< da e e [DP V] V -dist * ! il
<«de eV [DP V] -dist || *! * * *
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(40) a. En. Which film has she actually seen ?
b. Da. Hvad for en film har hun egentlig set ?
c. Fa. Hvat fyri film hevur hon egentliga szd ?
d. Ic. Hvada mynd hefur hin eiginlega s8& ?
e. Fr. Quel film a-t- elle vraiment vu ?
£. Yi. Voser film hot zi eygntlekh gezen ?
g. Af Watter rolprent het sy eintlik gesien ?
h. Du. Welke film heeft ze eigenlijk gezien ?
i. Fs. Hokfoar film hat se eins sjoen ?
j. Ge. Welchen Film hat sie eigentlich gesehen?

The actual position of the finite auxiliary is here an effect of Obl-Head, and therefore it
has no empirical consequences whether the auxiliary has been inserted under V° or under
Tense®.

As in the V2 constructions discussed earlier, the only visible differences are related
to distinctive vs. non-distinctive person morphology and to VO vs. OV. The former is a
question of whether Pers-Not-Dist is ranked higher or lower than Pers-Dist, the latter is a
question of whether X°-Left outranks both Pred-Right and X°-Right or not. As there are
thus relatively few empirical differences to be derived, it is perhaps not so surprising that it
is possible to derive the data in a way compatible with the rankings already suggested for
the respective languages.

(41) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Which film has she actually seen? (40a)

English: bg Pers|Pers| Obl Chck| X° Pred V in| Xe°
Not |Dist|| Head| Dist| Left| Rght Ve Right
cepeTeovye ye Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist|l *! * * * %k *x *ObHd
ab e V t [V DP] +dist] =*! * * *kk * Aok
<ac VvVt t [VDP] +dist| *! * ke kK *%x%% || *ObHd
<ad vttt [vDP] +dist| *! ek k #4535 % || Tc/Fr
< ae eV [V DP] +dist| *! * * * * ' *ObHd
af vV t [V DP] +dist| =*! * * * * *kk
<«agVvtt [V DP] +dist]| *! * * * *kxx |97
< ba e e V [V DP] -dist * * | *x w *QbHd
bb e V t [V DP] -dist * * | k% * A x
be vV tt [VDP] -dist * *1 Rk *kok e
«bd vttt [VDP] -dist * Fk | XKx *%x%+* | Da/Fa
< be eV [v DP] -dist * *1 * * % *ObHd
bf vVt [V DP] -dist * *] . * * * * %
»»bg V t ¢t [v DP] -dist * * * **x%* | En

(continued on the next page)

Chapter 6, p. 185

(continued from the previous page)

Pers|Persi| Obl Chck| Xe Pred V in| Xe°
Not (Dist| Head| Dist| Left| Rght Ve Right
cepeTevye ye Dist Pers
< ca e e [DP VI V +dist| *! * * *x *ObHd
cb e V [DP V] t +distfl *! * * * * *
4 cc V t [DP V] t +dist| *! * &k *k *k *ObHd
«cdVvtt [DPV] t +dist| *! *k *kk de ok e Yi/Fs/Ge
« ce e V [DP V] +dist| *! * * * * * *ObHd
cf vV t [DP V] +dist|f *! * * * * *x
<« cgVtitt [DPV] +dist| *! * * * lald ?7?
« da e e [DP V] V -dist * * | * 1% *ObHd
db e V [DP V] t -dist * * | *lE gk *
dc Vt [DPV] t -dist * *| *lk | dk
«ddVvtt [DPV] t -dist * *Lk | kkk sk Kk Af/Du
« de e V [DP V] -dist * * | * | * * *ObHd
df V t [DP V] -dist * * | * | * %k
4« dg Vv t t [DP V] -dist * *1 * * Kk 2?7

In the following tableaux for the same case in the different languages, only those eight
candidates which are not harmonically bounded and which do not violate Obl-Head are
considered.

(41°) V2, finite auxiliary

e.g. Which film has she actually seen? (40a)

English: bg Pers|Pers|| Obl Chck| Xe° Pred V in| Xe°

Not |Dist|| Head| Dist| Left Rght ve Right
copeTeye yo Dist Pers

«ad V ttt [VDP] +dist]| *! EEEEE] *kkk*

«agvtt [V DP] +distf *! * * * kK *

<«bd VvVttt [VDP] -dist * T kEk ok Ak

»»bg V t t [V DP] -dist * * * TIT)

<« cdV tt [DP V] t +dist| *! * % * kK £

<« cgV tt [DP V] +dist] *! * * * * kK

«ddvtt [DPV] t -dist * F x| wAw * Xk

<« dgVvett [DPV] -dist * * ] * *w

(42) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Hvad for en film har hun egentlig set? (40b)

e.g. Hvat fyri film hevur hon egentliga sed? (40c)

Danish/Farocese: bd Pers|Pers| Obl V in| Chck| X° Pred Xeo

Not |Dist|| Head| Ve Dist| Left| Rght Right
cepeoTeye yeo Dist Pers

<«ad VvVt t t [V DP] +dist|[ *! IR KKK | kR k kA

<« agvVvVtt [V DP] +dist|l *! * * * ¥k ok ok

»»bd V t t t [V DP] -dist * kkkkk| kkkkk

«bgVtet [v pP] -dist * * * * ek x

«cdVtt [DP V]I t +dist] *! ** ko ok k

<« cgVtt [DPV] +dist] *! * * * Rk

«ddvtt [DP V] t -dist * * | * ** % 5 ok

«dgvtt [DP V] -dist * *1 * % * *
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(43) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Watter rolprent het sy eintlik gesien? (40g) . . o .
e.g. Welke film heeft ze eigenlijk gezien? (40h) (46) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Hokfoar film hat se eins sjoen? (40i)

e.g. Welchen Film hat sie eigentlich gesehen? (40j)
Afrikaans/Dutch: dd Pers| Obl V in{ Chck| Pred Xo Xe
Dist|l Head| ve Dist| Rght Left| Right Frisian/German: cd Pers|Persi Obl | V in| Pred Chck| X° Xe
CopeToye ye Pers Dist |Not Head| Ve Rght Dist| Left| Right
<«ad vttt [VDP] +dist kR R *x kKK CopeToye yo Dist Pers
<ag vV t t [V DP] +dist * * * T <«ad vttt [VDP] +dist * Fokdk |k ek kk
«bd VvVttt [VDP] -dist * k| * kK K «agVvVtt [v DP] +dist * *1 * * Fokkok
Tbhg Vet VDBl -dist * *1 % P «bdVvettt [VDP] -dist| *! g * xR A
«cdV¢tt [DP V] t +dist] *! ok x *x *x % «bgVvVtt [v DP] -dist| *! * * L
<«cg VvVttt [DPV] +dist|| *! * * * ok k »cd V £ £ [DP V] t +dist * *kk *x * k%
»dd V t t [DP VI t -dist * *kE *% 'Y <« cgVtt [DPV] +dist * *1 * * * k%
<dg vV t t [DP V] “dist * w1 * ) «ddvett [DPV] t -dist| *! * k% *% *k K
<«dg vt t [DP V] -dist] *! * * *xx
(44) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Hvada mynd hefur hiin eiginlega sé3? (40c) As éw.m m:o.iu.mcoé. w\<on when w.»nﬁoiom:% bounded candidates as well as Eﬁ.vmw
e.g. Quel film a-t-elle vraiment vu? (40d) potential winning candidates that violate Obl-Head, (41aa,ac,ba,ca,cc,da), are filtered out,
there were still eight potential winning candidates left.
Tcelandic/French: ad et mer®| Sona| voin| Shek) X° | Pred | Xe e Five of these are actually found: (41ad) in Icelandic and French, (41bd) in Danish
copoToye yo Dist Pers g g and Faroese, (41bg) in English, (41cd) both in Yiddish and in Frisian and German, and
»»ad V t £t t [V DP] +dist * *rEEH | REAEE (41dd) in Afrikaans and Dutch.
“tagvtt [VDPl +dist * *! * * ool One potential winner, (41ag) would no longer be a potential winner if we assume a
“ wm « m M t W ww w HMMMM - Hii HHHH* conjoined constraint of the type discussed in section 5.3.3 above: In order to be more
coa VLt PV £ sdist = o iy optimal than (41ad), (41ag) would need (X°-Left and) Pred-Right or X°-Right to outrank
<cg Vet DBV Tdist * 1 * * T all other syntactic constraints, but if there was a conjoined constraint Check & Pred-Right,
«ddVvett [DPV] t -dist] *! ** *x * %% it would outrank both Pred-Right and X°-Right, and this conjoined constraint would be
«dg vt t [DP V] ~distf *! * * okl violated only by (41ag), not by (41ad). Therefore if there was a conjoined constraint Check
: . & Pred-Right, (41ag) could never be more optimal than (41ad).
(45) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Voser film hot zi eygntlekh gezen? (40f) Also potential winners: (41cg, dg), OV-languages with auxiliary insertion under
viddish: cd Pers|Pers| Obl | V in| Chck| Pred | x°o | xo Tense®, cf. that (given the suggested constraint conjunction) the only unattested language
copomeye vo Dist men Head| Ve wwww Rght | Left} Right types in 6.2.2 were also 0<-_w=mcmmnm with auxiliary Emw&os gmmﬂ.ﬁm:mno and the only
c iVt vDs idist = P s unattested language type in 6.1.2 was an OV-language with do-insertion.
<«agVvVtet [V DP] +dist * *1 * * * kK
«bdVttt [VDP] -dist *hkrR R
<bgVvitt [vDP] -dist] *! * * *rxE 6.2.4 Main verbs are never inserted outside VP
»»cd V t t [DP V] t +dist * R ¥ L
“ Mw M m M Www ﬁ T WMHM b b l s H+ HHH As shown above, it is less expensive to insert an English auxiliary under Tense® than to
<agvVEE PV TP ET T - s insert it under V°, cf. that (31be) is more optimal than (31ba), because insertion under

Tense® does not violate Pred-Right, whereas insertion under a (left) V° does. The same of
course goes for English main verbs, if they could be inserted under Tense® rather than a
(left) V°, this would also reduce the number of violations of Pred-Right. This means that
something else must prevent insertion of main verbs under Tense®, because English finite
main verbs are inserted under V°. This can be seen from the fact that they occur in V°, i.e.
following the sentential adverbial, like all finite verbs in Danish and Faroese (and
Norwegian and Swedish).

As I suggested in Vikner (2000:442), I will assume that it is part of GEN both that
thematic roles have to be assigned inside lexical projections and that arguments must be
assigned thematic roles (the latter is part of Chomsky’s Theta-Criterion, 1981:36, (4)). This
would mean that candidates cannot be generated that have a main verb inserted outside VP,
because this verb would not be able to assign its thematic roles, and therefore the arguments
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of the verb would not receive any thematic roles.

A reason for linking the verb difference (both with respect to the point of insertion
and the possibility of do-support, as discussed in 6.2.5 below) to thematic roles may be
found in the following data.

There is a difference between auxiliary have and do, (47) and (49), and main verb
have and do, (48) and (50): The finite auxiliaries, but not the finite main verbs, occur in C°
(i.e. to the left of the subject) and in I° (i.e. to the left of negation, to the left of a sentence
adverbial, to the left of a subject quantifier, in tag questions, and in VP-ellipses, Scholten
1988:3-7). As the distinction between Pers® and Tense® introduced in chapter 5 above is
mainly theoretically, not empirically, motivated, I will ignore this distinction in the data
below and only refer to V° and I°.

(47) Auxiliary verb do (C° and I°)
ce I° Vo

-En. a. ¥ He did not do see the film

b. He did not see the film

c. *Did he do see the film?

d. Did he see the film?

(48) Main verb do (V°)

ce I° ve
En. a. He actually did the dishes
b. * He did’ actually the dishes
c. He did not do the dishes
d. * He did not the dishes
e. Did he do the dishes?
£. *Did he the dishes?

(49) Auxiliary verb have (C° and I°)
ce I°

o
En. a. ? She actually had seen the film
b. She had actually seen the film
c. * She did not have seen the film
d. She had not seen the film
e. *Did she have seen the film?
£f. Had she seen the f£ilm?
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(501) Main verb have3(V°)
co

I° ve
En. a. They actually had a fight
b, * They had actually a fight
c. They did not have a fight
d. * They had not a fight
£f. Did they have a fight?
g. *Had they a fight?

There are no such differences between finite auxiliary be, (51), and finite main verb be,
(52), both occur in C° or I°.

3The examples in (50) employ what Quirk et al. (1985:776) call the "dynamic" main verb have. With the stative
main verb have (i.e. possessive have) British English tends to use the expression have got under V2 and in
negative clauses, rather than do-insertion, at least in the present tense:

(i) Stative main verb have (V°)
1o

ce° ve
En. a She actually has a car
b. * She has actually a car
c. She has actually got a car
4. She does not have a car
e. * She hags not a car
£. She has not got a car
g. Does she have a car?
h. *Has she a car?
j. Has she got a car?

Quirk et al. (1985:131, 132) call examples like (ib,e,h) "traditional British English", but "now somewhat

uncommon" and "more formal®, and they call examples like (ic,f,j) "informal British English".

Although I take (ib,e,h) to be impossible in the standard variant of (British) English which I focus on
here wherever I use the label "English”, I have to admit that examples like (ib,e,h) with possessive have were
possible in British English at least until the beginning of the 20th century, cf. also Kroch (1989:207):

(ii) En. a. You have not a pistol, have you?
b." Have you a pistol, Watson?
(both 1890 Arthur Conan Doyle, The Sign of Four, chapters 7 and 10)

In so far as possessive have assigns thematic roles (e.g. possessor, possessee), the analysis suggested in
this chapter will incorrectly predict examples like (iia,b) to have become impossible in the 16th century, about 400
years too early. :

Notice that it will not help to take possessive have not to assign any thematic roles (which is more or less
what is suggested e.g. in Pollock 1989:388 and references there), because this would put it in the same group as
auxiliary have and main verb be and make the incorrect prediction that now (ia,d,g) should be impossible. (ia,d,g)
represent the only option in American English, and are also "common in British English" (Quirk et al. 1985:131,
132), especially in the past tense.
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(51) Auxiliary verb be (C° and I°)

ce I® ve
En. a. ? He actually was working
b. He was actually working
c. * He did not be working
d. He was not working
e. *Did he be working?
f. Was he working?
(52) Main verb be (C° and 1°)
ce I° ve
En. a. ? She actually was there
b. She was actually there
c. * She did not be there
d. She was not there
e. *Did she be there?
f. Was she there?

Roberts (1985:30), and later also Scholten (1988:160) and Pollock (1989:385),
suggested that only verbs that do not assign theta-roles may be inserted under I°. This gives
the right prediction concerning main verb be, which presumably does not assign a theta-role
(in e.g. "John is intelligent", if there is a thematic role here at all, it is presumably assigned
by intelligent, cf. 2.5.5 above), as opposed to main verb kave and do, but like auxiliary
have, be and do.

This is captured here by having GEN make sure that all verbs that assign theta-roles
are generated in V°.

In the other languages under discussion, insertion of any verb outside VP, be it
main verb, auxiliary, or light do, is never optimal anyway, because of the high ranking of
V-in-V°:

Assuming that it is part of GEN that thematic roles have to be assigned inside lexical
projections and that every argument must be assigned a thematic role, the interaction
between GEN, Pred-Right, and V-in-V° makes three predictions (where "thematic verbs"
means verbs that assign one or more thematic roles):

(53) a. Either NO verbs (most languages) or ONLY non-thematic verbs (only English)
are inserted outside VP - making it possible for finite thematic and finite non-
thematic verbs to have different syntax.

(Thematic verbs are never inserted outside VP.)

b. Either NO verbs (most languages) or ONLY thematic verbs (only English) have
do-support when verb movement to C° takes place.
(Non-thematic verbs never have do-support when verb
movement to C° takes place.)

c. Either NO verbs (most languages) or ONLY thematic verbs (only English) have

do-support with negation.
(Non-thematic verbs never have do-support with negation.)
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The second of the two options (in all three cases) is achieved by having Pred-Right ranked
above V-in-V°, and this is what happens in English, whereas the first of the two options (in
all three cases) is achieved by having V-in-V° ranked above Pred-Right, and this is what
happens in all the other languages discussed above. The first case, insertion inside VP or
outside (above) it, is the topic of the present section, 6.2, the second case, do-support with
movement to C°, was discussed in section 6.1 above, and the third case, do-support with
negation, will be discussed in the following section, 6.3, where it will also be shown that
what counts for this third case is not actually the ranking between V-in-V° and Pred-
Right, but between V-in-V° and a new constraint, HMC. The typology that results from
(53) will be further discussed in 6.3.7 below.

6.2.5 English auxiliaries do not allow do-insertion

English auxiliaries (as opposed to English main verbs, but like auxiliaries and main verbs in
all the other languages discussed) never allow do-insertion. This also follows from the
ranking already assumed above in the following way:

Comparing do-insertion to insertion of an auxiliary under Tense®, the number of V-
in-V* violations is the same (it does not matter whether it is triggered by insertion of do or
of an auxiliary under Tense®) and the number of Pred-Right violations goes up (if do is
inserted under Tense®, then the auxiliary in question must be inserted in the infinitive form
under a V°, which means that both the main verb and the auxiliary are inserted under V°,
and thus both violate Pred-Right). )

This means that I assume that auxiliary zave does make a contribution to the
interpretation of the clause, although it does not assign any thematic roles (otherwise it
would have to be inserted under V°).

In other words, insertion of light do in clauses with auxiliaries is always
harmonically bounded by insertion of an auxiliary directly under Tense®. I will first show
this with an embedded clause, (22a), which is analysed as (54a), repeated from (31be)
above. (54b-d) are such do-insertion cases with do inserted under a functional head and the
auxiliary in the infinitive (e.g. (54b): ... if she does really have seen the film), and they are
all harmonically bounded by (54a). Similarly, if do was inserted under its own V°, (54f-i),
all cases would be harmonically bounded by (54¢), which is actually the candidate that wins
in Danish and Faroese, repeated from (31ba) above:

(54) non-V2 e.g. ... if she has really seen the film (22a)
English: be Pers|Pers| Obl Chck| Xe° Pred| V in| X°
: Not |Dist| Head| Dist| Left Rght| ve Right
Ce Pe Te y° ye ye° Dist Pers
»»a. e V [v DP] * * * *x En
b e do [v [V DP]] * k| * *kk
c. do t [V [V DP]] * k| * gk X
d. dot t v [v DP]] * *% | * e
< e, e e V [V DP] * k| * Da/Fa
£. e e do [V [V DP]] * dk | x *xk
g. e dot [V [V DP]] * |k Tk Ex
h. dot t [V [V DPl] * Xk | * * kA kK
i. dot t t [V [V DpP}] * ok |k Tk ok kK
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However, given that do-insertion is never possible in non-negative embedded clauses, let us
also consider what happens in a V2-context, (40a), which is analysed as (55a), repeated
from (41bg). (55b) is a do-insertion case with do inserted under a functional head and the
auxiliary in the infinitive (Which film does she really have seen?), and it is harmonically
bounded by (55a). Similarly, if do was inserted under its own V°, (55d), it would be
harmonically bounded by (55c¢), which is actually the candidate that wins in Danish and
Faroese, repeated from (41bd):

(55) V2, finite auxiliary e.g. Which film has she actually seen? (40a)

English: bg Pers|Pers|| Obl Chek| X° Pred V in| X°
Not |Dist|| Head| Dist| Left| Rght ve Rght
Co peoeTeovye yeo Dist Pers
»a. V t t [V DP] * * * *EER En
b. dot t [v [v Dp] * *k | * kA kK
«c.V ttt [V DP] * k| *xK ***x* || Da/Fa
d. dot t t [V [V DP] * *k | kk Kk dok ok ok ok K

Again we see that do-insertion has a price, and although this price in this case is that
the number of Pred-Right violations goes up (with do inserted under Tense®, the auxiliary
must be inserted under a V°, which means that now both the main verb and the auxiliary
violate Pred-Right). As nothing is gained by inserting do, but a price has to be paid, do-
insertion is not possible.

6.2.6 Mixed directionality is not possible

So far the only candidates with two verbs that I have considered were ones where either
both verbs precede their complements or both verbs follow their complements. In this
section I want to show why it is justfied to exclude candidates where one verb precedes its
complement and the other follows its complement, as in (56¢,d)/(57¢c,d):

(56) En. a. Could she [, have [, seen a UFO ] 17
b. *Could she [; lyp a UFO geen] have] ?
c. *Could she [, have [ a UFO seen] 12
d. *Could she [, [yp Seen a UFO 1 havel 2
(57) a. vp b VP c. vp d vp
ve vp vp ve ve vp vp ve
—— —— — ——
ve bp bp ve Dp ve ve DP
— —— ——
De NP Do NP De NP De NP

The ungrammaticality of (56b) in English is language specific, cf. that it is possible e.g. in
German:

(58) Ge. a. *Konnte sie [\, haben [,; gesehen ein Ufo 1 ] 2
b. Kénnte sie [ [yp ein Ufo gesehen] haben ] ?
c. *Kénnte sie [y, haben [ ein Ufo gesehen] ] 2
d. *Kénnte sie [y [yp gesehen ein Ufo ] haben ] ?
Could she (have) (seen) a UFO (seen) (have)

The point here is that whereas (57a,b) are possible depending on the constraint ranking of a
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given language, (57c,d) are not found in any of the languages under discussion. This
actually follows from the analysis, as will be shown in this subsection. (That (56)-(58) may
represent a strong simplification of the data, e.g. because of the possibility of extraposition
was discussed in sections 2.6 and 3.1 above.)

Kiparsky (1996:169) and Trips & Fuss (2001) discuss a related problem in the
history of English, namely why one of four logically possible word orders in a clause with
a finite auxiliary and a finite main verb is never found:

]

(59) En. ... pet se biscop
that the bishop

a. ... wolde aheafan up bzt cild

b, ... bzt cild up aheafan wolde
c. ... wolde bzt cild up aheafan

d. * aheafan up bat cild wolde

... (would) (1ift) (up) the child (up) (1lift) (would)
(... that the bishop wanted to lift up the child)
(hypothetical Old English examples constructed by Kiparsky 1996:162, (20))

Kiparsky (1996:168-170) suggests that only the following two structures are possible:

(60) a. —1l— b, —l—
I° - vp I° Ve
—— ——
ve  vp VP yve
— —
v .

As discussed in 5.1.2 above, the present analysis shares with Kiparsky (1996:169) the
assumption that I° (like all functional heads) is always left. (60a) can give rise only to
(592), regardless of whether V°-to-I° movement takes place or not:

(61) I° [yp ¥° [yp ¥° . 11 =(60a)
En. a. ... wolde; t; aheafan wup pat cild =(59a)
a" ... wolde aheafan wup pat cild =(59a)

If V°-to-I° movement does not take place b) gives rise to (59b), and if V°-to-1°

(62) I° T Lyp «-- ve 1 v 1 =(60b)
b. ... bzt cild up aheafan wolde =(59b)
c. ... wolde; bat cild up aheafan t; =(59c)

Kiparsky (1996:169) shows that if (60a,b) are the only two possible clause structures, it is
not possible to derive (59d), which is a desirable result, as (59d) is the only type in (59)
which is not found.

If on the other hand mixed directionality was possible, i.e. if it was possible for two
VPs in the same structure (i.e. derived by the same grammar) to differ in directionality,
(60a,b) would not be the only possible clause structures, as (63a,b) would also be possible.
This again would mean that (59d) could not be ruled out, as it would be the result of (63b)
without V°-to-1° movement:
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(63) a. —L— b. ———

Ie ve I° VP
ve vp ve  V°
A ° ..

It is therefore necessary to rule out mixed directionality, which Kiparsky (1996:169)
does by stipulation, saying that (63b) has an "inconsistent syntax" (and so presumably does
(63a)). Although in Trips & Fuss (2001) the role attributed to I° by Kiparsky is given 8
Chomsky’s (1995:305) v, they also have to stipulate the impossibility of mixed
directionality. In the present analysis, this stipulation does not have to remain a stipulation
as it follows from the constraints suggested in this and the preceding chapter for
independent reasons.

The following tableau contains mixed directionality versions of all candidates in
tableau (31). In candidates (64ea-fg), the main verb follows its complement and the
auxiliary precedes its complement, whereas in candidates (64ga-hg), the main verb precedes
its complement and the auxiliary follows its complement:

(64) non-V2, finite auxiliary e.8. ... if she has really seen the film (22a)

English: be Pers|Pers|| Obl Chck| X° Pred| V in xn.,
Not |Dist|| Head| Dist| Left| Rght| ve° Right
CepeTeve e Dist Pers
»>be eV [v DP] -dist * * * *x En
< ea e e V [DP V] +dist * | * * * *
eb e Vt [DP V] +dist *1 * * > '
< ec V t t [DP V] +dist *! * * %k K * ok
ed Vttt [DP V] +dist * 1 * ko >Rk
< ee e V [DP V] +dist * | * * * *
ef vVt [DP V] +dist * 1 * * - *x
‘egVtt [DP V] +dist *1 * * * wx
« fa e e V [DP V] -dist * * 1 * *
fb eV t [DP V] -dist * *| *x **
fc Vv tt [DP V] -dist * * 1 >k x * ok &
fd vttt [DP V] -dist * T Py
« fe eV {pp V] -dist * % *
ff vVt {DP V] -dist * 1 * xS
fg vttt [DP V] -dist * * ) * ok k
< ga e e [V DP] V +dist * ! * * * *
gb e V [V DP] t +dist * ) * * * ok * %
< gc vV t [vDP] t +dist * 1 * * ok * %k k
gd V.t t [VDP] t +dist * 1 * ok k ok %k *
< ge e vV [V DP] +dist *1 * * * **
gf vV t [V DP] +dist * ! * * * F R
gg V.t £t [v DP] +dist *) * * * *k kK
< ha e e [VDP] V -dist * *1 * *
hb e V [V DP] t -dist * x| ' *x
he vVt [VDP] t -dist * * | *xx TS
hd vt t [VDP] t -dist * * 1 T e
»»he e V [V DP] -dist * * * **
hf vV t [V DP] -dist * * * dkk |
hg Vv t t [V DP] -dist * * * T

The first point to notice here is that in those cases where the auxiliary is not inserted
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under a V° but directly under Tense®, there is no sense in talking about mixed
directionality, as there is only one VP, the VP of the main verb. This is illustrated by the
two winning candidates in (64). (64be,he) only differ with respect to whether the V° under
which the auxiliary is NOT inserted precedes, (64be), or follows, (64he), its complement.
In other words, there is no difference at all, (64be,he) are identical. This is so for all
candidates where the auxiliary is inserted under Tense®, (64ee-ef) are identical to (31ce-cf)
above, (64fe-fg) to (31de-dg), (64ge-gf) to (31ae-af), and (64he-hg) to (31be-bg).

The second group of candidates which can be eliminated are those which are
harmonically bounded within the remaining set of mixed directionality candidates. This
leaves only (64ea,ec,fa,ga,gc,ha), which are repeated in tableau (65) below, Smmmﬁn with
all non-harmonically bounded candidates from (31):

(65) non-V2, finite auxiliary e.8. ... if she has really seen the film (22a) .

English: be Pers|Pers|| Obl Chck| Xe Pred| V inj Xe°
Not [Dist| Head| Dist| Left| Rght| Ve Rght
CopeToye ye Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist *1 * x * % 27
< ac V t t [V DP] +dist * ) * ok ok ok %% %% | Ic/Fr
<«ae eV [V DP] +dist w1 * * * x 27
< ba e e V [V DP] -dist * *k | *% Da/Fa
»rbe eV [V DP] -dist * * * *x En
< ca e e [DP V] V +dist * 1 * *x Fs/Ge
<cc Vit [DPV] t +dist *1 % * =% ||Yi
< ce e V [Dp V] +dist w1 * * * * 27
< da e e [DP.V] Vv -dist * * 1% Af/Du
« de e V [DP V] -dist * * 1 * * 27
< ea e e V [DP V]  +dist *1 * * * *
< ec V t t [DP V] +dist *1 * k& * Kk
« fa e e V [DP V] -dist * * | * *
< ga e e [VDP] Vv +dist *1 * * * *
< gc V t [VDP] t +dist *1 * * kK * %k %
< ha e e [VDP] V -dist * * 1 * *

The reason why (65ea,ec,fa,ga,gc,ha) are eternal losers even though they are not
harmonically bounded by a particular candidate is that they are harmonically bounded by

or o naint ic that f€&an an £o oo o ha) wiill
the other potential optimal candidates together. The point is that (65ea,ec,fa,ga,gc,ha) will

never win, no matter how the constraints are ranked, even though there is not a particular
candidate which will be more optimal in all of the cases.

Consider the case of (65ea,ga), which have identical constraint profiles. There is no
candidate which has only a subset of the violations that (65ea,ga) has, i.e. (65ea, ga) are not
harmonically bounded by any particular candidate.

Nevertheless, there is no ranking under which (65ea,ga) would be the optimal
candidates: First we have to assume Pers-Dist to be ranked above Pers-Not-Dist, otherwise
(65¢a,ga) would be out of the competition at the earliest possible point. Ranking Pers-Dist
above Pers-Not-Dist eliminates (65ba,be,da,de,fa,ha), leaving only
(65aa,ac,ae,ca,cc,ce,ea,ec,ga,gc). Now assume the two highest ranked syntactic constraints
to be Obl-Head and V-in-V°, the only syntactic constraints that are not violated by
(65¢ea,ga). This will eliminate (65ae,ce), leaving only (65aa,ac,ca,cc,ea,ec,ga,gc).

However, at this point we can go no further, it does not matter which constraint
would be ranked next, (65ea) would never be the most optimal candidate. If the next
constraint was Check, (65ea) would be less optimal than (65ac,cc,ec,gc):

Chapter 6, p. 196




(66) non-V2, finite auxiliary FIRST attempt to get (65ea,ga) to win

Pers|Pers| Obl V in| Chck| X° Pred| X°
Dist |Not Head| Vve° Dist| Left| Rght| Rght
CcopoToyo yo Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist * *1 * & * %k 27
»rac V t t [V DP] +dist * *xx%| wx%x|[c/Fr
< ca e e [DP V] V +dist * * | *k Fs/Ge
<cc VvV t [DP V] t +dist * wp* I’ % Yi
ea e e V [DP V] +dist * * 1 * * *
ec V tt [DP V] +dist * *1 x *Ex
ga e e [V DP] Vv +dist * * * * *
gc Vv t [VDP] t +dist * * 1 *xx *kx

Alternatively, if the first constraint after V-in-V° was X°-Left, (65ea) would be less
optimal than (65aa,ac):

(67) non-V2, finite auxiliary SECOND attempt to get (65ea,ga) to win

Pers|Pers| Obl V in| X° Chck| Pred| X°
Dist |Not Head| V° Left| Dist| Rght| Rght
gopoToye yo Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist * * 1 T3 * % 97
»rac V t t [V DP] +dist * *kkk| *xwki[c/Fr
< ca e e [DP V] V +dist * * 1k * Fs/Ge
< cc vV t [DP V] t +dist * * | % T ** Yi
ea e e V [DP V] +dist * 1 * * *
ec V t t [DP V] +dist * * ok k P
ga e e [V DP] Vv +dist * * * *
gc VvVt [VDP] t +dist * *okk ke

Finally, if the first constraint after V-in-V° was Pred-Right (or X°-Right), (65¢a) would
be less optimal than (65ca):

(68) non-V2, finite auxiliary THIRD attempt to get (65ea,ga) to win

Pers|Pers| Obl V in| Pred Chck| X° Xo
Dist |Not Head| ve Rght Dist| Left{ Rght
CepeTove Ve Dist Pers
< aa e e V [V DP] +dist * 1 x * ** 29
< ac Vv t t [V DP] +dist * L kkK *%x* || Ic/Fr
»rca e e [DP V] V +dist * * * %k Fs/Ge
< cc VvVt [DP V] £t +dist * * 1k * % * % Yi
ea e e V [DP V] +dist * w1 * 0 *
ec V t t [DP V] +dist * *p ok * e
ga e e [VDP] V +dist * *1 * * *
gc VvV t [V DP] t +dist * kK * * ke x

Exactly the same situation obtains for the other mixed directionality candidates,
(65ec,fa,gc,ha): No matter what the ranking is, they will never be the optimal candidates.
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6.2.7 Conclusion

This section, 6.2, showed how the unique situation concerning the English auxiliaries not
only could be derived but had to be derived, given the set of constraints and their ranking
already introduced to account for do-insertion, in section 6.1 above.

This further made the prediction that any language that shows the kind of
differences between main and auxiliary verbs that are found in English will also have do-
insertion, and vice versa.

Given that English auxiliaries, including light do, can be inserted higher in the
clause than under V°, why is this not an option for main verbs? That it is not an option is
seen form the fact that main verbs have a different syntax from auxiliary verbs in English.
It was suggested that the answer to this was that only non-thematic verbs could be inserted
outside VP. Thematic verbs inserted directly outside VP would not be able to assign their
thematic roles, and so the result would be arguments without thematic roles, which was
taken to be impossible (ruled out by GEN).

This leaves open the possibility of inserting other verbs outside VP, as long as they
are non-thematic, and this is precisely what happens in English: The auxiliaries be, do,
have, and the modal verbs, but also the main verb be are inserted outside VP, which is
why they precede any sentential adverbials in English, in contrast to English finite main
verbs.

The insertion of such verbs outside VP further means that there is nothing to be
saved by insertion of light do, Pred-Right is already only violated once, by the main verb
in V°. This is why do-insertion is impossible with the auxiliaries e, do, have, with the
main verb be, and with the modal verbs (but not impossible with other main verbs,
including do and kave).

Finally it was shown that the analysis correctly predicts that there are no languages
with mixed verbal directionality (i.e. no language exists where some verbs prefer VO,
others OV).
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6.3 Negation and the Head Movement Constraint

This section continues the discussion of light do in English and what it corresponds to in the
other languages. Whereas section 6.1 above concentrated on do-insertion in V2
constructions, here the focus will be on do-insertion in negative clauses, cf. (69) below.

In 6.3.1, a new constraint, the Head Movement Constraint, and its ranking is
introduced. In some of the following subsections, the four types of negated clauses are
discussed: In 6.3.2, embedded clauses with no auxiliary, in 6.3.4, embedded clauses with
an auxiliary, in 6.3.5, V2 with no auxiliary, and in 6.3.6, V2 with an auxiliary.

Two other subsections discuss related issues: 6.3.3 accounts for why emphatic
clauses have a syntax similar to negated clauses, i.e. do-insertion, but only with thematic
verbs. 6.3.7 discusses typological predictions of the analysis, and shows how the history of
English may provide support for some of these predictions. Finally, the conclusion comes
in6.3.8.

6.3.1 Introduction

Light do is not triggered only in V2 contexts in English, but also in clauses that contain a
sentential negation. Again English is the only language to have do-insertion, the other
languages under discussion have finite main verbs in exactly the same position that finite
main verbs occupy in embedded clauses with no negation:

(69) En. ... if she did not see the film
(70) a. Da. ... om hun ikke sa filmen
b. Fa. ... um hon ikki sd filmin

if she not saw film-the

(71) a. Ic. ... hvort hin sa ekki myndina
b. Fr. ... si elle ne yoyait pas le film
c. Yi. ... oyb zi zet nisht dem f£ilm
if she sees/saw not the film
(72) a. Af. ... of sy die rolprent nie sien nie
b. Du. ... of ze de £film niet zag
c. Fs. ... oft se de film net seach
d. Ge. ... ob sie den Film nicht gah
if she the film not sees/saw

I shall take the structure of (71b), (69) and (70a) to be the following, cf. (85ac,be,ba)
below:

(73) ce Pers® Tns°® Neg® V°
a. Fr. ... si elle ne vovait; t; pas t; le film
b. En. ... if she did not see the film
c. ba. ... om hun . ikke s& filmen

The structure of (69) is like the one in (73a) and the structure of (70b) is like the one in
(73c). With the difference that order inside the VPs is OV instead of VO, the structure of
(70b) corresponds to (73a) and the structure of (72a-d) to (73c).

One might attempt (as I myself did in earlier work, Vikner 1996) to explain the
different effects of negation in the various languages by saying that Neg® could not be part
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of the verb chain in English (nor being an X° in Neg®), but the verb could move through
Neg® in the other languages (Danish ikke, Faroese ikki, Icelandic ekki, French pas, Yiddish
nisht, Afrikaans nie, Dutch niet, Frisian net, and German nicht all being XPs in NegP-
Spec). This could be achieved by two constraints, e.g. Negation=X° and Negation=XP
which would be ranked one way in English and the other way in the other languages, but
such an approach would not seem to be particularly insightful.

Instead, I want to show, as in Vikner (2000:445), that it is possible to account for
the data using only constraints that are independently necessary, in particular V-in-V° and
the Head Movement Constraint (HMC):

(74) HMC (Head Movement Constraint)
violated by any X° which intervenes in an X°-chain with a different index
An X° intervenes in an X°-chain when it c-commands a link of the chain and is
c-commanded by another link of the chain. The HMC is violated when X°-
movement "skips" a head-position. See Travis (1984:131), Baker (1988:53), Rizzi
(1990:11, 2000:92), Roberts (2000).

The independent need for V-in-V° was discussed in section 6.1 above. I also assume that
there is independent need for the HMC, namely to distinguish between the following two
candidates for a V2 sentence corresponding to ... that they could have left:

(75) ce Pers® Tns® ve ve
En. a. Could they ¢t t have left?
| — JL H
b. *Have they ¢t could ¢t “_.,mmnu
L JL _Vn | — ]

X} (based on Rizzi 1990:11, (24))

The only relevant difference is that in (75b), the chain of the verb in C° violates HMC
(could intervenes in the chain between have in C° and a trace of have in V°), whereas this
is not the case in (75a). This is not specific to English, but valid for all the languages under
discussion here.

To account for negated clauses, no further ranking differences between the
languages are necessary, just one additional constraint, namely the above-mentioned Head
Movement Constraint (HMC). The HMC may be taken to be ranked the same in all the
languages, so that no more ranking differences are necessary than the ones already argued
for in previous sections:
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(76) v
Pers|Pers Obl [V in Xe° Pred|HMC |Chck Xe not
Dist |Not Head|Ve Left {Rght Dist Rght| attested
Dist Pers
_ I " f :
Pers|Pers Obl |V in Chck Xo Pred|HMC Xe° French/
Dist |Not Head|Ve Dist Left [Rght Rght| Icelandic
Dist Pers
[ I |
—_ T T 1
Pers |Pers|Obl Chck X° Pred|HMC V in[xe English
Not |Dist|/Head Dist Left |Rght ve Rght
Dist Pers
| T _ “ :
Pers|Pers|Obl |V in Chck Xe Pred|HMC Xe Danish/
Not |[Dist|Head|Vve Dist Left |Rght Rght ] Faroese
Dist Pers
. _ [ ! !
Pers|Pers(Obl |V in Chck [Pred|x° HMC Xo Dutch/
Not |DistjHead|V® Dist|Rght|keft Rght| Afrikaans
Dist 3 Pers
! | I |
Pers|Pers Obl [V in Chck |Pred|Xx° HMC Xo Yiddish
Dist [Not Head|Ve Dist |Rght |Left Rght
Dist Pers
_ I ——!
Pers|Pers Obl |V in|Pred|Chck Xo HMC Xo German/
Dist |Not Head|Ve Rght |Dist Left Rght | Frisian
Dist Pers
A
NEW

I would like to suggest that the HMC is violated whenever Neg® intervenes in the
verb chain in any of the languages (i.e. when Pers® and Tense® c-command Neg® and
Neg® c-commands V°), which is the case whenever a sentence contains a sentential

.

Perse TenseP

e E—

Tense® NegP

R

Neg© vp

Jys——

ve

Notice that the NegP here is taken to be inside TenseP, not vice versa, as opposed to what
is commonly assumed in the literature, e.g. Pollock (1989:397), Belletti (1990:30), and
Haegeman (1995:28). See however Zanuttini (1997:101) for arguments in favour of four
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different NegPs.

In order to also have the occurrence of a sentential negation count as a HMC
violation in languages where the finite verb occurs in V°, the licensing of person and tense
in such languages needs to be examined more closely.

As discussed in 5.1.1 above, it might be more accurate to talk about two different
kinds of licensing of person and tense morphology on finite verbs. In addition to the
(violable) checking which requires movement to Pers® of verbs with distinctive person
morphology (regulated by the ranking of Check-Dist-Pers), I also assume that even in
cases where the verb remains in V°, Pers® and Tense® obligatorily license the closest
inflectional morphemes of the relevant kind that they dominate or c-command, cf. that also
verbs which do not undergo V°-to-I° movement are not allowed to have just any inflection
for person or tense:

Pers® Tng° Adv h'Ad
(78) En. a. ... if she really knows the answer
b. *... if she really know the answer
c. *... if they really knows the answer
d. if they . really know the answer
Pers® Tns° Adv ve
(79) Fa. a. um hon virkuliga s& £ilmin
b. * um hon virkuliga sdéu filmin
if she really saw.SG/saw.PL film-the
c. *... um teir virkuliga gi filmin
d. um teir virkuliga séu filmin
if they really saw.SG/saw.PL film-the

The idea is that this kind of licensing from Pers® and Tense® to the actual verb
form in V° takes the form of an X°-chain, and so if the sentence contains an intervening
sentential Neg®, this counts as a HMC violation, as in (75) above:

ce Pers® Tns® Neg® V°
(80) a. Fr. ... si elle ne yoyait ¢t pas t le film
S Y W
b. En. ... if she (P°) did not see the film
]
c. Da. ... om hun (po) (T°) dikke s& filmen

e x =l

We thus have a situation parallel to that in V2 clauses without auxiliaries discussed
in 6.1.2 above. Also here English prefers to insert do, although this costs a violation of V-
in-V°, whereas in the other languages, where V-in-V* is ranked much higher, not violating
V-in-V* is more important than not violating the conflicting constraint, in this case HMC.
In the V2 cases the conflicting constraint was Pred-Right. The fact that the constraint with
which V-in-V° conflicts is not the same in the two cases opens the door to the possibility
that languages might exist with do-insertion in one but not the other case.

This analysis is thus parallel to analyses that take not to be in Neg® and to block the
formation of a chain between V° and I° (e.g. Pollock 1989:397, Roberts 1993:338, n21).

Notice, however, that I do not necessarily want to suggest that the negative elements
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(Danish ikke, Faroese ikki, Icelandic ekki, French pas, Yiddish nisht, Afrikaans nie, Dutch
niet, Frisian net, and German nicht) 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
element of negation, Neg® may count as an intervener in a verb chain across it in any of the
languages under discussion.

This has often been assumed about NegP-spec, i.e. that NegP-spec may block the
formation of A-bar-chains, irrespective of whether it is filled or not. Cinque (1990b:80)
and Rizzi (1990:15) and many others assume that it is because NegP-spec cannot be part of
an A-bar-chain that extraction (of adjuncts) across a negation element in NegP-spec is
impossible, as shown by (81) below, which are often called "negative islands" in the
literature, and which contrast with (82) where the extraction does not cross a negation:

(81) a. Da. *Det er frygteligt hvor klog du ikke er ¢t
It 1is terrible how clever you not are
— _Vn I}
T

b. Ge. *Es ist schrecklich wie klug du nicht t bist

It is terrible how clever you not are
[x[
(82) a. Da. Det er frygteligt hvor dum du er. t
It 1is terrible how stupid you are
e |

b. Ge. Es ist schrecklich wie dumm du t bist

It is terrible how stupid you are
e =l (Vikner 1995a:21, fn 4)

These data are completely parallel in English, irrespective of whether the negation is not or
n't

(83) En. a. *It is terrible how clever you are not t

b. *It is terrible how clever you aren’t ¢t

e S

c. It is terrible how stupid you are t

e | (Vikner 1995a:21, fn 4)

The point here is that 't is generally taken to be part of a X° and not to occupy an
XP-position, cf. that it moves along to C° under V2:

(84) En. a. *Why are you t n’'t listening to me?
b. Why aren’t you t listening to me?
e
c. *Why are not you t listening to me?
d. Why are you t not listening to me?
L I

So even an apparently empty NegP-spec as in (83b) may block extraction of an XP.

I want to suggest something very parallel about Neg®, it cannot form part of the
verb chain, and therefore X °-movement (verb movement) across it is in violation of the
HMC, (74) above. Where then exactly not, ikke, ikki, ekki, pas, nisht, nie, niet, net, nicht,
etc. actually are, in NegP-spec, Neg®, or somewhere else, is a different question (for a
discussion of the possibilities with respect to Italian and related languages, see Zanuttini
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1997:23, 101). This means that the above analysis is compatible with Roberts’ (2000:147,
fn11) 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).

6.3.2 Negated embedded clause with no auxiliary
The data to be accounted for are the negated versions of examples from 5.2 and 6.1.3

above, i.e. (69)-(72). English has do, the other languages have finite main verbs in exactly
the same position that finite main verbs have in embedded clauses with no negation.

(85) non-V2, finite main verb, negated e.g. ... if she did not see the film (69)
English: be Pers|Pers|Obl Chck| Xe Pred HMC| V Xe
Not |[DistjHead| Dist| Left| Rght in | Right
Ce po Te° [VP] Dist Pers Vo
< aa e e not VDP +d| *! * * * * 27
ab e V not t DP +d| *! * *k * *x
< ac V t not £t DP +df| *! *kok * ok ok Ic/Fr
ad V t t not t DP +djj *! dokok ok * Hok ok K
< ae e do not V DP +d| *! * * * * % 27
af do t not V DP +d| *! * * * e
ag dot t not VDP +df *! * * * o
< ba e e not VDP -d * * 1 * Da/Fa
bb e V not t DP -d * *k | * *x
bc V t not t PP -d * *k |k * * % *
bdv t t not t DP -d * *k kx| * kA x
»»be e do not VDP -d * * * * % En
bf do t. not V DP -d * * * FH k]
bg dot t not VDP -d * * * T
Pers|Pers|Obl Chck| X° Pred HMC| V Xe
Not |Dist||Head| Dist| Left| Rght in Right
Ce pe Te [vP] Dist Pers Ve
< ca e e not DP V +dff *! . * * * Fs/Ge
cb e V not DP t +df *! * * * * *
< cc V t not DP t +d| *! * ** * ok Yi
cd V t t not DP t +d| *! * *kx * kK
< ce e do not DP V +dj *I * * * * 2?7
cf do t not DP V. +d|| *! * * * *k
cg dot t not DP V +df| *! * * * * ok ok
< da e e notDPV -d * *1 * Af/Du
db e V not DP t ~-d * * * *
dc V t notDP t -d * *k * * %
dd Vv t t notDP t -d * *kk * ko
< de e do not DP V -d * * * 22
df dot not DP V -d * * * %k
dg dot t not DPV -d * * *xx

(85ae-ag,be-bg,ce-cg,de-dg) are candidates with do-insertion, (85aa-ad,ba-bd,ca-cd,da-dd)
are candidates without do-insertion, as can be seen from whether there is a verb or a trace
present inside the VP.

Insertion.of do in negative clauses only takes place when HMC is ranked higher
than V-in-V°: Because do is inserted above NegP, no X°-chain is formed in which Neg®
would count as an intervener, and therefore HMC prefers insertion of light do to
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movement of the main verb. V-in-V°, on the other hand, prefers movement of the main
verb to insertion of light do, even if this costs a violation of HMC.

In the following tableaux for the same case in the different languages, only
candidates which are not harmonically bounded (i.e. which are not eternal losers) are
considered.

(85’) non-V2, finite main verb, negated €.8. ... if she did not see the film (69)

English: be Pers|Pers|| Obl Chck| Xo° Pred| HMC | V in| X°

Not |Dist| Head| Dist| Left| Rght ve Rght
PeoTe [VP] Dist Pers

<« aa e e not VDP +d| *! * * * ¥

<« ac Vt not t DP +dff *! * ok * * k%

<4 ae e do not V DP +df *! * * * * &

«baee notVDP -d * * *1 *

»»be e do not v DP -d * * * * %

<caee notDPV +df *! * * *

<« ccVEt not DP t +df *! * T * * ok

4 ce e do not DP V +d| *! * * * *

<daee notbPV -d * *

<« de e do not DP. V -d * * *

English is the only language where HMC is ranked higher than V-in-V°, (85%), and
therefore the only language to have do-insertion in negative clauses. In all the other

languages V-in-V° is ranked higher than HMC, and therefore there is no do-insertion in
negative clauses.

(86)  non-V2, finite main verb, negated e.g. ... om hun ikke sa filmen (70a)

e.g. ... um hon ikki sd filmin (70b)

Danish/Faroese: ba Pers| Obl V in| Chck| Xe° Pred} HMC Xe

Dist| Head| V° Dist| Left| Rght Rght
peT°  [VP] Pers

<« aa e e pot V DP * * * *

4 ac V t not t DP *kx * ok &

< ae e do not V DP * * * *k

»»ba e e not V DP * * * *

<« be e do not vV DP * * ] * %

<« ca ee notDP V * * *

4 cc Vit notDP t * * % * * %

4 ce e do not DP V * * * *

«daee notbP V * * 1 *

< de e do not DP V * * 1 * *

Once V-in-V* is given a high ranking in all languages except English, the possibility of do-
insertion disappears, and the differences between the other languages can be derived as
before, cf. the following corollaries, repeated from 5.2 and 6.2.2 above:

(87) a. Pers-Not-Dist > > Pers-Dist - Non-distinctive inflectional morphology
b. Pers-Dist >> Pers-Not-Dist - Distinctive inflectional morphology

(88) a. Pred-Right >> Check - no V°-to-I° movement (regardless of verbal inflection)
b. Check >> Pred-Right - V°-to-I° movement (iff rich verbal inflection)
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(89) a. Pred-Right >> X°-Left » OV (93)  non-V2, finite main verb, negated e.g. ... o\.w se de film net seach (72c)
b. X°-Left >> Pred-Right - VO €.8. ... ob sie den Film nicht sah (72d)
Frisian/German: ca Pers|Pers|| Obl V in| Pred| Chck| Xe HMC Xe
(90) non-V2, finite main verb, negated €.g. ... of sy die rolprent nie &w: nie (72a) pore  [ve] Dist wan Head| ve Rght wwww Left Rght
e.g. ... of ze de film niet zag (72b) v T e e = = = = —
Afrikaans/Dutch: da Pers|Pers{ Obl V in| Chck| Pred| X° HMC Xe <« ac Vt not t DP +d * FIET * ok x
Not |Dist|| Head| ve Dist| Rght| Left Rght 4 ae e do not V DP +d * * | * * *k
peTe  [VP] Dist Pers <«baee notvDpp -df *! * * *
<« aa e e not V DP +d| *! * * * * < be e do not V DP__-d|| *1 ¥ * vy
<ac VvVt nott DP +df *! ol * ol »»ca € € not DP V _ +d * * * *
<« ae e do not V DP +d| *! * * * ulll <« ccVt notDP t +d * * % * * %
<«ba ee not VDP -d * *! * * < ce e do not DP V +d * *1 * * *
<« be e do not VDP -d * *1 * ol <«daee not DP V -dj *! * *
<« ca e e not DP V +d|f *! * * * <« de e do not DPp Vv -df *t * * *
<cc Vt not DP t +d| *! ** * * el
4 ce e do not DP V_ +dj| *! > * * [ * As was shown above, even when harmonically bounded candidates are filtered out, there
*rda e e not DP V -d * — H l T were still ten potential winning candidates left.
1deedonot DRV -d - = Six of these are actually found: (85ac) in Icelandic and French, (85ba) in Danish
(91) non-V2, finite main verb, negated e.g. ... si elle ne voyait pas le film (71b) and Huma‘ommm, .&ucmv in English, (85ca) in Frisian and German, (85cc) in Yiddish, and
: e.g. ... hvort hiin sd ekki myndina (71a) (85da) in Afrikaans and Dutch.
: = = oo T xe (85aa) would no longer be a potential winner if we assume a conjoined constraint of
Teelandic/French: ac ] oo o BN rox| Tose MMMn Rght the type discussed in 5.3.3 above: In order to be more optimal than (85ac), (85aa) would
pere  [VP] Dist Pers need (Pred-Right and) X°-Right to outrank all other syntactic constraints, but if there was
<aaee not VDP id * *1 * * * a conjoined constraint Check & Pred-Right, it would outrank both Pred-Right and X°-
»rac V.t not t DP +d * . HI * HH* Right, and this conjoined constraint would be violated only by (85aa), not by (85ac).
+ae e do not VDP +d S i - 5 > + Therefore if there was a conjoined constraint Check & Pred-Right, (85aa) could never be
“ ww M Mo MMM « ww Hm 1 5 * o more optimal than (85ac).
~cacc notDPV id > * 1 * * Also potential winners: (85ae,ce,de). (85ae) is a VO-language with rich inflection
<«ccVt not DP t +d * *! ** * ** and do-insertion. (85ce,de) are OV-languages with do-insertion, cf. the various unattested
< ce e do not DP V__+d * *! * * * language types in previous sections and chapters.
«daee notDPV -d| *! * *
<« de e do not DP V. -d| *! * * *
(92) non-V2, finite main verb, negated e.g. ... oyb zi zet nisht dem film (71c) 6.3.3 Emphatic do
Yiddish: cc wwwm MMMm mww a «o in mwmm mmmm H.m £t HHC wmyn We are now in a position to see why do is also obligatory under emphasis, as hinted at at
peTe  [VP] Dist Pers the end of 6.1.3 above. The point was that because do-insertion is costly (the price is a
<an e e Lot vV DP +d * *1 * * * violation of V-V°), it is only inserted when something is gained, and otherwise it is
<ac Vt nott DP +d * el * ol impossible. The following data might seem problematic for this view:
<« ae e do not V DP +d * *1 * * il
«baee not VDP -d) *! * * * (94) En. a. I swear that she saw the film
<« be e do not V DP__ -dj| *! * ol ol b." I swear that she DID see the film
«caee notDPV +d * *1 * *
oo V t mot DP £t +d * > * * H* However, I would like to suggest (as in Vikner 2000:456, following Trachtenberg
s ce e donot DP V_+d * b l H - 1996) that the reason for the well-formedness of (94b) with emphatic or contrastive stress
“ wm e M aom ww M Hw H_ - m m on do is precisely that something IS gained by inserting do here which makes it worthwhile
522000 = to incur the violation of V-V*° that is always incurred by insertion of do under Tense®.
If we assume with e.g. Pollock (1989:421, fn 51), Belletti (1990:39), and Laka
(1990) that empbhasis is an independent functional head above V©, just like Neg®, cf. the
preceding subsection, then just like with Neg®, both moving a finite verb across this X°
and leaving a finite verb below this X° will violate the HMC, whereas insertion of do
Chapter 6, p. 206 Chapter 6, p. 207




under Tense® will avoid a violation of the HMC. )

In e.g. Danish, where V-V° is ranked higher than HMC, the analysis correctly
predicts that emphasis, like negation, does not make any difference for the position and
form of the finite verb:

(95) Da. a. Jeg svarger pa at hun virkelig SA filmen
I swear on that she really saw film-the

b. *Jeg svarger pa at hun GJORDE virkelig se filmen
I swear on that she DID . really see film-the

6.3.4 Negated embedded clause with an auxiliary

The data to be derived here are the negated versions of examples from 6.2.2 above, where
the finite auxiliaries have exactly the same position as in non-negated clauses.

(96) a. En. ... if she has not seen the film
b. Ic hvort hin hafi ekki sé&3 myndina
e¢. Fr. ... si elle n‘a pas vu le film
d. vi. ... oyb zi hot nisht gezen dem film
(97) a. Da. ... om hun ikke har set filmen
b. Fa um hon ikki hevur sad filmin
... 1f she not has seen film-the
(98) a. Af. ... of sy die rolprent nie gesien het nie
b. Du. ... of ze de film niet gezien heeft
c. Fs oft se ‘de film net sjoen hat
d. Ge . ob sie den Film nicht gesehen hat
... if she the film not seen has

The tableau looks as follows:

(99) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated e.g. ... if she has not seen the film

i ° c| v | xe
Frgtien: be Nor_ |Dist| ®a | pist| Left| mene | | in| mignt
cepere Ve ve Dist Pers ve
< aa e e not V [V DP] +df *! * ok * * 79
ab e V not t [V DP] +d| *! * *kk * e
<ac  V t not £ [V DP] +df *! T * *x+% ||Ic/Fr
ad V t t not t [V DP] +df *! Sk ek * I
< ae e V not [V DP] +d| *! * * * *x 27
af V t not [V DP] +df *! * * * gy
ag V t t not [v DP] +dj *! * * * * ok kK
<ba e e notV [VDP] -d * k| * % Da/Fa
bb e V not t [V DP] -d * k| K * *kk
bc V't not t [V DP] -d * dk | kk * T
bd V t t not £t [V DP] -d * I * ok k
»»be e V not [v DP] -4 * * * *x En
bf V t not {v pP] -d * * * *kk |
bg V t t not [v DP] -d * * * kx| K

(continued on the next page)

Chapter 6, p. 208

(continued from the previous page)

Pers|Pers| Obl| Chck| X° Pred HMC| Vv Xo
Not |!Dist| H4 Dist| Left Rght in Right
cepoTo Ve ye Dist Pers ve
< ca e e not [DP V] V +d|f *! * ** * Fs/Ge
cb e V not [DP V] t +djf *! * * e * * *
<« cc V t not [DP V] t +d| =*! * % - * ** Yi
cd V t t not [DP V] t +df *: ok >k * TS
<ce e Vot [DP V] +d| *! * * * * 2
cf  V t not [DP V] +df] *! * * * *%
cg V t t not [DP V] +d| *! * * ¥ ok
< da e e not [DP V] V -d * * 1% * Af/Du
db e Voot [DP V] t -4 * 1 x * * *
dc V t not [DP V] t -4 * 1k * % * * %
dd Vt t not [DP V] t -4 * 1% P * %k
< de e V not [DP V] -d * * | * * 29
daf V t not [DP V] -d * * | * ok
_dg VvVt t not [DP V] -d * * * Fk ok

In the candidates (99ae-ag,be-bg,ce-cg,de-dg), the auxiliary verb is inserted directly under
Tense®. One advantage of this is the minimising of the violations of Pred-Right (only
violated once in VO-languages and not violated in OV-languages at all), because the only
predicate head, the main verb, remains where it is inserted, and does not add extra
violations when moving to Tense® or Pers®. Another advantage which is crucial is that
these candidates avoid violating the HMC in negated clauses: As the auxiliary is inserted
above NegP, no X°-chain is formed in which Neg® would count as an intervener.

In the candidates (99aa-ad,ba-bd,ca-cd,da-dd), the auxiliary verb is inserted under a
Ve. Although this has more violations of Pred-Right and HMC, it has the advantage of not
violating V-in-V°,

In this and the other competitions in this chapter which involves negated clauses and
an auxiliary verb, (99) above and (114) in 6.3.6 below, candidates are not taken into
consideration that contain both do and the auxiliary have. As discussed in section 6.2.5
above, such candidates can all be shown to be harmonically bounded. The advantage of do-
insertion directly under Tense® is that it avoids violations of the HMC, as shown in 6.3.2
above. Do-insertion candidates in negated clauses with an auxiliary remain eternal losers,
they are harmonically bounded by insertion of the auxiliary under Tense®. The latter have
the same advantage, and less violations of e.g. Pred-Right in VO-languages and X°-Left in
OV-languages, because if do is inserted under Tense®, the auxiliary has to be inserted
under a V*° and will count for Pred-Right if the VP is VO and for X°-Left if the VP is
OV, neither of which would be the case given direct insertion of the auxiliary under
Tense®.

In the following tableaux for the same case in the different languages, only
candidates which are not harmonically bounded (i.e. which are not eternal losers) are
considered.
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(99°) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated

€.8. ... if she has not seen the film (96a)

English: be Pers|Pers|| Obl Chck| X° Pred| HMC V in| X°

Not |Dist| Head| Dist| Left Rght ve Rght
peTe Ve ve Dist Pers

<« aa e e not V [V DP] +d| *! * ok * *%

< ac V t not t [V DP] +d| =*! *k kx| * *k kK

<« ae e V not [v DP] +df *! * * * *k

<« ba e e npot v [V DP] -d * LA} * *k

»»be e V not v op] -d * * * *%

<« ca e e not [DP V] V +d|f *! * *k *

<« ccV t not [DP V] t +d| *! * % *k * ok

<« ce e V not [DP V] +d|f| *! * * * *

<« da e e not [DP V] V -d d* Wi *

< de e V not [DP V] -4 * *1 * *

English is the only language where HMC is ranked higher than V-in-V°, (99°), and

therefore the only language to have auxiliaries inserted under Tense® (also) in negative
clauses. In all the other languages V-in-V° is ranked higher than HMC, and therefore there
is no auxiliary-insertion directly under Tense® in negative clauses.

(100) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated

e.g. ... om hun ikke har set filmen (97a)
e.g. ... um hon ikki hevur sced filmin (97b)

Danish/Faroese: ba Pers |Pers| Obl V in| Chck| X° Pred| HMC Xe

Not |[Dist{ Head| ve° Dist| Left| Rght Rght
peTe Ve ve Dist Pers

<4 aa e e not V [V DP] +d| *! * * % * *x

< ac V t not t [V DP] +d| *! *kkk |k ok kx

<« ae e V not [V DP] +d| =*! * * * %

»»ba e e not Vv [V DP] -4 * *% * * %

<« be e V not [v DP] -4 * * | * %%

< ca e e not [DP V] V +d| *! * *x *

<« cc V t not [DP V] t +d| *! * % * * * %

< ce e V not [DP V] +d|| *! * * * *

« da e e not [DP V] V -4 * * 1 x *

<« de e V not [DP V] -d * * ! * *

Once V-in-V*° is given a high ranking in all languages except English, the possibility of
auxiliary-insertion under Tense® disappears, and the differences between the other
languages can be derived as in the various competions above, e.g. in 5.2, in 6.2.2, and in

6.3.2 above:
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(101) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated

€.g. ... of sy die rolprent nie gesien het nie (98a)
€.8. ... of ze niet de film gezien heeft (98b)

Afrikaans/Dutch: da Pers|Pers| Obl V in| Chck| Pred| Xx° HMC Xe
Not |Dist| Head| Vv° Dist| Rght| Left Rght
peTe Ve yeo Dist Pers
< aa e e not V [V DP] +df *! * ** * o
< ac V t not £t [V DP] +df =*! ok Kk * dk Ak
<« ae e V not [V DP] +d| *1 * * * *x
<« ba e e not Vv [V DP] -d * * 1k * * %
<« be e V not [v DP] -d * * ] * %
4 ca e e not [DP V] V +d] *1 * % *
4 cc V t not [DP V] t +df *! % % * %
<« ce e V not [DP V] +d| *! * * * *
»»da e e not [DP V] V -d * * % *
<« de e V not [DP V] -d * * | * *
(102) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated €.8. ... hvort hiin hafi ekki sé6 myndina (96b)
e.g. ... si elle n’a pas vu le film (96c)
Icelandic/French: ac Pers|Pers|| Obl V in| Chck| X° Pred| HMC Xo
Dist |Not Head) ve Dist| Left Rght Rght
poTe Ve .ye Dist Pers
< aa e e not V [V DP] +d * * 1 ok * Fx
»»ac V t not t [V DP] +d * wkkE | * Iy
<« ae e V not [v DP] +d * * 1 * * *x
<« ba e e not Vv [V DP] -4 * * *x
<« be e V not [v DP] -d * * *
<« ca e e not [DP V] V +d * * 1 % *
<« cc V t not [DP V] t +d * * 1k * % * * %
<4 ce e V not [Dp V] +d * * | * * Y
<da e e not [DP V] V -4 dk *
<« de e V not [DP V] -dj| *! * * *
(103) non-V2, finite auxiliary, negated €.8. ... 0yb 7 hot nisht gezen dem film (96d)
Yiddish: cc Pers|Pers| Obl | V in| Chck| Pred | x° HMC | X°
Dist |Not Head| vo Dist| Rght Left Rght
poTeo Ve ye Dist Pers
<4 aa e e not V [V DP] +d * x| *x * *x
<4 ac V t not t [V DP] +d * *kk |k * >k k K
< ae e V not [V DP] +d * *1 * * Iy
< ba e e not V [V DP] -gdf *! *x * *x
<« be e V not [V DP] -d| *! * * *k
< ca e e not [DP V] V +d * * ! ok *
»»cc V t not [DP V] t +d * *x ** * TS
<« ce e V not [DP V] +d * * * * *
<« da e e not [DP V] V -dff *! * % *
< de e V not [DP V] -d| *! * * *
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