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Until the onset of Minimalism, the notion d government played a pervasiverolein ‘principles and
parameters approadies to the theory of grammar. Minimali sm has brought abou areevaluation o
the role of government due to the abitrary nature of the relation. Most phenomena where
government was asumed to be aucialy invalved in the Government and Binding framework are
under Minimalism handed withou an apped to government. This is true, for example, of Case
Theory (see Chomsky 1993 and Lasnik 1993,among others) and the distribution d PRO (see
Boskovi¢ 1997b,Chomsky and Lasnik 1993,Hornstein 1999, 2000and Martin 1996, 2001among
others). There ae dso promising li nes of reseach concerning locdity restrictionsonmovement and
licensing of traces (see for example, Boedkx 2001,Chomsky 1995, 2001 Nunes and Uriagereka
2001,Stepanov 2001 and Takahashi 1994), aswell as Condtion A and B (seeAusin 1991 Boedx
2000,Chomsky 1993:43, Hornstein 2000,Kayne 2001, Lasnik 1993,and Reinhart and Reuland
1993,among others), that do nd invalve government.

One phenomenonthat still awaits a principled norrgovernment acourt is the licensing of

null Cin English. Consider the foll owing data:

D a ()1t was widely believed [ C [ he liked linguistics]]
b. It was widely believed [ that [ he liked linguistics]]
2 a *[cp C[,p Heliked linguistics]] was widely beli eved.

b. [cp That [, He liked linguistics]] was widely believed.



Whereas the ammplement of believed in (1) can be headed by either that or anull complementizer,
in (2) it must be headed by that.* Stowell (1981) arguesthat these fads, andthe distribution o null
complementizersin general, can be acourted for if null complementizers are subjed to the Empty
Category Principle (ECP).? (24) isthen ruled ou becausethenull Cisnot properly governed. In (1),
the nul Cisproperly governed by the verb 2 Pesetsky (1992 (for much relevant discusson, see &so
Ormazaba 1995 proposes a very interesting aternative acournt of the distribution d the null C
which, withaminor modificaion,will enableusto acourt for thedistribution d thenull Cwithou
appedingtothenation d government, thuselimi nating one of thelast argumentsfor it. Wewill aso
show that our modified version o Pesetsky’ sanaysis hasempiricd advantagesover bath Stowell’ s
and Pesetsky’ s original analyses.

Pesetsky propasesthat the null complementizer isan affix that must undergo attachment to
alexicd hea. In constructionslike (1a), the dfixationtakes placethrough head movement of C to
V. Under Pesetsky's analysis, constructions in which anull C is not possble ae ruled ou either
becaise C-movement resultsin aviolation d locdity restrictions onmovement and/or li censing of
traces, or becauseit resultsinaviolation d Myers' generali zation, which statesthat complex words
that are derived through affixation d a phondogicdly null morpheme do na permit further
affixation (for discusson, seeAllen 1978 ,Myers 1984,and Fabb 1988. Pesetsky appeds to the
former in cases where the offending null C heads a complement of averb, andto the latter in cases
wherethe off ending null C headsa mmplement of anoun.Wedefer thediscusson d thelatter urtil
sedion 2. Pesetsky rules out (2a) by appeding to the ECP. More predsely, acrding to Pesetsky,

the construction is ruled ou because it involves head movement of the null C out of an island,



namely a subjed. Alternatively, assuming the Proper Binding Condtion (PBC), (2a) can be ruled
out because the dfixed C, which undergoes C-to-V movement, does not c-command its trace(see
Ormazaba 19935. In sedion 1we show that athough ill uminating, Pesetsky’s analysis of cases
where anull Cisnot allowed to head a complement of a verb faces certain empiricd problems.
Following Boskovi¢ (19971, we suggest a minor modification o Pesetsky’s analysis which we
show avoidsthe problems that Pesetsky’ sown analysisfaces. In sedion 2,we turn to constructions
in which the null C heads a CP dominated by an NP, i.e. where the licensor of anull Cisanoun
which Pesetsky handes by appeding to Myers generadization.In sedion 3wediscussa caewhere
wh-movement ends up licensing the null C. In sedion 4we discussnull C licensing in extraposed
clauses. Finaly, insedion 5wediscussthat-lessfinite dausesin clausal doudeobjed constructions.

Sedion 6isthe mnclusion.

1. Null C licensed by averb
Subjed clauses are nat the only context where anull C canna appea in a dausethat isinterpreted
as a omplement of averb. The full relevant paradigm from Boskovi¢ (19971 isgivenin (3). As

shownin (4), the cnstructionsin (3) become accetableif the null Cisreplacel by that.*

(©)) a *It seemed at that time [, C [, David had left]]
b. *What the students believeis [ C [, they will passthe exam]]
C. *They suspeded and we believed [ C [, Peter would visit the hospital]]
d. *Mary believed Peter finished schod andBill [, C [, Peter got ajob]]

e *[cp C[,p Johnlikes Mary]] Jane didn't believe.



4 a It seemed at that time [ that [, David had left]]
b. What the students believe is [ that [, they will passthe exam]]
C. They suspeded and we believed [ that [, Peter would visit the hospital]]
d. Mary believed that Peter finished schod and Bill [ that [, that Peter got ajob]]

e [cp That [, Johnlikes Mary]] Jane didn't believe.

(3) shows that, in addition to the subjed clause @ntext, the null C canna be licensed in
extraposition, pseudaclefting, right node raising (RNR), gapping, and topicdi zation contexts. The
ECP/PBC analysisof (2b) can bestraightforwardly extended to thetopicdi zationcontext in (3e) and
the pseudoclefting context in (3b).° It could also be extended to the RNR constructionin (3c) if the
construction is analyzed in terms of rightward aaossthe-board (ATB) movement of the RNRed
constituent, which would presumably take the RNRed element outside of the ccommand damain
of the verb. However, Kayne (1994 and Boskovi¢ (in pressb) have recently revived Wexler and
Culicover’'s (1980 analysis of RNR, onwhich the RNRed element islocated in its base-generated

positionin the second conjunct, and deleted in the first conjunct in PF.°

5) *They [ p SUspeded Peterwodtehvtsitthehespital] andwe|, » believed Peter would visit the

hospital]

Onthisanalysis, thenull C c-commandsthetrace ceaed by C-to-V affixationin (3c). Infad, (3c)
does nat differ in any relevant resped from (1a). If PF deletion is the right acount of RNR,

Pesetsky’s analysis of (2a) cannat be extended to (3c).” Notice dso that, as noted in Wexler and



Culicover (1980, RNRed e ementsare nat islands for extradion. Infad, asill ustrated by (6), even
adjuncts can be extraded ou of them. This $ows that Pesetsky’s analysis of (2a), stated in terms

of the ECP, canna be extended to (3c).

(6) 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; ]?

Concerning (3a), wesean to beinasimil ar situationaswith resped to (3c). If extrapositioninvolves
rightward movement, Pesetsky’ sanalysis of (2d), in particular, the PBC version d it, can be eaily
extended to (3a). If it does nat, as argued in Larson (1988 and Kayne (1994), (3c) also appeasto
beame a problem. Notice, however, that, as observed by Ross (1974, extraposed elements are
islandsfor movement. (Notethe contrast between (7a-b) and (7c-d). Rossadually did na explicitly
discussextraposed clauses.) Thisindicatesthat extending Pesetsky’ sanalysis of (2a) to (3c) may be

aviable move.

) a. ?"What; did they believe & that time [that Peter fixed t; ]?
b. *How, did they believe & that time [that Peter fixed the ca t; |?
c. cf. At that time, what; did they believe [that Peter fixed t, ]?

dcf. At that time, how, did they believe [that Peter fixed the ca t; |?

Finally, the gapping construction in (3d) seansto be the most obvious problem, since Pesetsky’'s

analysis of (2a) does nat seam to be extendable to (3d).2 Notice dso that complements of gapped



verbs are not islands for movement, as shown by (8).

(8 a What; did Mary believe [that John poved t; | and Peter [that Bill disprovedt, ]
b. How; did Mary believe [that John poved the theorem t | and Peter [that Bill

disproved the theorem t |

On closer scrutiny, it turnsout that Pesetsky’ sacourt of (2a) also facesaproblem. (Thesamehalds
for the extension d (2a) to (3) suggested above.) Given thederivationin (9), thenull C c-commands
and properly governs the tracecreaed by C-to-V movement right after the movement takes place
athouwgh it does not c-command it/properly govern it at SS If the ECP and PBC are satisfiable
derivationally, they arethen na violated inthe constructionin question?® The samehaldsif the PBC
reduces to the requirement that movement always take placeto a ccommanding position (see

Chomsky 1995in this resped).

9 a was widely believed [ C [ he liked linguistics]]
b. was widely believed+C, [ t; [,» he liked linguistics]]

C. [cp ti [p He liked linguistics]] was widely believed+C,

It thus appeas that (2a) aso remains unacourted for.
Boskovi¢ (19971, however, suggestsaminor modification d Pesetsky’ sanalysisof (2a) that
solves the problem at hand. The modified analysis can also be readily extended to the paradigm in

(3), aswe will now demonstrate. Suppacse that, as suggested briefly in Boskovi¢ (1997), C-to-V



affixation dces not take placethrough C-to-V movement, bu through something like Chomsky’s
(1957 affix hoppng, revived recently as Morphdogicd Merger in Halle and Marantz (1993,
Bobalji k (1994, 1995 and Lasnik (19959. (Wewill refer to Morphdogicd Merger as PF merger,
to emphasize in which comporent it takes place See so the discusson below for amore predse
charaderization of what kind d elements can hast the C affix.) Under the PF Merger conception o
affixation, an affix is phondogicdly redized ona haost only if it is adjacent to it in PF. In (2a),
Merger betweentheverb andthenull Cisblocked dueto theladk of PF adjacency betweenthehheads
in question. The wnstructionis then straightforwardly ruled ou due to the presence of a stranded
affix. The ECP andthe PBC areirrelevant, since C-to-V movement does not take placeunder this
anaysis. The analysisimmediately extendsto (3a, b,€), where, asin (2a), believeandthe null C are
not adjacent in PF (see &so footnote 5 concerning (3b)).*° What about (3c)? It is well-known that
RNRed elements are parsed as sparateintonational phrases. (Noticethat they are normally flanked
by pauses.) If, asargued in Boskovi¢ (2001a), intonational phrase boundiries block affixation, (3c)
can be eaily acommodated uncer the PF Merger analysis even if we alopt the Wexler and
Culicover anaysis of RNR, onwhich the RNRed element islocated in its base-generated pasition.
The intonational phrase boundiry located between the verb and the null C in the second conjunct
blocks the merger of the verb andthe null C. (In lesstedhnicd terms, the problem with (3c) is that
a pause intervenes between a host and its affix.)***? Finally, (3d) can also be straightforwardly
acourtedfor if we assume Johrson’ s(1994) anaysisof gapping, whichtredsgapping asaaossthe

board V-movement. Under Johnson's analysis, (3d) has the S-structure in (10).

(100 *Mary believed, t, [ C [, Peter finished schod] and Bill t; [ C [, Peter got ajoby]



Sincethe verb and the null C in the seand conjunct are not adjacent, the dfixation fails and the
constructionisruled out asaStranded Affix Filter violation ** If wedo nd adopt Johnson' sanalysis
andasuumethat gappinginvolves PFV-deletionandthat theverb andthenull C arelinealy adjacent
prior to the gapping, we can still acourt for (3d) if we asume that gapping, which we understand
now in terms of PF deletion, precedes PF Merger in PF.** Under this analysis, (3d) also contains a
stranded C-affix. Notice dso that under the PF merger analysis, the fad that RNRed elements and
complements of gapped verbs are not islands for movement (i.e. that they are not barriers) does not
raiseaproblem, asit did for Stowell’ sand Pesetsky’ s analyses. We therefore aconclude that the data
in (3), andthe contrast between (3) and (4), can be acounted for in a principled way under the PF

merger analysis, and withou appeding to government, a cnceptually appeding result.*®

2. Null C (not) licensed by a noun

We now turnto nul C heading a ammplement of anoun.Itiswell knownthat anull Cisnot al owed

in that environment.*®

(11) a | headabou the prodf that Mary did it.

b. *I head abou the proof C Mary did it.

Pesetsky suggests an acourt of (11) in terms of Myers' generali zation, which states that complex
words that are derived through affixation d aphondogicdly null morpheme (zero derived words)

dona permit further affixation d derivational morphemes. Asauming that the dausal complement



of bath proveand proaf is headed by anull complementizer that must undergo incorporation into
alexicd hea dwetoits[+affix] status, (11)binvolvesa wnfigurationthat isdisallowed by Myers
generalization, with a derivational affix attached ouside of a cmplex word of which the zero

morpheme forms a part.

(120 [[proof] C] Nominalizer]

Acoording to Pesetsky, C movesto V before the V and the nominali zer affix are cmbined.!” The
order is crucial to Pesetsky’s analysis; otherwise, the amnstruction would na invalve dfixationto
a zero-derived word. We could try to incorporate Pesetsky’ s analysis into the PF merger anaysis.
However, ensuring theright order of affixationisquitetricky under thisanalysis, though perhapsnot
imposshble!®

A more serious problem is the fad that nonderived nours also require that in ther

complement.

(13) a |headabou thefad that Mary did it.

b. *I head abou the fad C Mary did it.

Since, in contrast to prodf, fact is apparently not derived and thus does not contain a nominali zer
afix, it appeas that the ungrammaticdity of (13) canna be explained by appeding to Myers
generalization. To acount for (13), Pesetsky suggests that noncerived nours are acdually aso

derived when taking a dausal complement.*® Given that suggestion, the analysis of (11)b can be



extended to (13)b.

Isthere away of acourting for the ungrammaticdity of both (11)b and (13)b under the C-
affixation analysisthat would na apped to the compli cating assumptionthat all nours are derived
when taking a dausal complement? Onestraightforward way of acourting for both (11)band(13)b,
which we will adopt here, isto assumethat the null C canna take just any lexicd head as ahost.
More predsely, it can be hosted only by [+V] elements.?! This assumption, which is rooted in the
well -establi shed fad that affixes have subcaegorization requirements, rules out the posshility of
baoth derived and nonderived Nstaking anull C complement, whilestill all owing thenull Cto head
a omplement of averb or an adjedive.

We now turn to the licensing of the null Cin relative dauses. Asill ustrated in (14), anul

C can ocaur in arelative dause, bu only if it is adjacent to the head noun??

149 a The dhild [ Op C [, Alexis was waiting for t]] waslost.
b. *The diild waslost [, Op C [, Alexis was waiting for t]]
C. The dnild [ Op that Alexis was waiting for t] was |ost.

d. The child waslost [, Op that Alexis was waiting for t]

Thisfad isproblematic for both Stowell’ sand Pesetsky’ sECP analyses. Given that relative dauses
are barriers to government (see Chomsky 1986, anull C shoud na be aleto occur in relative
clauses (see éso Baker 1988for evidencethat head movement out of adjunctsisnot possble). The
datain (14), however, can be quite straightforwardly acourted for under the PF merger anaysis.

It is gandardly assumed that relative dauses and complement clauses are nat headed by the same

10



C (seeLasnik and Saito 1992andRizz 1990,among others.) Asaresult, wewould na necessarily
exped thenull Cinrelative dausesto have the samelexicd spedficaionwith resped to affixhood
as the C in complement clauses. We therefore suggest that the null C heading relative dauses can
be haosted by anoun.Thisgivesusan acourt of (14)a-b. (14)bisruled ou becaisethenull C cannat
merge with the head noun @ the relative dause because the two are not adjacent in PF. Adjacency
is stisfied in the grammaticd (14)a?® The fad that the relative dause in (14)ais a barrier to
government, problematic for Stowell’s and Pesetsky’s ECP analyses, is irrelevant under the PF

merger analysis.®*

3. Null C undergoing Spec-Head agr eement

Inthis dionwe discussapatentia problem concerning wh-movement, (15) and its contrast with

(16).2

(15 Whag doyou kelievesincerely [t C[p t; likes Natashal]

(16) *What; doyou kelieve sincerely Natashalikest,?

We speaulate, esentially following Chomsky (2000, 200}, that there ae adually two dstinct null
indicdive (i.e. nonrelative) Cs, ornewith an 'EPPfedure and orewithou. Then, suppcse that this
differenceis acaompanied by anather one: the EPPnull Cisnat an affix while the nonEPPnull C
isan affix.?® Thispropaosal hasnoeffed onthe analyses alreadly presented, sincenore of those cases

involved movement out of the relevant clause, hence dl, necessarily, invalved the nonEPPnull C;

11



when thereisnomovement at al out of a dause, Specof CPwill never befilled. Now in (15), we
have the non-affixal EPPnull C. Being non-affixal, this C need not be aljacent to V. Asfor (16),
it must not be the case that the null C could be this non-affixal one. Suppase, then, that movement
through Spec of CP obtains only if necessary to satisfy locality (see Boskovi¢ 2002. Suppase
further, contra Lasnik and Saito (1992, that adjunctionto IP provides escape from a dause. Then,
in (16), locdity would na force the seledion d the EPPC; thus, plausibly, that C could na be
seleded.?’ But thenon-EPPC, being an affix, would wind upstranded. Thefinal questioniswhy this
sameline of reasoning does not extendto (15). If it did, (15) would incorredly beruled ou, onapar
with (16). Here, we accet a daim of Lasnik and Saito (1992, argued for extensively in that work,
that adjunction d subjed to IPis nat all owed.?® Given this constraint, the only way for extradion
of thesubjed to satisfy locdity isif it proceadsvia Specof CP. But thisdemands (hence dl ows) the
EPPnull C, which, we have daimed, is not an affix.

Significantly, RNR and gapping examples that are ruled ou viathe dfixation requirement
on the null C also improve with A’-extradion d the subjed, as expeded. ((17)ais due to an

anonymous reviewer.)

(17) a Who dd they believe, and Mary clam, would murder Peter?
b.cf. *They believed, and Mary clamed, Johnwould murder Peter.
c. 2Who dd Mary believe bought a ca and Peter sold a house?

d. Mary believed John boght a ca and Peter Johnsold a house.

The aneliorating effed of subjed A’-extradion on nli C RNR and gapping constructions can be

12



acourted for in the same way asthe aneliorating effed of such extradion on nli C extrapaosition
constructions.

The above analysis of (15)-(16) also extends to the notorious que-qui aternationin French.
As is well-known, the cmplementizer qui occurs only with subjed extradion. With olged
extradion, the mmplementizer que occurs. (The options givenin (18) are the only posshbiliti esfor

the embedded C.)

18 a QU as tu cru qu a && caE?
what have you bkelieved that has been broken
‘What did you bkelieve that was broken?
b. Qu as tu cru gePierrea cag?
what have you bkelieved that Pierre has broken

‘What did you kelieve that Pierre broke?

If we ssumethat qui isaC with an EPPfeaure andque isaC withou an EPPfedure, the analysis
of the datain (15)-(16) given above can be readily extended to (18). For reasons discussed abowve,
the EPPC, i.e. qui, must be present with subjed extradion, and the non-EPPC, i.e. que, must be

present with oljed extradion (or, in fad, with anything other than locd subjed extradion).

4. Null C in extraposed clauses

Wenow turntothelicensing d thenull Cin 'extraposed’ clausesinvolvingexpletives.? Therelevant

13



data are given in (19).

(19) a. It seemd, C [, John likes Mary]].

b. It seems to mg, C [ John likes Mary]].

C. It surprised mé., C [, Mary left]].

d. It is a pity[p C [, JOhn doesn’t have any friends]].
e. It's not surg - C [, John has any friends]].

f. It is likely [ C [, Mary will read the book]].

We suggest that all extraposed clauses (regardlessof whether their Specisfill ed) are headed by a
null Cthat islexicdly spedfied asanaffix onalexicd caegory.®* Asaresult, the headsimmediately
preceding the null C in (19) can all host it.

Kayne (19843) (see &so Boskovi¢ 1994 and Stowell 1981:394) makes the interesting

observation that null C extraposed clauses do not allow subject extraction, as illustrated‘in (20).

(20) a. *Who, is it likely [pt; C[p t; will read the book]]?
b. ?*Whq does it appedtp t; C [p t; likes Mary]]?

C. *John, it's not surd - t; C [» t; has any friends at all]].

Our analysis provides a principled explanation for the ungrammaticdity of (20) (see Boskovi¢
1994a, Kayne 1984,and Stowell 1981 for ECP acmurts of (20)). Given the discussonin section

3,thewh-phrasein (20) must passthroughthe Specof the extraposed clause onitsway to the matrix

14



SpecCPWe suggest that the traceof wh-movement in the extraposed clause SpedCPisresporsible
for the ungrammaticdity of (20). More predsely, we suggest that it blocks affixation o the null C
on a par with the blocking effed of the wh-trace on wannacontractionin constructions like

(21)a%®

(21) a. *Who do you wanna kiss Mary?

b. cf. Who do you want to kiss Mary?

Whilesubjed extradion ou of extraposed clausesisimpaossble, oljed extradionispossble,

as shown in (22).

(22) a. What is it likely [ C [, Mary will readt]]?

b. Whq does it appedkr C [, Mary likest]]?

This follows on ou acount. Given the discusson in sedion 3,the objed does not have to pass
throughthe embedded SpedCP. Infad, it isnat all owed to passthroughit. Rather, it adjoinsto the
embeddedP. Asaresult, in contrast to (20), awh-tracedoes nat intervene between the null C and

its host in (22)*

5. That-less clauses in clausal double object constructions

We now turn to that-lessclauses in clausal doulde objed constructions, such as (23), taken from

15



Stowell (1981:409).

(23) a. Kevin persuaded Roger his hamburgers were worth trying.
b. Carol convinced Dan she didn’t want a cat.
C. Jim advised his parents they should move to Canada.
d. ?Eric reminded the teacher tigers are dangerous.

Notice first that, in contrast to extraposed clauses, that-less clauses in clausal doude objed

constructions can follow matrix adjuncts.

(24) a. *It seemed at that time John had left.
b. ?Kevin persuaded Roger yesterday his hamburgers were worth trying.

C. ?Carol convinced Dan at that time she didn’t want a cat.

Giventhat, asdiscussed infootnote 33, (24)aisruled ou becaisethenull C headingthe extraposed
clauseremains dranded, the grammaticdity of (24)b leads us to conclude that the thatdess
embeddedlausein (24)bisnat headed byan affix C. There aetwo ways of instantiatingthis: The
embeddedlause in (24)b is either headed by a non-affix C*, or it isin fad an IP. In addition to
accountingfor (24)b-c, either analysis can gve us an acourt of the impaosshility of subjea
extractionout of thatdessclauses in clausal doulde objed constructions, noted by Stowell

(1981:410f"
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(25) a. *Who, did Carol convince hint; didn’t want a cat]?

b. *Who, did Jim advise them,[should move to Canada]?

Given theplausible asumption that awh-tracein Sped P must be licensed by an agreeing C,*® the
IP analysis provides a straightforward account of the ungrammaticality of (25).
Animportant question arises under the IP analysis: Under what circumstances arefinite IPs
ladking the CP system permitted? To addresstheisaue, let us examine more dosely the structure of
clausal double objed constructions. Suppcse that, as argued in Mulder (1992 (see &so Martin
1996, clausal objeds in such constructions are not seleded dredly by the verb. Rather the verb
takes a small clause cmmplement headed by a null particle head, which in turn takes the dausa

objed as its complement, the NP objed being the subjed of the small clause.*

(26)V [op NP [4 ¢ Clause]]

We can now make adistinction between the cae under consideration and the simple transitive
constructions examined in sedions 1-2, where V/A/N diredly take a ¢ausal complement which we
have taatly assumed awaysto have the CP status. The relevant generali zation may bethat lexicd,
but nat functional heals, have to take the CP complement, i.e., the CP system isrequired oy with
clauses functioning as complements of lexicd healds. Can the generali zation ke deduced? Suppase
that ¢ can dothejob d C, namely, speafy the dedarative forceof a dause. It foll ows then that C
hasto be present with complements of V/A/N (aswell asinrelative dauses), bu not in the dausal

complement of clausal doude objed constructions. Our task is gill nat completely finished since
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we nedal to ensure that the dausein (26) canna be headed by anull C even asan option. Noticefirst
that if the dausein (26) were headed by an affix C, the construction would be ruled ou, sincethe
C could na merge with the verb due to the intervening material. In fad, even the nonaffix null C
optionmay beruled ou given Chomsky’ s propocsal that every element present in the structure must
have effed on PF or LF. Given that ¢ spedfies the dedarative force of the dause, nul C may be
completely superfluousintherelevant sense. (Noticethat the overt complementizer that hasan effed
on PF, henceit can still be present in the Clause of (26)).

Turningnow tothenon-affix C analysisof the dausal argumentsunder consideration,which
is consistent with the asumptionthat all finite dauses are CPs, uncer thisanalysiswe can acourt
for theungammaticdity of (25) if we asumethat the C headingthe enbedded clause caana have
the EPP fedure.** Since movement to SpedCP is then na alowed under the assumption that
movement to Spec is allowed only if there is a relevant feature thersneeddjunctionto IPis
not posshle for subjeds (seesedion 3, it follows that the subjed canna be wh-moved from a
clausalrgument in a dausal doulde objed construction. Adjunctsand ohedscan still be extraded
out of such arguments, sincethe option d IP adjunctionis avail able to them. (It isin fad forced on
them,asdiscussed in sedion 3) As(27) ill ustrate, adjuncts and oljeds can indeed be extraded ou

of the clausal argument in a clausal double object construction (see also Stowell 1981:410).

(27) a. What did Kevin persuade Roger [he shouldtily
b. What did Carol convince Dan [she didn’'t w&}®
C. How, did Kevin persuade Roger [he should fix thetdar

d. How, did Carol convince Dan [Mary fixed the dg®
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6. Conclusion

In this paper we have provided an acourt of the distribution d null C in English that does not
apped to the nation d government. The analysis argued for has been shown to be anpiricdly
superior to the government acourt of the distribution d null C. In fad, to the best of our
knowledge, it is the first comprehensive acourt of the phenomenon. The acourt is based on
Pesetsky’ sinsight that the null C isaPF affix, which we instantiated through the dfix hopgang/PF
merger approach to affixation. Thus, the analysis presented here dso provides evidence for this
approach to affixation. Additionally, we have provided an acournt of several subjed/obed
extradion asymmetries. To the extent that we have been successul, we have made a ontribution

to the continuing attempt to eliminate the medianisms of government from the theory.
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University of Maryland for help with judgments. As is standard in the literature, the judgments
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reportednthisarticle aeintended asrelativerather than absolute, andthe large majority of the data

was collected by soliciting relative judgments between pairs of examples.

1.Seealso foatnate 21 concerning (1a). Note that we will not discuss here the question d why
certainverbsdo nd alow the null C (seeErteschik 1973,Hegarty 1992,and Stowell 1981,among
others) Asfar aswe can tell, theories of null C licensing considered in this paper canna be teased
apart on the basif the well-known fad that some verbs disall ow their complement to be headed
by nul Conly in certain contexts (see examplesin (3) below), andsomeverbsdisall ow it altogether.

In what follows, we therefore ignore verbs that disallow null C complements.

2. TheECPanaysisof thedistribution d null complementizerswasadually first propcsed in Kayne

(1981), which was circulated in 1979. Stowell, however, considerably expanded it.

3.Baskovi¢ (19970, Doherty (1997, and Grimshaw (1997 argue that the thatdess clausal
complementn (1)-(2) isan IP. Asdiscussd in Boskovi¢ (19970, uncer the IP analysis Stowell’s
account can be recast in terofisan ECP requirement on | (or AgrSin the Split | framework). See
Boskovi¢ 1997b:29 for relevant discussion.

4.The judgments given here correspondto those reported in the relevant literature (in addition to
Boskovi¢ 1997b,seg for example, Postal 1974for pseudacleft, right node raising, gapping, and
extraposeaxamples, Stowell 1981 for topicdizaion examples, Aoun,Hornstein, Lightfoat, and
Weinbergl987for right noderaising, gapping,andextraposed examples, Pesetsky 1992for gapping
andpseudacleft examples, andHornsteinandLightfoot 199 1for gapping,extraposed, andright node
raisingexamples). Admittedly, there is some variation amongspeakers with resped to some of the
contrastdetween the null C constructionsandtheir overt C courterpartsin (3-4). (Our informants-
most of them nonlingusts - overwhelmingly agree that the examples in (3) contrast with the
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correspondingores in (4) in the reported dredion) We leave investigation d the idioledal
differencedor another occasion,and concentrate ontheidioledswherethe mntrastsreportedinthe

literature and (3-4) hold.

5.Theunderlyingassumption hereisthat the cpuaisnot aproper host for the dfix C, which means
that C has to get affixed to (i.e. undergo head movemeheli@vein (3b).

It iswell-known that there aerecnstructioneffedsinvavingthewh-clause andthepaost-be
constituentn pseudaclefts. However, Boskovic (1997) showsthat, asill ustrated by (i), thebinding
requirementon traces creaed in owert syntax cand be satisfied under renstruction in
pseudoclefts, which is what is important for our current discussion.

(1) a. *What Johnseems is{ t to be crazy]

b. *What Johngavewas [ t; t [, Mary t a book]]

Noticeaso that, as observed in Higgins (1973 and Hankamer (1974), the post-be constituent isan
island to movement.

(i) *Who, do you think that what John did was confy3e t

6.Wexlerand Culi cover (1980, Kayne (1994, andBoskovi¢ (in pressb) give abattery of arguments
for the superiority of the PFdel etionanalysisover therightward movement analysis. Wereped here
two argumentsfrom these works. Wexler and Culi cover observethat the shared constituent in RNR
canbe buried within an island, asill ustrated by (i), which is unexpeded under the movement, bu
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.
Boskovic (in pressb) observes sveral parall elisms between elli psisand RNR, which can be eaily

capturedf RNR invavesdlipsis, asin Wexler and Culi cover’ sanalysis. Thus, Boskovi¢ observes
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thatVP elli psisand RNR of aV P pattern in the same way with resped to what kind d infledional

features they can ignore. The data in (ii)-(iii) illustrate the parallelism.

(i) a
b.

(i) a

e.

f.

?John was sleeping in her office, and Peter will (sleep in her office) too.

John has slept in her house, and now Peter will (sleep in her house).

John may be questioning our motives, but Bill hasn't (questioned our motives).
John will sleep in her house, and Peter already has (slept in her house).

*John won't enter the championship, but Jane is (entering the championship).
*John was being obnoxious, and Jane will (be obnoxious) too.

?John will (sleep in her office), and Peter definitely was, sleeping in her office.
John will (sleep in her house), and Peter already has, slept in her house.

John hasn't (questioned our motives), but Bill may be, questioning our motives.
John has (slept in her house), and Peter definitely will, sleep in her house.
*John is (entering the championship), but Jane won't, enter the championship.

*John will (be obnoxious), and Jane actually was, being obnoxious.

Boskovic (in pressb) also olservesthat VP preposing,amovement process differsfromVPélli psis

andRNR withresped tothepossbility of ignaringinfledional diff erencesof verbal e ements. Thus,

(iva-c), which indicae that the relevant inflectional differences canna be ignared under (ATB)

movementcontrast with (iii a-c), which in turn provides evidencethat RNR doesnat involve ATB

movement.
(iv) a.

b.

C.

*[Sleeping in her office], (Peter wasand) John will t
*[Slept in her house](John has &and) Peter will;t

*[Questioning our motives](John may be @and) Peter hasnit t
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7.Theconstruction is also a problem for Stowell’s acourt. The same halds for (3d), discussd
below.For relevant discusson, see éso (6) and (8) below, which indicate that RNRed elements and

complements of gapped verbs are not barriers to government.

8.Pesetsk{p. 16 esentialy stipulatesthat gapped verbsdo nd court asgovernors(see éso Aoun,
Hornstein Lightfoot, and Weinberg 1987. (Noticethat for Pesetsky, it isthe verb that licensesthe
traceof C-to-V movement with resped to the ECP, na the C itself, which makes hisanalysisvery

close to Stowell’s.)

9.For relevantliscusson d the ECP, seeChomsky and Lasnik (1993, where the ECP is chedked
on line. The well-known examples of remnant movement (see for example, Thiersch 1985,Den
Bestenand Webelhuth 1987, 1990and Huang 1993 suggest that the PBC is aso satisfiable
derivationally It isworth nding herethat Takano (2000 claimsthat aphrasewhose head hasmoved
outof it canna undergoremnant movement, whichisexadly the scenario that takesplaceinthe cae
underconsideration. However, anumber of authors have shown that there ae accetable instances
of such movement. Thus, in contrast to Takano,Muller (1998260-261) claimsthat aVVPfromwhich
the verbhas moved can be moved in German. Abels (2000 provides ancther example of this type
from Russan, Koizumi (1995 from Japanese, Dekydtspatter (1992 from French,andHuang(1997)
from Chinese. Tang (1998 presentsan additi onal context from Chinese andM ill er (1998265) from
Germanin which a phrase undergoes movement after its head moves out of it. Such movement is
alsoroutine in Kayne's (1998 system (see &so Koopman and Szabolsci 2000. Based onthiswe

assumehat remnant movement of a phrase whase head hasmoved ou of it isin principle passble.

10.Bobaljik (199, 195) stipulates that adjuncts do nd court for the purpose of PF adjacency

relevantto merger. The stipulation raises aproblem for the PFmerger acourt of (3a) if the phrase
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precedinghe extraposed element isanalyzed asan adjunct sincethen, it would na block the merger
of the verb and the null C.

Bobaljik’'sassumptionismotivated byconstructionslike (i), wherehe assumes| mergeswith
the verb across the adjunct.
0] a. John quickly left.

b. John completely lost his mind.
Lasnik(in presg, however, proposes an dternative analysis of (i) that does not require making the
obviously problematic assumption that adjuncts do nd count for the purpose of PF adjacency.
Lasnik suggests that quickly and completely(the analysis is extendable to ather ‘intervening
adjunctsin English) can sometimes be located above Tense so that they do nd interfere with the
mergerof Tense and the verb. Evidencethat they can occur above Tense is provided by (ii), given
thatdoislocaedin Tense. (Heand quickly/completelgould belocaed in dff erent spedfiersof the
same projection, or in different projections, given the split | Hypothesis.)
(i) a. John said that he would leave, and he quickly did.

b. John partially lost his mind, and Bill completely did.
Furthermore Boskovi¢ (2001a,b) provides evidence that adjuncts do interfere with PF Merger,
which is aurely the null hypahesis. Boskovi¢ analyzes the notorious subjed gap restriction on
Icelandic stylistic fronting in terms of PF Merger. More predsely, Boskovi¢ argues that the
stylistically fronted elemergkkiin (iii) undergoes leftward head adjunctionto anull head, which
isaverbal affix andthereforemust mergewiththeverb. The analysis draightforwardly explainswhy
the subjed must be null in the stylistic fronting construction. (See the structures in (iv). The

stylistically fronted element is underlined.)

32



(i) a. petta er madur serakki hefur leikid nitiu leiki.
this isaman that not has played ninety games
‘This is a man that has not played ninety games.’
b. *Eg held ad ekki Halldér hafi séd pessa mynd.
| think that not Halldor has seen this film

‘| think that Halldor has not seen this film.’

(iv) a. betta er madur serakki+Ft hefur leikid nitiu leiki.
[

b. *Eg held adekki+F Halldér hafi séd pessa mynd.
I

Boskovi¢ further observes the ungammaticdity of constructions like (v) and interprets it as
indicatingthat adjuncts do Hock PFmerger. (Sincethe stylisticdly fronted element in (v) is head-
adjoinedto the dfix head undergoing merger, in contrast to (i), in (v) it isnot possbleto pacethe
adjunct in a position in which it would not intervene between the affix head and the verb.)
(V) *petta er madur seekki+F i dag/a islandi/i gaer hefur leikid nitiu leiki.

this is a man that not today/in Iceland/yesterday has played ninety games

‘This is a man that has not played ninety games today/in Iceland/yesterday.’

11.Inthisresped, it isworth ndingthat, as discussed below, an intonational phrase boundary aso
precedeshenull Cin constructionslike (3a), so that the C affix canna hop oo theverb in *It was
thoughtby those involved you shoud gve her a secndchance an example due to an anonymous

reviewer.

12.KlausAbels paints out to us that there is an alternative derivation d (3c) that must also be
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excluded.Supcse only IP is the target of RNR, with the null C 'left behind'. In bah conjuncts, C
shouldthen be aleto mergewith the V. We suggest that this derivationisruled ou independently
of any affixal requirement®ather, onthe analysis of RNR that we alopt, the missng material in
the first conjunctvas the target of an elli psis operation. But dedarative C (unlike interrogative C,
in Sluicing constructions) never li censes i psis of its complement | P even when something passes
through its SpedCP, as the following example from Boskovi¢ 1997shows:

1) *Johnmet someone but | dont know who Peter said [t [« C[p€ll])

Note that example (ii) is then good orly on the derivation where the whole CP is elided.

(i)  Who dd Bill believe fst-C-wodd-murderPeter}, and Mary clam, would murder Peter?
13.Noticethat under Pesetsky’s analysis, C-to-V affixationin (10) could take placethroughATB

C-to-V movement.

14. Under this analysis it is necessary to assume that gapping involves both V- and I-deletion;
otherwise gven asimple gapping construction like Mary kissed John andJane Bill would invalve
aviolation d the Stranded Affix Filter under the assumptionthat English finitel isalso an affix (see
Chomsky1957 Halle and Marantz 1993,Bobalji k 1994, 1995and Lasnik 1995d,among dhers).
In thisresped, naethe grammaticdity of Mary will kissJohn andJareBill, wherebothV and | are

deleted.

15.Inwhat followswe will attempt to move what sean to us unavoidable stipulations regarding the
distributionof the null C from syntax, where they are placed in current acourts, to morphdogy,
wherewe believe they fit more naturally. In this resped, we again emphasize the important role

adjacency plays in the distribution of the null C.

16.Wewill discusshereonly finite complementsof nours. For discusson d infiniti val complements
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of nours, seeBoskovic¢ (1997b), where it is shown that the question of licensing a null Crabes

arise due to interfering factors.

17.Morepreasely, C movesto V, after which the C+V complex head-moves to the nominalizer

affix. For relevant discussion, see also Ormazabal (1995).

18.Giventhat the C+V affixationtakes placein PF, under thisanalysiswewould need to assumethat
theV+nominali zer affixation also takes placein PF, possbly throughPF head movement, which

would need to be ordered after PF Merger.

19.Pesetskguggests that for a semantic reason that he leaves open, nonarived nours cannad take
clausesas arguments at D-structure. As aresult, all i nstances of nours with clausal complements
haveto be nominalizaions of verbs or adjedives that take a ¢ausal complement. For relevant

discussion, see also Ormazabal (1995).

20.Theproposal iscompatiblewith bah the PFmerger and the head movement instantiations of the
C-affixationanalysis (the same haldsfor the proposal abou therelative dause C made with resped
to (14) below).

21.Adjectivalconstructionslike I’'m afraid he left arestandardly considered to be accetablein the
literature (see for example, Stowell 1981412, which indicaes that the null C is hosted by +V
elementsgiven that adjedives are spedfied as +V, +N. Some spe&ers, however, seem to find
adjectivalnul C constructions ssmewhat degraded. If thejudgment split i sred we can acourt for
it by assuming that for these spe&kers, the null C must be hosted bya +V, -N element. Below, we
disregardhisvariety. (The &ove remarks may also be relevant to passve constructions like (1a),
given that passive verbs are sometimes considered neutralized verb-adjectives.)

Althoughwe would na be surprised if some variation exists, we do nd necessarily exped
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tofind (agrea ded of) spedker variationwith resped to the exad affix spedficaion d the null C,
giventhat there is surprisingly littl e variation with resped to ather such elements in English (for
example, -ed, -ing, -s). In this resped, it is worth nding that an anonymous reviewer finds
constructionsi ke (13)b acceptable. It isposgblethat for this gedker, the nouncan hast the C affix
(orthat theCin (13)bisnat an affix). Note, however, that all our informantsfind constructionslike
(13)b unacceptable. Theliterature dso uriformly treas such constructionsas unacceptable (seg for

example, Pesetsky 1992 and Stowell 1981).

22.An anonymous reviewer finds (14)b to be accetable. However, al our informants find it

unacceptable.

23.Concerningvh-relativeslike (i), we can assume ether that the null C of such relativesisnot an
affix (seein thisresped sedion 3, or that the null Cisan affix but that it can be hosted by the
relative wh-element.

0] the woman J, whq C [, John likeg;]]

A potential problem is raised by constructions like (ii).

(i) *A woman arrived yesterday{Op C [, Mary likest]].

A questionarises why yesterdayor for that matter Mary cannothost the relative dause dfix in (ii).
Oneposshility isto assumethat the dfix can be hosted orly by therelative dause heal. Thiscould
beinstantiated by paitinga +el feaure andassumingthat the host of the relative dause dfix must
bespedfied as+rel. Therelative head, but not yesterdayr Mary, would bea the +el feaurein (ii).
In fad, it isclea that therelative C, which agrees with the dement inits Spec must agreewith the
relative head. Appealing to Lasnik’s (1995a) requirementaaffix and its host nat disagreein

their feaure spedficaion may then gve usamore general acourt of why ony therelative dause
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headpossbly in additiontotherelativewh-phrase, see(i)) can hast therelative C affix. (Seesedion
4, espedaly foatnote 33, for an additional way of ruling ou the posshility of yesterdayandMary
hostingthe null Cin (ii). For the dternative analysisit isimportant that atraceintervenes between
the C andMary, given the system developed in section 3.)

24.0necouldtry toacourt for (14) under Pesetsky’ sanalysisby assumingthat thenull C of relative
clauseds nat an affix at all. While the aumption would acourt for (14)a, it would leave the
ungrammaticality of (14)b unaccounted for.

25 For discusson d (15), seeSnyder and Rothstein (1992. Note that both constructionsinvolve
extradion out of awedk, extrapasitionisand. Still, (15) is better than (16), which we interpret as
indicating that (16) involves an additional violation.

26.Giventhat, asargued below, wh-tracebl ocks affixation, the EPPC adually hasto be non-affixal
(a wh-trace always intervenes between this C and the higher verb).

27.Chomsky (2000109, 200134) aso suggests that the EPPC in questionis sleded oy when
locality requires it. Admittedly, the suggestion involves some look-ahead.

28.Lasnikand Satio’s main argument for the daim concerns the impossbility of short subjea
topicalizationassumingthat topicdi zationinvavesadjunctionto | P, asargued extensively in Baltin
(1982, Boskovi¢ (19971, Iwakura (1978, Lasnik and Saito (1992, Rochemont (1989, and Saito
(1985, among dhers. Lasnik and Saito present two argumentsfor theimpossbility of short subjea
topicalizationFirst, they observethat if subjedscould undergoshort topicdization (i.e. movefrom
SpeclPo the | P-adjoined pasition), wewould exped *Theybeli evethat each ather likeMary to be
acceptablegnapar with Theybeli evethat each ather, Marylikes. Second,if subjedscould undergo

shorttopicdi zaion,extradion ou of subjeds sroud havethe samestatusasextradion out of topics,
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a prediction that is not borne out, as ill ustrated by the @ntrast between ?*Which athletes do you
think that pictures of are on saéd?Which athletes do you think that pictures of, Mary bought.
Boskovic (19971 providesan additional argument for theimpasshilit y of subjed adjunction
to IP based onthe ungrammaticdity of short zero-subjed relatives. Boskovic¢ (1994b, 1997p(see
alsoSaito and Murasugi 1999 in fad propcses a condtion onchain linksthat quite generaly rules
outmovement from SpecX P to the X P-adjoined pasition. The condtion bans movement that istoo
short,i.e. it puts alower bound onmovement (for much relevant discusson, see &so Grohmann
2000). 1t is worth noting here that a version d the condtion from Boskovi¢ (in pressa) bans
movementrom theY P-adjoined pasitionto SpecX P, where Y Pisthe complement of X, which may
alsorule out the EPPC derivation for (16), given some rather straightforward assumptions. (The
objectwh-phrase could na move to SpecCP from the | P-adjoined pasition. Note that adogtingthis
line of analysis would make the appeal to selection of the EPP C made in the text unnecessary.)
29.Weusetheterm extrapositionfor ease of expositionwithou implying that the enbedded clause
ever moves from it§-position in constructions like (19).
30.Thismay be related to the fad that extraposed clauses are generated adjacent to a variety of
lexical categories. Admittedlyhe intuitionis not essy to formalize (It isaso possble that heads
that occur inthe context in question kea aspeaal fedure, cdl it X, andthat thenull C of the dauses
under considerationis gedfied as requiring an X-marked hast.) Note dso that the seledion d a
distinctcomplementizer in extraposed clauses can be eaily achieved byappedingto the expletive-
asociaterelation ketween the expletiveit andthe extraposed clause. (SeeBoskovi¢ 1997b Shlonsky
1987,and Tanaka 1995for arguments for the expletive-associate relation in this case. See &so

Boskovi¢ 1997band Chomsky 1995for moregeneral discusgonsof the expletive-associaterelation
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within the Minimalist Program.)

31.Kayne(19848) observes the interesting contrast between (20)c and *John,I’ mnot sure has any
friends

Thereis ome variation with resped to constructions like (20)a-c. In the text we focus on
the judgments reported in the literature. The judgment of the spe&ers who accept this type of
constructiorcould be acourted for if for these speakersthe EPPC isanonaffix evenin extraposed

clauses.

32.Notice that a wh-trace also intervenes between C and the embedded I/V.
Herewe assumethat, asargued extensively in Boskovi¢ (19970, Engli sh control i nfinitivals
arelPs. Sincethe CP/IP pair isnat present in the enbedded clause of constructionslike Whodoyou

wanna kisswe assume thathodoes not have to move through a position above the infinitival I.

33.A guestion arises with resped to constructions like (i) as to why the nominal head within the
matrix adjunct {fme) cannot host the null C.

() *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 Johnleft, the extraposed clause in this type of constructionis preceaded by a pause, which we
interpretasindicaingthat anintonational phraseboundiry intervenesbetween the extraposed clause
andthe ajunct. FollowingBoskovi¢ (2001a) (see d&so sedion 1), we assumethat intonational phrase
boundariedlock PFmerger. Asaresult, thenull C canna affix to timein (i). (The analysiscan be
straightforwardlyextended to *Somethinghappened yesterday | couldn’t even imagine, due to an
anonymous reviewer.)

Thisanalysis leals us to assume that the null C is parsed into the same intonational phrase
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asthe matrix verb in constructionslike It seansJohnlikesMary. Infad, it hasbeen proposedinthe
literatureon prosodic phrasing that a verb and the complementizer heading its complement can be
parsednto the same intonational phrase (see Schitze 199490-91 and references therein). Notice
also that no pause has to precede the complemeimtiteseans that Johnlikes Mary, in contrast
to It seemed at that time that John liked Mdltyis possible that the two constructions adber
in that the dause movesfrom its 0-positionony in the seamndconstruction. The prosodic diff erence
noted above could then be a reflex of a syntactic difference.)

Another question raised by (i) is why the enbedded clause subjed canna host the null C.

We leave it open how to block this option.

34.Thesame haldsin the cae of adjunct extradion ou of extraposed clauses. We would therefore
expectadjunct extradion ot of extraposed clausesto be accetable. It isoccasionally suggested in
theliterature (seg for example, Cinque 19902 and Li 1993 that thisisnot the case. We, however,
find the examples in (i) to be fully accetable. (An anonymous reviewer gives the following
unacceptablexample: *How isn’t it sure Johnfixed the car. However, the exampleisindependently
ruled out because it involves adjunct extraction out of an inner island.)
0] a. How, does it seerf, (that) [, John fixed the cat]]?

b. How, is it likely [ (that) [,» John fixed the cat]]?
Interestingly,adjunct extradion is degraded in constructions like (ii), which can be interpreted as
providing suppat for the suggestion made in footnote 33 that the extraposed clause undergoes
movement from it§-position in constructions like (ii), but not in constructions like (i).

(i) *How; did it seem at that timgthat [, John fixed the cé]]?

35.Thereis adualy some spe&ker variation with resped to the exad status of (24)b-c. What is
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important for our purposes is that (24)b-c are better than (24)a.

36.Thenonaffixood d the C might berelatableto thelad of adjacency between the C andtheverb

even in base-line, non-extraposed structures. However, the intuition is not easy to formalize.

37.Followingasuggestion byan anonymousreviewer, we havereplaced thelexicd NP objed from
Stowell’'sexampleswith an acaisative pronounto avoid apotential garden path/ambiguity with the
readingon which the wh-phrase is the objed of the matrix verb. (That anonymous reviewer finds
theconstructionsin (25) acceptable. However, al of our informantsfind (25)aunacceptable, andall
but one find (25)b unacceptable.)

Note aso that Stowell (p. 413) observes that tell and showare exceptiona in that they do
allow the type of extraction illustrated (25), as srnown for tell by (i), taken from Stowell (1981).
0] a. Louise told us Danny was mean to her.

b. Whaq did Louise tell us [twas mean to her]?
Noticethat the CP analysis presented bel ow doesleareroom for exceptions. Under thisanalysiswe
would need to assume thatl, but not the verbsin (25), can take the EPPC complement (seethe
discussiorbelow). Under thelPanalysisof (25), to begiven below, wewould need to pasit adeeper
differencebetween tell andthe verbsfrom (25). In particular, we would need to assumethat tell can
takea CP complement. (Given the discusson below, the null C heading the mmplement of tell
would have to have alditional semantic content; it could na merely spedfy the dedarative force)
Alternatively, ¢ from (26) would either not be present with tell or could na spedfy the dedarative

force of the complement.

38.This is the head-government requirement on traces of the Government-Binding Theory (see

especially Rizzi 1990). We leave it open how to implement it in the Minimalist framework.
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39.Here we assume that the infinitigabjed movesin owvert syntax from the infinitival clause to
a Case-chedking paitionin the higher clause (SpecAgroP/SpecvP) in English ECM constructions
(seeAuthier 1991,Boskovi¢ 1997,b, 2002 Johrson 1991 Koizumi 1995,L asnik 1995b¢, Runrer
1998,Ura1993,among dhers), asaresult of which theinfinitival SpedP in Whodoyou kelieveto
know Frenchdoes not contain a wh-trace.

40We ae generalizing Mulder’ s analysisto al clausal doulde objed constructions.

41.Underthe CP anaysis, the null C healing the embedded clause in a dausal doulle objed
constructiorhas to be distinct from the null C heading the embedded clause in a simple transitive
construction.

An anonymous reviewer observesthat thereisagap in the paradigm: thereisnoaffixal EPP

C. A principled explanation for the gap is given in footnote 26.
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Abstract The paper provides a ammprehensive acourn of the distribution d the null C in English
thatdoes not apped to the nation d government, thus makinga contributionto the minimali st goal
of eliminating arbitrary relations such as government. The acourt is based onPesetsky’ s propasal
thatthe null C isaPFaffix, which weinstantiate throughthe dfix hoppng approach to affixation.
We also provide an acourt of several subjed/objed asymmetries with resped to extradion ou of

various clausal arguments.

Keywordsadjacency, affix hoppng, government, nul complementizer, PHMorphdogicd Merger,

subject/object asymmetries
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