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In the welcome rush to study lingustic universals, narrow parochial questions of the
syntax of English tendto get ignared. Thispaper isastudyof anarrow parochia question of the
syntax of English: the caegorizaion of the infinitive marker to. Naturaly, the resolution of
questions of this nature will aso have mnsequences for atheory of Universal Grammar.

For the most part, we will try to remain as theory-neutral as possble. This means that
theory-internal argumentswill not beinvoked. However, the conclusionthat weread will have
clea theoreticd implicaions. We a so must assime sometheory of categories. Wewill assume
afairly conventional X theoretic view of categories (Chomsky 1986 Bresnanto appea). Inthe
verbal/clausal system, we asaume the existence of three caegories. V(erb), I(nfl), and
C(omplementizer). The category V isthe lexicd core of a dausal congtituent. The cdegory |
caries tense, aspedual, and agreament feaures. in English, modal auxili aries belongto this
caegory and (in surfaceconstituent structure) tensed forms of be and auxili ary haveoccupythe
| position aswell. In other languages, all tensed verb forms may bein I, or | may always be a
(morphosyntadicaly) free form with no \erbal elements.! The caegory C is the familiar
caegory of complementizers. In English, the spedfier position of IPisthe (surfacg position of
subjeds and the speafier position of CPisthe (surface paosition of wh operators. We take this
to be a fairly midde-of-the-road position: unlike some lexicdist reseachers, we accet the
caegory Infl, but unlike much reseacch in the GB/Minimalist tradition, we do ot reagnze
other functional caegories (AGR, ASP, TRANS, etc.) which are nat lexicdly justifiable.

There sean to be three basic views in the theoreticd literature concerning the
caegorizaionof to: C (Postal andPullum 1978 Falk 1984, Sag andWasow 1999, | (Chomsky
1981, Koster and May 1982, and V (Pullum 1982 Pollard and Sag 1994.2 Couched in this
superficial disagreament is the consensus that to is a head within the clausal system: it heads
either aCP, an IP, or aVP.

*This paper was inspired by Pullum (1982. | hereby adknowledge this debt. This paper has benefitted
from commentson eali er drafts by Joan Bresnan, Edit Doron, Tsipi Kuper-Blau, AnitaMittwoch, andYad Ziv.

AsinPullum (1982, the sampl e sentencesin thispaper areinhabited by charadersfromSTAR TREI.
| would like to thank the producers of the various STAR TRERK series, and the late Gene Roddenberry, for
creaing such a “fascinating” universe.

"Whether Infl can include sublexica feaures is a theory-internal question: in derivational theories it
generally does, while in theories that have some version d the lexicd integrity principle (such asLFG) it does
not.

?In addition, Mittwoch (1990 argues that to is a modal auxili ary, without committing to a spedfic
caegory identity.
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We asaume the head status of to in what follows. (For discusson and rejedion of other
paosshiliti es, seePullum 1982)

The paosition to be argued for hereisthat to isamember of caegory C. The argument
will besomewhat indired. Wewill first show that theto infinitive must beaCP. Thisconstitutes
anindirea argument for the C-hoodof to, becaiseit seansto head aCP. However, the CP-hood
of ato infinitive does not necessarily mean that to is C, because infinitives could also be
anayzed withto as| or V with anull complementizer heading the CP. We will then proceel to
show that arguments purporting to show that toisan | or V are faulty.

1. Infinitives as CP
I nfiniti ves must be CPsbecaisethey havethe samedistributionas CPs. In environments

whereit ispossbleto distingtish between CP, IP,2 and VP distribution, it isclea that infinitives
pattern with CPs.* For example, CPs can be subjeds; IPs and VPs cannd. Infiniti ves can also
be subjeds.’

2 a That Kirk defeaed a Gorn surprised me.
b.  *Kirk defeaed a Gorn surprised me.
C. *Defea a Gorn surprised / would surprise me.
d To defea a Gorn would surprise me.

The CP statusof infiniti vesal so emergesfrom aconsiderationof complementsto various
caegories. For example, CPs and infinitives can serve & arguments to nours, while IPs and
VPs canna.

® a Picard'sintention that the Enterprise would fight the Borg
b.  *Picad'sintentionthe Enterprise would fight the Borg

3 am assuminghere that finite clauseswith noovert evidenceof acomplementizer or material in[SFEC,
CP] are bare | Ps, rather than CPswith null complementizers. In atheory in whichthisisimpasshble, IPshave no
distribution other than as complement of C. | am also assumingthat the analysis of Raising-to-Subjed infinitives
and ECM/Raising-to-Objed infinitives as bare IPsis nat agiven. It seemsto methat thisisa paosition that needs
to be argued for rather than stipulated for theory-internal reasons. If the conclusionto be readed herethat tois
not an | iscorrea, thisanalysis of Raising infiniti ves must be wrong

“Many of thedistributional properties would also be consistent with the to infinitival beinga PP, which
isitshistoricd source. For arguments against a PPanalysis, seePullum (1982.

*This argument is mentioned by Poll ard and Sag (1994. However, sincethey accet Pullum's (1982
analysis of to asa verb, they analyzeinfinitives of thiskind as having an empty complementizer. The structure
(repladng their VP[comp] with CP) is:

() [cp € [yp to defea a Gorn)]
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C. *Picad'sintention fight(ing) the Borg
d. Picad'sintentionto fight the Borg

VPs canna serve a complements to adjedives, CPs, IPs, and infinitives can.

4 a proudthat he servesin Starfled
b. proud he servesin Starflee
c
d

*proudserve/serving in Starfled
proudto servein Starflee

On the other hand, clausal complementsto prepositions can only be IP; CP, VP, and infinitives
are dl ungammaticd.

*before that she served in Starfled
before she served in Starfled

*before serve in Starfled

*before to servein Starfled

()

oo oW

Ancther distributional argument for the CP status of to infinitivalsis the fad that they
can beintroduced by wh operators.

6 a Janeway asked how to proted the Ocampa.
b. Odo ddnt know who to charge with the aime.

On the generally accepted view that the structural position occupied by wh operators is the
speafier position d CP, thisisfurther evidencethat infinitival clauses are CP.

Asnoted ealier, the demonstration that infinitives are CP isnot sufficient to argue that
toisC. Itispaossblethat infinitival CPs have an empty C with an IP or VP complement. That
isto say, the passble structuresfor infinitivesare now asfoll ows (with aneutral positiononthe
structural presence of the unexpressd subjed).

™ s oo
C VP C IP/VP
/\

to e DP AYA

PRO/ IV VP

to

However, we asaume that the simpler structurein (7a) isapriori the preferable one. That isto
say, the burden of proof isonthe proporent of the more complex structurein (7b) to show that
toisanl or V.
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2. NonArguments for |- or V-hood
In this sedion we show that argumentsthat have been raised in the past that to is| or V
areinvalid.

2.1. VP Ellipsis

VP Elli psishasbeen used asan argument both for theanalysisof to as| (Koster and May
1982 andfor the analysisasV (Pullum 1982. Apparently, the agument isthat English hasa
rule of the form:

(8 Inthe configurations [I VP] and [V VP], the VP can be optionally elli pted/omitted/
deleted. The l/V is dranded.

Thisrule acourts for the grammaticdity of the foll owing cases of VP Elli psis.

Uhura ca, [fix-thetransmitter].

In afit of anger, Q did, [senrdthe-Enterprisetnto-Borg-spacq.

Zephram Cochrane might have, [setttedH-the-Atpha-Centatrt-system).
Trelane stopped,, [ehasirgKirk].

The requirement that an | or V be stranded is suppased to acourt for the ungrammaticdity of
the foll owing.

(10 a *1n afit of anger, Q [senttheEnterprisetnto-Borg-spaeq.
b. *Onitsmaiden voyage, Kirk [saved-theEnterprise-B].

Given thisanalysis of €lli psis, there is a contrast between the ability of uncontroversial
complementizers and to to be stranded by elli psis.

1) a *McCoy thinks that [Spoeektstootremotiona].
b. *TheHorta dtadked as 0n as [ker-eggswere-stoten).
C. *Guinan asked if [anyththgwaswroeng].

(12 *Kirahoped for [BaretHtobe-degedKat].

(9)

oo oW

13 a Datawants to [be-human].
b. Odo expeds Quark to [smugge-ottraband-otto-the-station| .

Sincecomplementizers canna be stranded, so the argument goes, thefad that to can be stranded
shows that it is not a complementizer.

Thisargument suffersfrom afatal flaw. The only category in English that fredy dlli pts
iISVP. In the sentencesin (11) (and, under some assumptions, (12)), what isellipted is1P, not
VP. Therefore, thereisnoreasonto exped these elli psesto be grammaticd. Thereisnoreason
onthe basis of these datato consider toaV or .

If to isa complementizer, the rule of VP Elli psswould have to be dightly restated.
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(14) Intheconfiguration[C/1/V VP], the VP can be optionally elli pted/omitted/deleted. The
head is granded.

Ontheasamptionthat thecaegoriesC, |, andV form anatural class thismay well beasmpler
rule than onethat spedfiesonly | andV. Weleare open the question of whether thisrule needs
to be stated in terms of what can be stranded, which seansdubiousin any case. The paint isthat
even if it does, VP Elli psisdoes not provide an argument that to is nat a complementizer.

2.2. Bare VP complements

Ancther argument that to iseither V or | is provided by Pullum (1982 and Mittwoch
(1990. They observe that the complement of to isabare VP with an urninfleded verba head.
Bare uninfleaded VP complements are dso attested in cases such as the following.

15 a Trelane made Spock [redte apoem].
b. The wormhale lets people [travel to the Gamma Quadrant].
C. The Federation helps the Bajorans [rebuil d their planet].
(16) a The Romulans might [attadk Vulcan].
b. The Borg will [assmilate eseryone].
C. Uhura can [open haili ng frequencies].

In the theory of categories that Pullum assumes, the italicized heals in bath (15) and (16) are
verbs. Thus, Pullum concludes that only verbs can take bare VP complements, and to must
therefore be averb. In the caegorizaion assumed by Mittwoch, the headsin (15) are verbsand
thosein (16) are modals. Mittwoch'’s conclusionisthat to isamodal. We caegorizemodals as
Infl (Falk 19841.

The basic generdizaionisthat V and | can take bare VP complements; C, as the other
verbal category, shoud be expeded to have this capability aswell . None of the uncontroversia
complementizerscantakebareVP complements. If our proposal iscorred, tofill sthisotherwise
open gap. The bare VP complement thus provides no evidencefor caegorizingto asV (or I),
and can in fad be used as a suggestive agument for caegorizingit as C.

2.3. Need for a structural subject position

Koster andMay (1982 arguethat, sinceinfinitival clauses demonstrably have syntadic
(adthoughunexpressd) subjeds, they must have a structural subjed postion. Under current
versionsof X theory, such apositionwould beeither [SPEC, IP] or [SPEC, VP]. Plausibly, then,
toisether | or V.

Thisargument restsonthe assumptionthat subjeasmust berepresented in astructurally
uniformmanner. Thisisnot uncontroversial. Intheoreticd frameworkslike LFG andHPSG, for
example, subjeds nead na be represented structuraly at all. Even within the GB framework
other structural positionsare avail able for subjeds, such as small-clause subjed or [SFEC, VP]
in the complement of to. Thisistherefore not an empiricd argument, but atheoreticd claim to
be @mnfirmed empiricdly.

2.4. Finiteness features

Koster and May (1982 observe that to caries a feaure [-finite]. Since the fedure
[tfinite] is associated with the category |, it foll ows that to must be al. Aswith the previous
argument, thisisatheoreticd claim rather than an empiricd argument.



6

The assumption made by Koster and May is in fad only ore of three possble
aternatives. It isequally possblethat only the feaure[ +finite] isassociated with the category
I, or that there is no one-to-one crrelation between caegories and feaures. Under either of
these dternatives, Koster and May's conclusion would na foll ow.

Ultimately, the aorrednessof one of the passble views abou the relationship between
the feaure [finite] and the cdegory | is an empiricd question. The cdegorizaion d toisa
prerequisite for answering this question.

2.5. Entailment of complement

Mittwoch (1990) argues that the states of affairs expresed by kare infinitive
complements are entail ed by the larger sentence while the states of affairs expressed by to
infinitives are not.

17 a Kirk saw Edith crossthe stred. [entail s that Edith crossed the stred]
b. Kirk expeded Edith to cross the stred. [does not entail that Edith crossed the
stred]

She dtributes this norentailment to to, and suggests that thisis a modal-li ke property.

It is unclear that a syntadic property isinvolved here & al. But even if the lack of
entallment isto betraced bad to syntax, it isnot clea that it isthe presenceof amodal that is
involved. The same lack of entailment is passble with a cmmplement that has no modal init.

(18) Kirk believesthat Edith crossed the stred. [does not entail that Edith crossed the stred]

It ispossblethat the presence of acomplementizer iscrucial here. Thisdoesnot seemto bean
argument for caegorizing to as an Infl.

2.6. Adverbials and floated quantifiers
A syntadic distributional argument offered by Mittwoch (1990 is based on the
pasitioning d words like all andreally.

19 a The Klingors can al board the ship.
b. Kirk might redly enjoy being ceptain.

(200 a The Klingors want to all board the ship.
b. Kirk seansto redly enjoy being cgptain.

However, the position d all andreally is based onthe following VP, not a precading modal.

21) a Worf made the Klingors al board the ship.
b. Goodluck helped Kirk redly enjoy being captain.

Thishas no keaing onthe caegorizaion d to.
2.7. Other arguments

Pullum (1982 provides severa additional arguments ostensibly supporting the verb
analysis of to. We will not ded with them extensively, but we will show briefly that a mude
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of them do nat distingush between V and C, athoughthey may provide arguments against the
Infl analysis.

One of the paints Pull um makes, based onZwicky andLevin (1980, isthat toisresistant
to stress®

(22 a *| want the Enterprise TO baldly gowhere no ore has gore before.
b.  *TheYorktown ddn't gothere, but | exped the Enterprise TO.

Pullum claims that in this way it is like infinitive forms of auxili aries. This property of to
contrasts with the behavior of Infls, which can be fredy stressed.

(23 a The Enterprise WILL baddly gowhere no ore has gore before.
b. The Yorktown didn't go there, but the Enterprise WILL.

However, complementizers are dso resistant to stress
(24) *1 think THAT the Enterprise shoud bddly gowhere no ore has gore before.

Nether to nor complementizers are completely unstressable; some complementizers (like
condtional if) can be stressed,’” and Mittwoch shows that to can recéve @ntrastive stress

25 a I’ Il beam aboard the Enterprise |IF O’ Brien operates the transporter.
b. | wouldn't be upset nat to be chosen for the avay team, but on the other hand,
| wouldn't be upset TO be chaosen either.

But they are bath more resistant to stressthan Infl. Thisresistanceto stressisadually expeded

of functional e ements, includingcomplementizersand auxili aries, andit isthefreestressability

of Infl that issurprising. In any case, whil e the stressfads can serve as an argument against the

Infl analysis of to, they cannat be used to argue against the analysis of to as complementizer.
Ancther observation made by Pullum isthat not can precele to.

(26) Q wantsthe Enterprise not to bddly gowhere no ore has gore before.
Sincenat follows Infls, thisis another argument against the Infl analysis.

27 a *The Enterprise nat will baldly gowhere no ore has gore before.
b. The Enterprise will not baldly gowhere no ore has gore before.

However, as noted by Hornstein (1977, not can also precade constituents of categories other
than VP.

6Zwicky and Levin limit the unstressability of to to situations when it is stranded by VP Elli psis, and
Pullum foll ows them on this. It seans to me, though that it is (at least relatively) resistant to stressin ather
contextsaswell . By limiti ngdiscussonto VPEIli psisconstructions, Pull um automaticdl y excludesconsideration
of complementizers. The particular resistance to stressbefore aVP Ellipsis ste is interesting and in need of
expanation, as Zwicky and Levin pant out, but it isnat clea to me that it is germane.

"I thank Tsipi Kuper-Blau (personal communication) for this observation.
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(28 a [op NOt one starship] was able to defea the Enterprise.
b. Spock seamed [, Nt very logicd] during ponfarr.
C. [cp Not that it matters], but Picard was assmil ated by the Borg.

It isthus nat clea that the positioning o not before to can be used to argue that to isaverb.

2.8. Conclusion

Theargumentsthat have been madefor caegorizingtoasV or | arenat very compelli ng.
We @nclude, then, that sincethe infinitival clauseisaCP, toisaC.

It is driking that the agument for the mmplementizer status of to isindired. In this
resped, we eto the observation made by Pullum (1982 205 that

[n]ore of the above arguments is compelling enoughto sway a hardened conservative... An
empiricist who kelieves that syntadic analyses shoud spring ou of the raw fads will not be
convinced, for the aguments | have put forward rest on subtle simplificaions of the grammar at a
fairly abstrad level.

However, as Pullum though was true for his analysis of to as a verb, the analysis of to as a
complementizer argued for here resultsin asmpler grammar than either of the dternatives.

If the analysis proposed here is corred, it has interesting implications for syntadic
theory. It means, for example, that contrary to the assumptionin the transformational tradition,
the presence of an understoodsubjed canna be used as evidencefor an IP noce. It also means
that the assumption that the feaure [tfinite] is asociated invariably with the caegory | isalso
incorred. Conversely, sinceinfinitivesare CPs, it also meansthat Brame's (1976 propacsal that
infinitivesconstituteadistinct category toacount for subcaegorizaioninobligatory equi verbs
isalso incorred.

3. On For Infinitivals

Oneinteresting problem creded by our analysis of to infinitivesis the structure of the
bradketed element in (23).
(29) [For Picard to beam down to the planet] would be dangerous.

It isusually assumed that the structure of the for clause is ssmething like:

(30) cP
C ER
for DP/\I/VP
Picard

to bean down to the planet
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Under thisanaysis, for isa mmplementizer and the DP after for is analyzed as occupying the
normal structural position for subjeds ([SFEC, |P] or NP-under-S). Our analysis of the to-VP
construction as a CP renders sich an analysisimpossble.

Whil etheanaysisof for ascomplementizer istraditional in generativework, it isnot the
only posshility. Jespersen (194Q 308) charaderizes for as a “mere grammaticd sign d the
subjed (S) of the infinitival nexus,” i.e. as a prepaosition Case-marking the subjed of the
infinitive. Such an analysis draws a conredion between English and languages that mark the
subjeds oif infinitives dative. We can adopt thisideain phrase structure terms as foll ows.®

(31) cP
T T~
PRKP c'
/\
P/K/\DP C VP
fl)r Picad to

bean down to the planet

Thisanaysishasthe advantage of cgpturingdiredly the mutual dependencebetween for andthe
subjed, whichiscagptured indiredly in other analyses. There al so seemsto be someevidencefor
treaing for and the DP as a constituent: for + DP can be coordinated, while complementizer—
subjed strings are not generally coordinatable.

32 a Trelane wishes [[f or Kirk and for Spock] to bean down].
b. *Trelane expeds|[that Kirk andthat Spock] will bean down].

For thisto work, subjedswould haveto be al owed to occupy [SFEC, CP] position. A structure
in which for and the subjea form a constituent was first propcsed (as a derived structure) by
Emonds (1976). Emonds observes that adverbials canna be positioned between for and the
nominal, eventhoughwith other complementizers adverbials can occur in that position. Heaso
observes that such an analysis acourts for the acaisative marking onthe nominal.

A lessradicd aternative analysiswould be & foll ows:

(33 CP
T
C DP CP
for Picad

to bean down to the planet

Thisanalysisisbasicdly a“Raising-to-Objed” analysisof for clauses. The nominal foll owing
for isthe (nonthematic) objea of for, and is understood as the subjed of the complement CP.

8 would like to thank Joan Bresnan (personal communication) for suggesting an analysis along these
linesto me.
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Within atheoreticd framework that recognzes Raising-to-Objed, such as LFG or HPSG, an
analysis alongthese lines s1oud be unproblematic.’

One way or ancther, for infinitives do nd seem to present an insurmountable problem
for the analysis proposed here. What is required is arethinking d the structure of for clauses,
and probably argedion d the analysis of for as complementizer.

4. Conclusions

Wehaveargued in this paper that to infiniti valsare CPs, andthat to isacomplementizer.
Thisconclusonhasimportant consequencesfor general syntadictheory. A theory of syntax has
to be based on careful empiricd study, not just abstrad theoreticd principles. For example, the
theoreticd desireto makefiniteandnorfinite clauses havethe same constituent structure, which
motivates much work oninfinitivesin the GB and Minimali st traditi ons, has been shown to be
empiricdly inadequate.

The caegorizaion of to as a complementizer is not in principle in conflict with any
current theory of syntax, althoughit isin confli ct with speafic analysesthat have been proposed
in the contexts of various theories. For thisreason, this paper hastried, as much as possble, to
be theory-neutral in its argumentation.

Aninteresting rext step would be to examine infinitivesin other languagesin the light
of the arguments presented in thispaper. It may turn out that infinitivesare l-lessCPsgenerally,
or it may turn out that the peauli ariti es of Engli sh, such asthe existenceof theinfinitive particle
to, produceastructure that is significantly diff erent from thase foundin other languages. Only
caeful empiricd argumentation will be aleto resolve such questions.
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