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1. The ECP analysis

It iswell-known that the null complementizer (C) in English hasarather limited dstribution. Thus,
whilebahthenull Candtheovert Carepossblein (1), thenull Cisdisallowedin (2). Asill ustrated
in (3), that can occur in al the cntextsin question?

Q) a | believed [ C [ heliked linguistics]]
b. | believed [ that [, heliked linguistics]]
2 Subjed clauses
a *[cp C[,p Heliked linguistics]] was widely beli eved.
Extraposed clauses
b. *| believed at that time [, C [, David had |eft]]
Pseudaclefted clauses
C. *What the students believeis [ C [, they will passthe exam]]
Right noce raised clauses
d. *They suspeded and we believed [, C [, Peter would visit the hospital]]
Clauses precaled by a gapped verb
e *Mary believed Peter finished schod andBill [ C [, Peter got ajob]]
Topicdized clauses
f. *[cp C[,p Johnlikes Mary]] Jane didn't believe.
[cp That [, heliked linguistics]] was widely believed.
| believed at that time [ that [, David had |eft]]
What the students believe is [ that [, they will passthe exam]]
They suspeded and we believed [ that [, Peter would visit the hospital]]
Mary believed that Peter finished schod and Bill [ that [, Peter got ajob]]
[cp That [, Johnlikes Mary]] Jane didn't believe.
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Following Kayne (1981), Stowell (1981) argues that the distribution d null complementizers can

!t isaprivilegeto be ableto dedicaethispaper to Midhat Ridanovi, my first linguisticsteader. Without him,
| would na be alinguist today. To repea a sentencefrom my UConn dssertation adknowledgments, his contagious
love for the field made it impossible for me not to become a linguist.

*Notethat | confine the discussonin this paper to verbsthat in principle dlow null C complements, ignaring
those that never allow them.



be acounted for if null complementizers are subjed to the Empty Category Principle (ECP). (2a) is
then ruled ou because the null Cisnot properly governed. In (1a), the null Cis properly governed
by the verb. As discussed in Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003, the ECP analysis faces a number of
empiricd problems. For example, if right node raising (RNR) constructionsinvolve PF deletionin
thefirst conjunct, asargued in Wexler and Culi cover (1980, Kayne (1994, and Boskovi¢ (20040
andshowninthestructurein (4), theungrammaticdity of (2d) raisesaproblemfor the ECPanaysis
becaise the null C in the secondconjunct is properly governed by the verb.?

4 *They [ Suspeded Peterwodlta-visitthe-hespitat] andwe [, beli eved Peter would visit the
hospital]

There is also independent evidence that RNRed clauses are not barriers to government. Thus, as
nated by Wexler and Culicover (1980, RNRed elements are not islands for extradion.

*Wexler and Culicover (1980), Kayne (1994, and Boskovi¢ (20048 give anumber of arguments for the
superiority of the PF deletion analysis over the rightward movement analysis of RWRichrthe RNRed element
undergoeaaossthe-board (ATB) movement to the right (seeRoss19671986,Maling 1972,Postal 1974,among
others). | repeat here two arguments from these works.

Wexlerand Culi cover observethat the shared constituent in RNR can beburied withinanisland, asill ustrated
by (i), which is unexpected under the movement, but not under the base-generation analyses of RNR.

0] Mary knows a man who buys, and Bill knows a man who sells, pictures of Fred.

Boskovi¢ (2004b) observes severa parall €lisms between dlli psis and RNR, which can be eaily captured if RNR
involves ellipsisThus, Boskovi¢ observes that VP €lli psis and RNR of a VP pattern in the same way with resped to
what kind of inflectional features they can ignore. The data in (ii)-(iii) illustrate the parallelism.

?John was sleeping in her office, and Peterskeikp-trherofficeoo.
John has slept in her house, and now Petesteip-inrherhotse

John may be questioning our motives, but Bill hagéstioned-ourmotives
John will sleep in her house, and Peter alreadslegsinherhotse

(i) a

b

c

d

e. *John won't enter the championship, but Jarentering-the-championship

f. *John was being obnoxious, and Jane t#obroxietdoo.

a ?2John willsteeptrherofficeand Peter definitely was, sleeping in her office.
b John willsteepirher-housand Peter already has, slept in her house.

c John hasnitestiored-etrmotivebut Bill may be, questioning our motives.
d
e
f.

John hasteptinherhotsand Peter definitely will, sleep in her house.

*John isentering-the-ehamptonshiput Jane won't, enter the championship.
*John will be-ebrexiotisand Jane actually was, being obnoxious.

(i)

Boskovié (2004h also olservesthat VP preposing,amovement process differsfrom VP elli psisand RNR with resped
to the posshility of ignainginfledional differences of verbal elements. Thus, (iva-c), which indicaethat the relevant
inflectional differences canna be ignared under (ATB) movement, contrast with (iii ac), which in turn provides
evidence that RNR does not involve ATB movement.

(iv) a. *[Sleeping in her office] (Peter was &nd) John will;t
b. *[Slept in her housg](John has aind) Peter willt
o *[Questioning our motiveg](John may be &nd) Peter hasnit t
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5) a Who did they believe, and Mary claim, [that Peter had murdered t]
b. How, did they believe, and Mary claim, [that Peter had murdered Johnt]

While RNR null C constructions like (2d) are incorredly ruled in uncer the ECP analysis, nul C
relative wnstructionslike (6) are incorredly ruled ou.

(6) The dhild [ Op C [,s Alexiswas waiting for t]] was lost.

Being adjuncts, relative dausesarebarriersto government (seeChomsky 1986. Thismeansthat the
null C heading therelative dausein (6) isnat properly governed, hencethe sentenceshoud violate
the ECP (seeBoskovi¢ and Lasnik 2003for additional empiricd problems for the ECP analysis).

The ECP analysis of the distribution d the null C is also problematic conceptualy. The
anaysis is crucially based onthe notion d government, which has been eliminated in recent
theorizing dueto its arbitrary nature (see for example, Chomsky and Lasnik 1993.

2. The PF Merger analysis
2.1.Null C licensed by a verb

In an attempt to acourt for the distribution o null complementizers withou appeding to the
problematic notion d government, Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003 provide anew acourt of the
phenomenonbased onPesetsky’ s (1992 propacsal that the null complementizer isan affix that must
undergo attachment to alexicd caegory, more preasely, averb inthe contextsin (1-2). (I returnto
relative clauses bel ow.) Pesetsky assumesthat the dfixationtakes placethrough head movement of
CtoV, which eventually leads him to rule out several constructionswhere anull Cisdisallowed by
appeding to the ECP, a medhanism that Boskovi¢ and Lasnik attempt to eliminate. Following a
suggestionmadein Boskovi¢ (1997), Boskovi¢ and Lasnik modify Pesetsky’ sanalysisby assuiming
that C-to-V affixation deesnot take placethrough C-to-V movement, bu through PF Merger, which
isan update of Chomsky’s (1957 affix hoppng. Under the PF Merger conception d affixation,an
affix can bephondogicdly redized onahost onlyif itisadjacent toit in PF (for relevant discusson,
seeHalle and Marantz 1993, Bobalji k 1995, Lasnik 1995,and Boskovi¢ 2001, 2004). In (2a),
Merger betweentheverb andthenull Cisblocked dueto theladk of PF adjacency between thehheads
in question. The exampleisthen straightforwardly ruled ou dueto the presenceof astranded affix.
The analysis immediately extends to (2,bc,f), where, as in (2a), believeand the null C are not
adjacent in PF.* What about (2d)? It is well-known that RNRed elements are parsed as sparate

*Regarding2c), Bodkovié and Lasnik assumethat the wpuaisnat aproper host for the dfix C, which means
thatC hasto get affixed to believein (2c). The sssumptionisadualy unrecessary given that pseudcoclefted clausesare
parsedes sparate intonational phrases (seethe discussgon below regarding the relevance of intonational phrasing to
PF Merger).

Itisworth naing herethat Bobalji k (1999 stipulatesthat adjuncts do nd count for the purpose of PFadjacency
relevant to Merger, whictaises a problem for the PF Merger acourt of (2b) if the phrase precealing the extraposed
elemen is analyzed as an adjunct since then it would na block the merger of the verb and the null C. However,
Boskovi¢ (2001, 2004) provides evidence that adjuncts do interfere with PF Merger, which is surely the null
hypothesisThe isuueisadualy gangto becomeirrelevant to the PFMerger analysis of (2b) given the discusson o
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intonational phrases. (Noticethat they are normally flanked by pauses.) Given that, as argued in
Boskovi¢ (2007), intonational phraseboundariesblock affixation, (2d) can be eaily acaommodated
under the PF Merger analysis. The intonational phrase boundry located between the verb and the
null Cinthe seaondconjunct blocks the merger of the verb andthe null C. (In lesstechnicd terms,
the problem with (2d) isthat a pause intervenes between ahost andits affix.)° Finally, (2€) can also
be straightforwardly aceurnted for if we adopt Johrson's (1994 analysis of gapping, which treas
gapping asaaossthe board V-movement. Under Johnson' sanalysis, (2€) hasthe S-structurein (7).

@) *Mary believed t; [ C [ Peter finished schod] and Bill t; [ C [,» Peter got ajob]]

Sincethe verb and the null C in the seaond conjunct are not adjacent, the dfixation fails and the
constructionisruled ou asaStranded Affix Filter violation. If we do nd adopt Johrson' sanalysis
andasaumethat gappinginvolves PFV-deletionandthat theverb andthenull Carelinealy adjacent
prior to the gapping, (2€) can be acounted for if we assume that gapping, which is now understood
intermsof PF deletion, precales PF Merger in PF.° Under thisanalysis, (2€) al so containsastranded
C-affix. Thedatain (2), andthe mntrast between (2) and (3), thusrecave aprincipled acooun under
the PF Merger analysis. Furthermore, this is acaomplished withou appeding to government, a
conceptuall y appeding result.

2.2.Null C (not) licensed by anoun

Whil ethe PF Merger analysis of the distribution d the null C rather straightforwardly acourts for
the paradigm in (2), it faces potential problems when extended to constructions where there is no
verbthat could hast thenull C. Consider, for example, thefoll owing examples, where aCPfunctions
as a complement of anoun.Asiswell-known, anull Cisdisallowed in this environment.’

intonational phrasing below.

*KlausAbels (personal communicaion) pointsout that thereisan alternative derivation o (2d) that must also
beexcluded. Suppcse that only IPisthetarget of RNR, with the null C 'left behind. In bah conjuncts, C shoud then
beableto mergewith the V. Bogkovi¢ and Lasnik (2003 suggest that this derivationisruled ou independently of any
affixal requirements. Recdl that onthe PFdeletionanalysis of RNR, themissngmaterial inthefirst conjunct isatarget
of an €li psis operation. But dedarative C (unlike interrogative C in sluicing constructions) never licenses dlli psis of
its complement | P even when something pas<es through its SpedCP, as the foll owing example from Boskovi¢ (1997)
shows:

Q) *Johnmet someone but | dont know whq, Peter said [ t; [« C [ip€l]]
Note that example (ii) isthen good orly on the derivation where the whole CP is elided.

(i) Who dd Bill believe fest-Swould-murderPeter}, and Mary claim, would murder Peter?

® Under this analysis gapping involves both V- &mtdfletion. Thisis clea in examples like Mary will kiss
John and Jane Bill

I will discusshereonly finite amplements of nours. For discusson d infinitival complements of nours, see
Boskovié (1997), whereit is shown that the question d licensing anull C does nat arise in such constructions due to
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(8)
(9)

| head abou the proof [ that Mary did it]
*| head abou the prodf [, C Mary did it]
| head abou the fad [ that Mary did it]
*| head abou thefad [, C Mary did it]

oo

To acourt for (8)b and (9)b, Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003 suggest that the null C canna take just
any lexicd heal asahost. Morepredsely, it can behosted orly by [+V] elements.? Thisassumption,
which isrooted in the well -establi shed fad that affixes have subcategorization requirements, rules
out the passbility of nours taking a null C complement, whil e still alowing the null C to head a
complement of averb or an adjedive. The ungrammaticdity of (8)b and (9)b isthen aceurted for.
However, complications arise oncewe turn to the null C in relative dauses.’ Asill ustrated
in (10), anul Ccan occur in arelative dause, but only if it is adjacent to the head noun.
(100 a The dnild [ Op; C [,» Alexis was waiting for t;]] was|ost.
b. *The child waslost [, Op, C [, Alexis was waiting for t]]
c The dnild [, Op, that Alexis was waiting for t;] was lost.
d The dild waslost [ Op; that Alexis was waiting for t]

As noted above, the ungrammaticdity of (10)b is problematic for the ECP analysis, given that
relative clauses are barriers to government. As for the PF Merger analysis, here’'s Boskovi¢ and
Lasnik’s accourt of the data in question: It is dandardly assumed that relative dauses and
complement clauses are not headed by the same C (see Lasnik and Saito 1992and Rizzi 1990,
among others.) Asaresult, wewould na necessarily exped thenull Cinrelative dausesto havethe
samelexicd spedficationwith resped to affixhoodas the C in complement clauses. Boskovi¢ and
Lasnik therefore suggest that the null C heading relative dauses can behaosted by anoun.Thisgives
usan acount of (10)a-b. (10)b isruled ou because the null C canna merge with the head noun @
the relative dause because the two are not adjacent in PF. (Notice that because of the
ungrammaticdity of thisconstruction,we caana simply say that thenull Cinrelative dausesisnaot
an affix.) Adjacency is satisfied in the grammaticd (10)a. (Note that phondogicaly null elements
do nat block PF Merger.) The fad that the relative dause in (10)ais a barrier to government,
problematic for the ECP analysis, isirrelevant under the PF Merger analysis.

Regarding constructionslike(11), Boskovi¢ andLasnik off er two suggestions: either thenull
C of such relativesis nat an affix, or thenull Cisan affix but it can be hosted by the relative wh-
element. Both suggestions can be eaily extended to the null Cin (12).

interfering factors.

#Theacceptability of adjedival constructionslikeI’'m afraid heleft indicatesthat thenull Cishasted by[+V]
elements, given that adjectives are specified as [+V, +N].

*Notethat sincel will discussonly restrictive relative dauses, | will use theterm relative dause to refer only
to restrictive relatives. The reader shoud bea this in mind regarding sedion 3.1.,where intonational properties of
relativeclauses are discussed. (It is well-known that nonrestrictive relatives must be parsed as eparate intonational
phrases, in contrast to restrictive relative clauses discussed in section 3.1.)
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(1) thewoman [, who C [, John likeg]]
(12) [epwhat; C [, John likeg]] is apples

Consider finally the null C in base-extraposed clauses such as (13).
(13) It seemd . C [, John likes Mary]]
It seems to mg, C [, John likes Mary]]

It surprised mé., C [, Mary left]]
It is likely [ C [, Mary will read the book]]

apop

Boskovi¢ and Lasnik suggest that base-extraposed clauses are headed by anull C that islexicdly
spedfied as an affix on a lexicd caegory (see Boskovi¢ and Lasnik for a suggestion hav the
selectionof adistinct complementizer in base-extraposed clauses can be adieved). Asaresult, the
heads immediately preceding the null C in (13) can all host it.

A guestion arises with resped to constructions like (14) asto why the nominal head within
the matrix adjuncttime) cannot host the null C.

(14) *It seemed at that time C John had left.

Noticethat even when the extraposed clause is headed bythe overt C, asin It seamned at that time
that John left, the extraposed clause in this type of construction is precaled by a pause, which
indicatesthat an intonational phrase boundxry intervenes between the extraposed clause and the
adjunct.Given that intonational phrase boundiries block PFMerger, the null C then cannat affix to
timein (14). The analysis can be straightforwardly extend€@l3n

(15) *The child waslost yesterday [, Op; C [, Alexis was waiting for t]]

This anaysis leads us to assume that the null C is parsed into the same intonational phrase & the
matrix verb in constructions like It seems C Johnlikes Mary. In fad, it has been proposed in the
literature on grosodic phrasing that a verb and the complementizer heading its complement can be
parsed into the same intonational phrase (seeAn 2004 Schitze 199490-91 andreferencestherein).
Notice also that no pause has to precale the mmplementizer in It seans that Johnlikes Mary, in
contrast to It seamed at that time that Johnliked Mary. (It is likely that the two constructions also
differ in that the dause moves from its 6-pasition ony in the second construction. The prosodic
difference nated above may then be areflex of a syntadic difference)

The analysis presented in Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003 accourts for al the data discussed
abowve. However, a problematic asped of this analysisis the necessty to pasit severa distinct Cs
which havediff erent subcaegorization propertieswithresped to affixhood,i.e. they differ regarding
what kind d a host they take. The analysis would be strengthened if all the data discussed above
could be acounted for by positing asingle dfix C that alwaystakesthe samekind o ahost. Certain
generdizations formulated in An (2004 in fad make this possble. In the next sedion, | will
summarize the relevant results of An (2004 and then show how they enable usto simplify the PF
Merger analysis of Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003.



3. Modifying the PF Merger analysis

An (2009 (see &so Franksin presg observes that in all the datain (2), the null C clause must be
parsed as a separate intonational phrase. Sincethe null C isclauseinitial, no hat isthen avail able
for the Cinfront of it withinitsintonational phrase. Recdl also that intonational phrases block PF
Merger, which meansthat the null C canna seach for ahaost outside of itsCPin (2). Asaresult, we
donat nead to requirethat the null C take averbal host to acount for the datain (2). We can simply
asuumethat thenull Cisan encliti c which can take any element precaling it asitshost, just like, for
example, Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian (SCB) encliti cs. Thisisin esseencewhat Boskovi¢ and Lasnik
assume regarding the null C heading the base-extraposed clausesin (13). The suggestion made here
istotrea thenull Cin (2) inthe sameway, which meansthat the null Cis smply an encliti c which
doesnat spedfy thekind d ahost it will t ake. Theanalysiscan aso be extended to thenull Cin(11)
and (12): the enclitic null C would then be hosted by the wh-element.*® The main reason why

%Note that | am adopting here the mnception d PF Merger argued for in Boskovi¢ (2001), onwhich PF
Mergersimply putstogether two adjacent elements but does not have the power to changeword order, i.e. re-order the
elementsn question. There ae analyses which assume that an encliti c that canna findahost to itsleft would undergo
PFmovement to theright looking for ahost, more predsely, it would move dter thefirst stressed element toitsright,
themedhanism referred to as Prosodic Inversion (Pl) by Halpern (1995. Under the Pl analysis, the null C would move
in PFfollowingthesubjed in (2), which could then serve asitshaost. There ae, however, anumber of arguments against
Pl in the literature. Halpern originaly formulated Pl to acourt for clitic placenent in South Slavic. In perticular,
accordingo Halpern, Pl is necessary to acamplish cliti ¢ placement in SCB examples like (i), where acliti ¢ gopeas
to break up a phrasal constituent. (Clitics are given in italics in (i-vi).)

(0 Taj je covjek volio Aidu.
thatis man loved Aida
‘That man loved Aida.’

Halpernasaumes the diti c is entenceinitia in the output of the syntax in (i). Pl then takes placein the phondogy,
placing the clitic after the first stressed word, nanaly

(i) a. Syntax:je taj ¢ovjek volio Aidu.
b. PF: Tajje ¢ovjek volio Aidu.

Boskovi¢ (2001),Progovac (1996, Wilder and Cavar (1994), however, point out that it is not necessary to appeal to
PI to account for (i) since quite independently of PI, SC determiners can be sefparatsolirs in the syntax. This

isill ustrated by (iii ab), which canna be derived by Pl and must invalve syntadic movement (left-branch extracdion)

of the determiner. In other words, the authors in question argue that the phrase preceding the clitiodatég iis

front of the ditic & SS after undergoing left-branch extradion (see Boskovié 2005for discusson o left-branch
extraction in SCB).

(iii) a. Kojeg/Tog Aida voli t ¢ovjeka
which/that Aida loves man
‘Which man does Aida love?’
‘Aida loves that man.’
b. Kojeg/Tog je Aida voljela t ¢ovjeka
which/that is Aidaloved man
‘Which man dd Aidalove?



Boskovi¢ and Lasnik (2003) did na pursue the uniform null-C-as-an-enclitic analysis is the
ungrammeticdity of constructions like (8)b and (9)b. As discussed above, Boskovi¢ and Lasnik
acoun for these mnstructions by requiring that the null Cinthe mntext in question can be hosted
only by a[+V] element. Thisisin contrast to the null C in relative dauses like (10)a, which, as
discussed abowe, can take the relative head asits host, hencedoes nat have to be hosted by a[+V]
element. Certain datadiscussed by An (2004 makeit possbletoremovethisobstadetotheuniform
C-as-an-encliti ¢ analysis.**

‘Aidaloved that man.

Considemow (iv). In (iva) wehave an element that apparently canna undergosyntadic movement. As srownin (ivb),
although stressed, the element in question also cannot precede clitics.

(iv) a. *PremaMilan i Nermin idu t Mileni.

toward Milan.nan and Nermin.nanwalk  Milena.dat
‘Milan and Nermin are walking toward Milena.’

b. *Prema su Mileni Milan i Nermin iSli.
toward are Milena.dat Milan.nan and Nermin.nan walked
‘Toward MilenaMilan and Nermin walked.’

(o PremaMileni suMilani Nerminisli.

d. Milani Nermin su idli premaMileni.

Under the Pl analysis, the ungrammaticdity of (ivb) is surprising. It should be possble for the syntax to provide the
following output to PF

(v) su premaMileni Milani Nerminiidli.

Pl shoud then apply to (v) pladng the diti c &ter prema, thus incorredly deriving (ivb).

Based on the data of the kind dscussed above, Boskovié (2001), Progovac (1996, and Wilder and Cavar
(1999 arguethat only elementsthat can be base-generated in front of cliti cs or can be independently shown to be ale
to undergo syntadic movement in front of clitics can preceade SCB cliti cs within their clause, a generalization that
provides a strong argument against PI.

Englishinfad alsoraisesaproblemfor Pl (cf. BoSkovi¢ 2001). Asumingthat contraded auxili ariesin English
are encliti cs, we would exped PI to apply to a syntadic output such as (via), an uncesirable result (see(vib)).

(vi) a SS ’s her mother going there?
b. PFE *Her's mother going there?

In light of the data discussed above | assume thahéuakanism of Pl does not exist in natural language, hence will
notbe aloptingit inthiswork (thereader isreferred to Boskovi¢ 2001for additional argumentsagainst Pl). Infad, the
currentanalysis of the distribution d the null C in English may beinterpreted as another argument against PI, sinceif
PI were to exist, the null C could undergo Pl in (2), which would placeit following the subjed, thus incorrealy
predicting the examples to be acceptable. At anyttaeeader shoud bea in mindthat under the cnception d PF
Mergeradopted here, argued for in Boskovié (2001), PFMerger simply putstogether two adjacent elements, bu canna
change word order.

“The readeis also referred to An (2004 for avery interesting aternative analysis, which also acourts for
thedistribution o the null C in English by appeding to PF medhanisms. Note dso that | am putting aside here the
contextswvhere anull Cisinvolved in successve gyclic movement, which were dso discussed in Bogkovié and Lasnik
(2003).



3.1.Intonational phrasing of nominal complements and restrictive relative dauses

An (2004 providesconvincing evidencethat clausal complementsof nours, bu not relative dauses,
crosdinguisticaly must be parsed as sparateintonational phrases.*? Inthis sdion| will summarize
several of An’s arguments.

Richard41999 showsthat Tagalog hesan affixal (morepredsely, suffixal) complementizer
-ngaswell asanon-affixal complementizer na.*® Interestingly, only thenon-affixal complementizer
is allowed in clausal complements of nours. In contrast, the dfixal complementizer is allowed in
relative clauses. (The Tagalog data below are due to Richards 1999. T/A are topic/actor markers.)

(16) a. ang balita fa kinain ni Juan ang tambakol]
T news that ate A JuanT mackerel
‘the news that Juan ate the mackerel’
b. *ang balita fng kinain ni Juan ang tambakol]
T news that ate A JuanT mackerel
(17) ang balitajng dinala ni Juan]
T news that brought A Juan
‘the news that Juan brought’

An interprets these data & indicating that clausal complements of nouns, bu not relative dauses,
must be parsed asparate intonational phrases. As aresult, the intonational phrase boundry that
correspond$o the elge of the CP headed by-ng blocks affixation d -ngto the preceling naninal
in the nominal complement example.

It isworth naing herethat the dfixal complementizer can occur in the dausal complement
of a verb, which means that the dausal complement of a verb daes not have to be parsed as a
separate intonational phra$e.

2An suggests that the reason why relative dauses have acloser relationship to their head nounthan clausal
complementsvith resped to intonational phrasingisbecause relative dauses are syntadicdly dependent onthe head
noun.(Thereis agap inside the relative dause that corresponds to the head noun,which is not the case with clausal
complements. In fad, a number of authors have agued that the head noun ¢ arelative dause raises from inside the
relative clause, see, for example, Vergnaud 1974, Kayne 199Bjanutii 2000. The suggestionis plausible given
that intonational phrasing often reflects syntactic properties.

*Thetwo complementizers thus behave in exadly the same way in the relevant resped as the null C andthe
complementizethatin English, the suffixal complementizer -ng being the wurterpart of the null C (under the PF
Mergeranalysis), andthenon-affixal complementizer nathe murterpart of that. Thenicething abou Tagal og, olserved
by Richards, is that this language clearly shows the presence of an affixal complementizer.

“Notethat both relative dauses and verbal complements also all ow the non-affixal complementizer. It isalso
worth nating that An shows that relative dauses and clausal complements of verbs can adually be parsed as sparate
intonationalphrases (based partly onevidencefrom SCB cliti ¢ placement); in ather words, they are optionaly parsed
asseparateintonational phrases. Thisisin contrast to clausal complements of nours, which must be parsed as eparate
intonational phrases. Note that the option on which a relative abaséausal complement of averb is parsed asa
separaténtonational phraseis smply irrelevant to ou current concerns. What isimportant for usisthe avail ability of
the option onwhich the two are not parsed as eparate intonational phrases, which is unavailable for clausa
complements of nouns.



(18) Hindi niya sinabi-ng kinain niya ang tambakol]
not he said that ate he T mackerel
‘He didn’t say that he ate the mackerel.’

An (2004 showsthat Braali an Portuguese provides additi onal evidencethat complementsof nours,
butna relative dauses, must be parsed as sparateintonational phrases. Guimaraes (1999 observes
that a proclitic aticle in Brazlian Portuguese caina cliticize acoss a CP boundxry if the CP
functionsas a complement of a noun.(The Braali an Portuguese data below are due to Guimaraes
1999. The noun following the relevant article, given in bold, is gapped in (19)-(20).)

(19) *Eunaoligo parao fato de que estou doente, mas sim para
| notcaefor thefadof thatam sick bu yes for
o fato [, de que minha namorada me abandonou]

the of that my girlfriend me abandoned
‘| dorit care dou thefad that | am sick, but | care dou the fad that my girlfriend left me
alone.’

An (2009 notes that the ungammaticdity of (19) can be straightforwardly acounted for if the
nominalcomplement in (19) must be parsed as aseparate intonational phrase under the asumption
thatanintonational phraseboundary blockscliti cization.Interestingly, aprocliti ¢ aticle cancliti cize
acrosaCPboundry whenthe CPisarelative dause, which Aninterpretsasindicaingthat relative
clauseslo nd haveto be parsed as sparateintonational phrases, in contrast to clausal complements
of nouns®®

(20) Euja encontrei o livro que ela me deu, mas aindapestacando
| adready found thebookthat sheto+tmegavebut still am  lboking+for
otivre [pque VOCé me  deu]
the that you to+megave
‘| have drealy foundthe bookthat she gave me, but I'm still | ooking for the one that you
gave me’

Additional evidence that clausal complements of nours must be parsed as sparate intonational
phrasesis provided by cliti c placanent in SCB. SCB has a set of pronaminal clitics which, being
encliti cs, canna be initial within their intonational phrase, since such a placanent would prevent
them from encliti cizing to their host. In light of this, consider the datain (21)-(22), discussd in
Boskovi¢ (2007), where anountakes an infinitival complement:

(21) a. Zelja knjigu joj dati  bila je velika.
desire book her.dat to-give been is great
‘The desire to give her a book was great.’

*An also observes that Stowell’s (1981) claim that clausal complements of nours $oud be analyzed as
appositivemodifiers may aso provide evidencethat clausal complements of nours are separate intonational phrases,
given that appositive modifiers must always be parsed as separate intonational phrases.
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b. Zelja dati joj knjigu bila je velika.
(22) *Zelja joj knjigu dati bila je velika.

The enclitic joj canna be the first element within the nominal clausal complement. This can be
straightforwardly explained if the complement is obligatorily parsed as a separate intonational
phrase, in which case an intonational phrase boundiry intervenes between the diti ¢ anditshaost in
(22)°

Additional evidencethat the nominal complement under consideration must be parsed asa
separatentonational phraseis provided by certain datainvaolving degemination. Radanovi¢-Koci¢
(1988,1996 shows that intonational phrase boundiries block degeminationin SCB, as s1own by
the contrast between (23)a and (23)b, where the heary phrase must form a separate intonational
phrase. (It is well-known that very heavy phrases must be parsed as separate intonational phrases;
for relevant discusson see Nespor and Vogel 1986, Zec and Inkelas 1990, Schiitze 1994, and
Boskovi¢ 2001, among others.)

(23) a. Moj jorgan  je od perja. /mojorgan/
my comforter is of down
b. Za pralogodgnji Prvi maj Janko je atao u Paris. /majjanko/ */majanko/
for last year’'s first May Janko is gone to Paris

‘For last year's May Day, Janko went to Paris.’

Significantly,Boskovi¢ (2001) observesthat degemination canna take placein (24), which can be
accountedor if theremust be anintonational phrase boundary beforethe nominal complement, i.e.,
if the complement must form a separate I-phrase.

(24) Pokuwsajjuriti - njih peronom je uzaludan. /pokusajjuriti/ */pokusajuriti/
attempt to-chase them.acc platform.inst is futile
‘The attempt to chase them down the platform is futile.’

Returningnow to relative dauses, An (2004 observesthat additional evidencethat relative dauses
do nat have to be parsed as sparate intonational phrasesis provided by Gorgia Toscana (GT) in
Tuscan lItalian and obstruent voicing in Korean.

GT aspirates voiceless stops intervocally.
(25) [-cont, -voice, -del rel} [+cont] /... [-cons] __ [-cons]

Nesporand Vogel (1986 show that intonational phrase boundxries block GT. Consider the

'8 am confiningmy attention heretoinfinitival complementsdueto an interferingfador that ariseswith finite
clausalcomplements. In such complements, an overt complementizer dais base-generated abovethe diti c. Infad, the
complementizers always higher than the diti c within the complement. Asaresult, it isimpossble to pacethe ditic
in thesyntax in the cmplement-initial position, which is a prerequisite for condicting the test being run tere. In this
respect, notice that neithlenjigu nordati has to be placed in front of the pronominal cliti¢2d)-(22), i.e. the clitic
canin principle preceale these dementsin the syntax (for an explanation why it isimpossble to placebaoth o these
elements in front of the clitic, see #ovi¢ 2001).
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following data. (The Italian data below are takeam Nespor and Vogel 1986.Bold-faceal letters
indicate that the segment in question is affected by GT.)

(26)  Gli uccellicostruiscono i nidi.
‘Birds construct nests.’

(27) Certitipi di uccdli trovati soloin Australiacostruisconae nidi complicatissimadue piani.
‘Certaintypesof birdsfound ory in Australia cnstruct very compli caed two-story nests.’

Like the underlined segment in (26), the underlined segment in (27) isin the eavironment for GT
- it is[-cont] and acaurs between two vowels. Still, in contrast to the underlined segment in (26),
theunderlined segment in (27) canna undergo GT. Recdl now that heavy elements must be parsed
asseparate intonational phrases. Thisis also the cae with the subjed in (27). Asaresult, thereis
an intonational phrase boundiry between Australia and costruisconpwhich prevents GT from
applying.

Significantly, GT can take place atossarelative dause boundry.

(28) Questo e il gatto[cheha mangiato il topo [che ha mangiatoil formaggio]]
this isthe cda that has eaen themouse that haseaen the deese
‘Thisisthe cd that ate the mouse that ate the dheese’

Since intonational phrase boundxries block GT, the fad that GT is alowed in (28) suggests that
relative dauses do nd have to be parsed as sparate intonational phrases.

Turning now to Korean olstruent voicing (OV), therelevant ruleis given in (29), and its
application is illustrated in (30).

(29) [-cont, -asp, -tense] ~ [+voice / [+voicg _ [+voice
(30) kulim-ul  pota- kurimul boda

picture-Acc see

‘To look at the picture’

Basedon datadiscussed byCho (1990, An (2004 claimsthat OV isblocked byintonational phrase
boundariesSignificantly, as observed by Cho (1990, relative dause boundriesdo nd block OV,
which then means that relative clauses do not have to be parsed as separate intonational phrases.

31) a [ku-ka mek-nun pap - [ku-gamengnun| bap
he-Nom e&a-Mod rice
‘Thericeheiseding.’
b. [us-nun| koyangi - [us-nun] goyangi
smile-Mod ca
‘A cd that is sniling.’

Given the data discussed in this sdion, | conclude with An (2004 that clausal complements of
nours but not relative dauses must be parsed as sparate intonational phrases.
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3.2.Back to PF Merger

Returning now to the PF Merger analysis of the distribution d the null C in English, given that the
embedded CP in (8)-(9) must be parsed as a separate intonational phrase, we no longer need to
require the null C in these examples to be lexicdly spedfied as a verbal affix to acaunt for the
ungrammaticdity of (8)b and (9)b. Simply assuming that the null C is an encliti c will sufficehere:
the nominal precaling the null C still canna serve asahost for the null C giventhat it is ssparated
fromthenull C by anintonational phrase boundxry. The problem doesnot arisewithrelative dauses
headed by anull C, such astheonein (10)a, sincethere, nointonational phrase boundary intervenes
between the null C and the preceading nominal, so that the null C can encliti cize to the nominal in
question. | conclude therefore that all the data discussed above can be acounted for if thenull Cis
simply treaed as an encliti c, which grealy simplifies Boskovi¢ and Lasnik’ s PF Merger acourt of
the distribution d the null C in English.
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