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Section 1
1.1	The CP hypothesis and variants
(1)  	The president asked whose plan had succeeded

	TP

	DP	T′

       The president	T	VP

	V′

	V     	   CP 
   asked    
		  DP               C′

		whose 	 	 C    	TP
		plan          had
                                                      		     DP 		T′
              		
                                                		                          T 	         VP
	
	 	      V′
	                         |
	                                   V	
							     	succeeded



Issues: 	TP as the root node.
		Subordinated clause (Tense)
		Subordinated clause is a CP
		Other FPs (Functional Projections)


The Potential Structure of CP proposed by Cinque (1999) based on the distribution of adverbials and matching functional heads
(2)  	Order of Clausal Functional Heads (= G.C.(96))
MoodSpeech act > Moodevaluative > Moodevidential > Modepistemic > T (Past) > T (Future) > Moodirrealis >
Asphabitual   > T (Anterior) > Aspperfect  >  Aspretrospective >  Aspdurative  >  Aspprogressive   >  Aspprospective /Modroot  > Voice > Aspcelerative > Aspcompletive >  Asp(?r)epetitive   >  Aspiterative 

(3)  	Matched Hierarchies and the Syntactic Structure Responsible  
(= G.C.(92))  The Universal hierarchy of clausal functional projections (a second approximation)
[frankly Moodspeech act   	[fortunately  Moodevaluative 	[allegedly  Moodevidential 
[ probably  Modepistemic   	[once T (Past) [then T (Fut) 	[perhaps Moodirrealis
[ necessarily  Modnecessity  	 [possibly Modpossibility  	 [usually Asphabitual
[ again Asprepetitive(1)  	 [often Aspfrequentative(1)   	[intentionally Modvolitional
[quickly Aspcelerative(1)  	 [already T (Anterior) 		[no longer Aspterminative 
[still Aspcontinuative	[always   Aspperfect (?)  		 [just Aspretrospective  
 [soon Aspproximative 	[briefly  Aspdurative)   		[characteristically(?) Aspgeneric/progressive 
[almost Aspprogressive	[completely AspSgCompletive(1)   	[tutto  AspPlcompletive 	
[well Voice  	[fast/early Aspcelerative(II) 		[again Asprepetitive(II) 	
[often Aspfrequentative(II)   	[completely AspSgCompletive(II)  

Section 1.2

Focus of typological research often on comparing classifications as opposed to structure.  However classifications often reflect properties that are or might be structural.
(4) Noonan (2007) predicate classification:  Typological patterns of clausal complementation
1. Utterance predicates			ITR except for promise		indic that CP
2. Propositional attitude predicates		ITR				indic that CP
3.  Pretence predicates			ITR				indic that CP
4. Commentative predicates (factives)	ITR				indic that CP
5. Predicates of knowledge and acquisition of knowledge	ITR		indic that CP
6. Predicates of fearing			ITR				indic that CP
7. Desiderative predicates	Hope		ITR				indic that CP
			Wish		ITR				indic that CP
			Want		DTR 
8. Manipulative predicates			DTR
9. Modal predicates				DTR
10. Achievement predicates			DTR
11. Phasal predicates				DTR
12. Immediate perception predicates		DTR (take that CP even when ip?)
13. Negative predicates			DTR
14. Conjunctive predicates			DTR/ITR (depending on predicate)




Section 1.3	Embedding predicates and their complements
i.	What aspects of predicate-argument combination are predictable? From what principles?

ii.	The first 8 predicate types in Noonan’s classification are all realized as that-CPs in English.
Apparently the morpho-syntactic form of a complement clause is only coarsely correlated with its meaning.
Morpho-syntactic form may be impoverished relative to semantic distinctions

iii.  	If syntactic complement patterns look the same for all, it may not be the case that the semantic patterns are   the same for all.


(5) [bookmark: _Ref429744290] 	From Dayal 2015: 148. Based on Lahiri 2002, with “Assertive” added:
[image: ]
“Rogative” = takes only wh complements:
(6) They asked whose plan had succeeded. *They asked that his plan had succeeded.
“Responsive” / “Resolutive” = takes wh and that complements:
(7) They announced whose plan had succeeded. They announced that his plan had succeeded.
“Assertive” = takes only that complements.
(8) *They claimed whose plan had succeeded. They claimed that his plan had succeeded.
Note that the semantic classification of the predicates does not correspond one-to-one with the morpho-syntactic structure of their complements.
iv.	This case suggests that interesting patterns emerge when we look at the combinations of complements which combine with individual predicates.
v.	In fact the collection of predicates in (5) is extremely heterogeneous when studied in other structures.
vi.	Many morphemes appear in multiple positions in a classification system, because they are ambiguous.
	E.g. the verb observe is both an utterance predicate and a perception predicate. So is note.
	Many other cases.

vi.	The most frequent morphemes are typically the most complex, not the simplest.  E.g intimate that...  Versus say that…
Two possible reasons: they have multiple “related” meanings, where the notion of related requires explication. 
Or they are “light verbs”, i.e. have very little meaning, and hence are compatible with more contexts than a predicate with a highly specified meaning.  Cf get versus buy or steal. 

Section 2	Current Research Issues:  Non-canonical clausal complements: the case of quoted and main clauses (Grimshaw 2014, in prep)

2.1	DP complements in discourse:
These SAY-schema verbs (Grimshaw 2015) report speech events, their content and their Force. i.e. the Force of the corresponding main clause. Cf “indirect discourse”. 

(9) [bookmark: _Ref412097928]  	X says:		HIS PLAN HAS SUCCEEDED.  MY FLIGHT LEAVES AT 6.
Y asks:		What just happened?
Z replies:	X asserted something.
		#X asked something.
X announced something.

(10) [bookmark: _Ref412097934][bookmark: _Ref412195173] 	X says:		HAS HIS PLAN HAS SUCCEEDED?  WHEN DOES MY FLIGHT LEAVE? 
Y asks:		What just happened?

Z replies:	#X asserted something.
X asked something.
#X announced something.

Two points:
i.	In these discourses, announce behaves exactly like assert. It cannot report a question-event.
ii.	Learning: The critical aspects of meaning that control complementation possibilities may be observable in simple discourses which do not even involve clausal complementation. The fact that assert can be used as in (9) and ask as in (10), and the verb say in either, tells the learner what linguistic events the verb reports and therefore whether it combines with questions or assertions. (Its Force reporting capacity). 


2.2	Evidence that announce patterns with assert and not with ask with respect to complement type:
[bookmark: _Ref400436610]The verb ask (wonder, inquire …) (a Q-Force verb in JG in prep) combines with all four wh clausal structures: a subordinated wh complement (a), a quoted wh clause  in complement position (b), a wh main clause (c),  a quoted wh main clause (d). 
(11) [bookmark: _Ref429746344] 	a. The president asked [whose plan had succeeded]
b. The president asked [ “Whose plan has succeeded?”]
c. [ “Whose plan has succeeded?”], (the president asked)
d. [Whose plan had succeeded], (the president asked)
The verb ask  cannot combine with a that-complement, or a main clause declarative. 
(12) [bookmark: _Ref429729528] 	a. *The president asked [that the plan had succeeded.]
b. *[The plan had succeeded], (the president asked)
It cannot combine with a quoted declarative, whether in complement position or as a main clause.
(13) [bookmark: _Ref429729535] 	a. *The president asked [ “My plan has succeeded”]
b. *[“My plan has succeeded”], (the president asked)
The verb assert (cf claim, propose) shows exactly the opposite pattern. It is ungrammatical in all of the examples in (11) and grammatical in the examples in (13) and (14).
And announce?
The verb announce combines with wh subordinate clauses:

(14) [bookmark: _Ref400881909]The president announcedA-FORCE  [ whose plan had succeeded]

Yet it cannot combine with a main clause question, an interrogative quote in post-verbal position or with a quoted main clause question. These wh-structures encode Q-Force which is incompatible with the A-Force of announce. 

(15) [bookmark: _Ref429754353] 	a. *[ Q-FORCE Whose plan  had succeeded], (the president announced)
b. *The president announced  [  “Whose plan has succeeded?”].
c. *[ “Whose plan has succeeded?”], (the president announced)

Thus, while announce behaves like ask in the canonical complementation pattern of (14), it behaves like assert and claim in the non-canonical patters in (15).

2.3	The structure of the four “complements” 
(16)  	Clause structure for a quoted wh clause as an immediate complement (11)b.
The subordinated wh complement in (11)a has the same structure: remove the “” and change tense on have.

	TP

	DP	T′

       The president	T	VP

	V′

	V     	“CP” Q-FORCE
   asked    
	Q-FORCE  	“DP”         “C′”

		whose 	 	“C”     	“TP”
		plan          has
                                                      		   “DP”	     “T′”
              		
                                                		“T” 	   “VP”
	
	“V′”
	       |
	               “V”	
							    succeeded



(17) 	Main clauses hosting parentheticals, where the parenthetical contains the SAY-schema verb.
Same structure for a non-quoted main clause: remove the quotes, and change tense/indexicals.

An instance of mediated complementation
Note: Alternatives to CP as trace.

		 CP

				“CP”i	Q-Force 			  FP
  		
	“DP”            “C′”		Spec			 F′
	
	whose 	      “C”    	“TP”	           Opi		F	 		 TP
plan            has
		       DP	“T′”			DP			   T′
	
			“T”	“VP”		   the president    T	      VP
			             
				“V′”	  			V′
                                            	  |                              
	       	       “V”	V		CPi
                                                          failed  			        asked
        					Q-Force



2.4	The status of quotes and main clauses

(18) [bookmark: _Ref429580580] 	wh clauses across 4 kinds of SAY verbs

	Wh Clause type
	FORCE
	ask
Q-FORCE
	announce
A-FORCE

	Wh clause as immediate complement  
	X-FORCE
	Y
	Y

	Quoted wh clause as immediate complement
	Q-FORCE
	Y
	N

	Main wh clause as mediated complement
	Q-FORCE
	Y
	N

	Quoted (main) wh clause as mediated complement
	Q-FORCE
	Y
	N

	
	
	
	

	Can report a Question event 
See (9) and (10)
	Q-FORCE
	Y
	N



Hypothesis:
· Main wh clauses and quoted wh clauses are all questions. i.e. report speech acts with the Force of questions.
· Ask and similar verbs combine with questions. Announce is like assert in combining with assertions, even though it takes a wh complement.

The morpho-syntax of subordinated wh complements is not in one to one correspondence with a key semantic property of the clause.


2.5	The controversial nature of quotes in complementation
Quoted clauses are copies of the original: indexicals, SOT< prosody, form, lexicalization …..
They are not subordinated
But they can satisfy the argument of a predicate and must be compatible with the predicate in order to do so.
As parenthetical hosts, quoted clauses are just like non-quoted main clauses.

Section 3	 Non canonical clausal complements: The case of the “missing” complementizer
[bookmark: _Ref228401600]	 
(19)  	Susan says (that) it’s going to rain today  
It is often stated that most English verbs (As?) allow the C to be omitted. 
E.g. Pesetsky and Torrego (2007).  “In English , CP-initial that  is generally optional in a complement clause”. 
This is probably false.
What is true is that the most frequent verbs allow it. 
Not the majority of embedding predicates. 

3.1	A Hypothesis about what governs omissibility. Pragmatics of Quasi-Subordination (Dayal and Grimshaw 2009):  Omission happens in the grammar of an informal register of English, in which the syntax of certain subordinate clauses, such as the one in (1), is assimilated to that of main clauses:
A sentence like 0 can initiate a conversation about the weather, or answer a question about the weather:
Subordinate clauses: literal meaning of (1) is a proposition about what Susan has said.  
Invited pragmatics: put “it’s going to rain today” on the table. Depends  on the subordinating predicate and the “Source”. e.g. claim vs say; remember vs forget; 1st person vs third.  Possible only when discourse conditions for assertion are met. Eg. proposition not already in the common ground.
Relevant studies of complementation: Cattell (1978), Hooper and Thompson (1973), Hooper (1975). Of  that: Dor (2005), Dayal and Grimshaw (2009).
Omission is possible with a relatively small number of embedding verbs but they are of high frequency.
Omission itself is of relatively high frequency, since the opportunity for omission is of high frequency.
The frequency of a verb, the register it is associated with and the presence of 1st and 2nd person pronouns are all highly correlated.
3.2	Omission is possible only with predicates which are used (1) to report assertions made (say predicates), and (2) to report mentally formulated propositions:  attitudes/opinions/knowledge  (believe predicates  and conclude predicates, the semi-factives). These correspond to the “volunteer stance” verbs of Cattell (1978). 
(Some tricky cases – omitted here.) 
Logic of the argument: Contexts in which a subordinate clause can answer a question should correspond to contexts in which omission is possible.  
(20) QS complement and optional that: (my judgments)
assume, believe, claim, conclude,  decide, declare, expect, fancy, feel, figure, imagine, maintain, reckon, say, suggest, suppose, suspect, tell, think
(21)  Q:	How many students cheated on the exam?
A:	The committee 
assumed, believed, claimed, concluded, decided, declared, felt, figured, imagined, maintained, reckoned, said, suggested, suspected, told us, thought
that / Ø about 25% cheated.
3.3	Apparent counterexamples:
(22) QS complements and obligatory that: (my judgments)
allege, ascertain (Ross), assert, conjecture, consider, deem, envisage, estimate, hold,   intimate, judge, propose, report, state, surmise
(23)  Q:	How many students cheated on the exam?
A:	The committee ascertained/surmised that/ *Ø about 25% cheated.
These have QS complements but do not allow omission.  
Proposal:  They are not in the vocabulary of the informal register (as clausal complement takers). 
Omission is impossible with predicates which have complements which, for one reason or another, cannot be QS.
These include true factives, “say-plus” verbs, “non-stance” verbs, “response stance” verbs and verbs with subjunctive complements.	
3.4	Emotive and Evaluative Factive Predicates.  Complement is already in the common ground.
(24) 	Q:	How many students did badly on the exam?
	A:	#The committee regretted/didn’t mind/rejoiced that 90% of the students failed
	A:	#The committee was sad/sorry that 90% of the students failed
They do not permit omission of that:
(25) 	The committee regretted/didn’t mind/rejoiced that/*Ø 90%  of the students failed
(26) 	*The committee was sad/sorry that/*Ø 90% of the students failed

3.5	Comment Predicates (Cf the Non-Stance Verbs of Cattell 1978)
The verbs cited by Cattell are comment, convey, detail, emphasize mention remark and stress. I add note and observe (when they mean “say”). 
Hypothesis: it is part of their meaning that the event described is one in which the Source did not assert the complement proposition.
Examples are from Cattell:
(27) Richard claimed that the road went through Windsor
	Richard commented that the road went through Windsor
(28) Q:	How many students did badly on the exam?
	A:	#The committee commented that 90% of the students failed
(29) 	The committee commented that/*Ø 90% of the students failed



3.6 say + goal or + attitude (or + means  in the case of so-called Manner of Speaking  verbs)
They include: apologize, bitch, beef,  blurt (out), boast, brag, complain, enthuse, exclaim, fret, fuss, gripe, grouse, grumble, jest ,joke, kvetch, lament, lie, marvel, puzzle, quip, ramble, rant, rave, swear, whine (when it doesn’t have a manner of speaking reading).
(30) Q:	How many students did badly on the exam?
	A:	#The committee complained/bitched/boasted that 90% of the students failed
(31) 	*The committee complained/ bitched/boasted that/*Ø 90%  of the students failed

The canonical complementation structure in which  that introduces a CP is compatible with a very wide range of embedding predicates. The divergences emerge when we look at that-less CPs as a different case of complementation, rather than assuming that it is just a variant of the structure with that.
Section 4 Conclusions
· The morpho-syntax of clausal complements frequently obscures the real patterns.
· Non-canonical complements, including quoted clauses, main clauses and even DPs such as someone can reveal the underlying principles which are obscured in canonical complementation.

Selected References
References
Adger, David and Josep Quer. 2001. The syntax and semantics of unselected embedded questions. Language 77:107-133.
Beavers, John, and Andrew Koontz-Garboden. 2012. Manner and Result in the roots of verbal meaning. Linguistic Inquiry 43: 331-369. 
Bonami, Olivier, and Danièle Godard. 2008. On the syntax of direct quotation in French. In Proceedings of the HPSG08 conference, ed. Stefan Müller, 355–377. Stanford, CA: CSLI-Publications.
Cattell, Ray. 1978. On the source of interrogative adverbs. Language 54: 61–77.
Cheng, Lisa Lai Shen. 1991. On the typology of wh-questions. Doctoral dissertation. Massaschusetts Institute of Technology. 
Cinque, Guglielmo. Adverbs and functional heads: a cross-linguistic perspective (Oxford Studies in Comparative Syntax). Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999. 
Corver, Norbert and Craig Thiersch. 2001. Remarks on Parentheticals. In Progress in Grammar: Articles at the 20th anniversary of the comparison of grammatical models group in Tilburg, eds. M. van Oostendorp and E. Anagnostopoulou. http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/books/progressingrammar/
Dayal, Veneeta. 2015. Questions. To appear in Surveys in Semantics and Pragmatics, OUP.
Dayal, Veneeta and Jane Grimshaw. 2009. Subordination at the interface. Department of Linguistics, Rutgers University.  At: http://rulinguistics101.org/page/grimshaw.html
DelBusso, Natalie. In prep.  SAY verbs and Force in the Spanish clausal complement system. Rutgers University.
Dor, Daniel. 2005. Toward a semantic account of that-deletion in English. Linguistics 43:345–382
Ginzburg, Jonathan and Ivan Sag. 2000. Interrogative investigations. CSLI publications.
Griffiths, James (to appear) Speaker and quote reduced parenthetical clauses. In S. Schneider, J. Glikman & M. Azanzi (eds.), Parenthetical Verbs. Berlin: Mouton De Gruyter. 
Grimshaw, Jane 2014a. Quotes, clausal complements, and parentheticals. Ms. Rutgers University. (Under revision)
Grimshaw, Jane 2014b. The use of force in clausal complementation. Colloquium presented at University of California at Santa Cruz. October 2014.
Grimshaw, Jane. 2015. The light verbs say and SAY. In Ida Toivonen, Piroska Csúri and Emile van der Zee eds Structures in the Mind: Essays on Language, Music, and Cognition.  MIT Press.
Hooper, Joan. 1975. On assertive predicates. In: Kimball, J.P. (Ed.), Syntax and Semantics, vol. 4. Academic Press, NY, 91–124.
Jackendoff, Ray. 1990. Semantic Structures. MIT Press.
Krifka, Manfred. 2014. Embedding illocutionary acts. In Roeper, Tom; Speas, Margaret, Recursion: Complexitiy in Cognition (Studies in Theoretical Psycholinguistics 43), 125-155. Berlin: Springer.
Lahiri, Utpal. 2002. Questions and answers in embedded contexts. Oxford: OUP.
McCloskey, James. 2006. Questions and questioning in a local English. In Raffaella Zanuttini, Héctor Campos, Elena Herburger & Paul H. Portner (eds.), Cross-linguistic research in syntax and semantics: Negation, tense and clausal architecture, 87–126. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.
Moulton, Keir. 2013. Not Moving Clauses: Connectivity in Clausal Arguments. Syntax 16:3. 250-291.
Munro, Pamela 1982. On the transitivity of ‘say’ verbs. Syntax and Semantics 15: 301–318.
Nye, Rachel. 2013. How complement clauses distribute. Doctoral dissertation, Universiteit Gent.
Partee, Barbara H. 1973. The syntax and semantics of quotation. In A Festschrift for Morris Halle, eds. S. Anderson and P. Kiparsky, 410–418. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Portner, Paul. 2004. The Semantics of Imperatives within a Theory of Clause Types. In Kazuha Watanabe and Robert B. Young, eds., Proceedings of Semantics and Linguistic Theory 14. Ithaca, NY: CLC Publications. Available at semanticsarchive.net. 
Rizzi, Luigi. 1997. The fine structure of the left periphery. In Liliane Haegeman ed Elements of Grammar. Dordrcht: Kluwer. 281-337.
Ross, John Robert. 1973. Slifting. In The formal analysis of natural languages: Proceedings of the First International Conference, eds. M. Gross, M. Halle, and M.-P. Schützenberger, 133–169. Mouton. The Hague.
Suñer, Margarita. 1993. About indirect questions and semi-questions. Linguistics & Philosophy 16(1). 45–78.
Suñer, Margarita. 2000. The syntax of direct quotes with special reference to Spanish and English. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 18: 525–578.
Talmy, Leonard. 1985. Lexicalization patterns. In Grammatical Categories and the Lexicon vol. 3, ed. Tim Shopen, 57–149. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Vries, Mark de. 2006. Reported direct speech in Dutch. Linguistics in the Netherlands 23: 212–223.
Zubizarreta, Maria Luisa, and Eunjeong Oh. 2007. On the syntactic composition of manner and motion. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press.


Biber, Douglas.  1999.  A Register Perspective on Grammar and Discourse.  Discourse Studies 1. 131-150.
Bolinger, Dwight.  1972. That’s that. The Hague: Mouton.
Cattell Ray. 1978. On the source of interrogative adverbs. Language  54. 61-77. 
Dayal, Veneeta and Jane Grimshaw. 2009. Subordination at the interface. Department of Linguistics, Rutgers University.  At: http://rulinguistics101.org/page/grimshaw.html
Dor, Daniel. 2005. Toward a semantic account of that-deletion in English. Linguistics 43:345–382
Elsness, Johan. 1984. That or zero? A look at the choice of object clause connective in a corpus of American English. English Studies: A Journal of English Language 65. 519-533.
Emonds, Joseph. 1976. A Transformational Approach to English Syntax.  San Diego: Academic Press.
Green, Georgia. 1976. Main clause phenomena in subordinate clauses. Language 52: 382–397.
Grimshaw, Jane.2006. Location specific constraints in matrix and subordinate clauses. ROA 857-0806. http://roa.rutgers.edu/view.php3?id=1207.
Grimshaw, Jane. 2009.  Main? Subordinate? Quasi-subordinate? Root?  The case of Slifting. Presented at the “Root Phenomena” Workshop – ZAS Berlin. September 2009.
Grimshaw, Jane. In prep. Quasi-subordination and that omission. (approximate title.)
Haegeman, Liliane. 2006. Argument fronting in English, Romance CLLD and the left periphery. In Zanuttini et al eds. Cross-Linguistic Research in Syntax and Semantics: Negation, Tense and Clausal Architecture. Georgetown University Press. 27-52. 
Hooper, Joan and Sandra Thompson. 1973. On the applicability of root transformations. LI 4: 465–497.
Hooper, Joan. 1975. On assertive predicates. In: Kimball, J.P. (Ed.), Syntax and Semantics, vol. 4. Academic Press, NY, 91–124.
Kaltenböck, Gunther. 2006. ‘… That is the question’: complementizer omission in extraposed that-clauses.  English Language and Linguistics  10. 371-396.
McCloskey, James. 2006. Questions and questioning in a local English. In Zanuttini et al eds. Cross-Linguistic Research in Syntax and Semantics: Negation, Tense and Clausal Architecture. Georgetown University Press.
Miller, Phillip. 2001. Discourse constraints on (non)-extraposition from subject in English. Linguistics 39. 683-701.
Noonan, Michael. 2007. Complementation. In Language typology and language description, ed. Timothy Shopen, 42–140. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ross, J. 1973. Slifting. In:  M. Gross, M. Halle, and M.-P. Schützenberger eds. The formal analysis of natural languages: Proceedings of the First International Conference. Mouton. The Hague. 133–16.
Szabolcsi, Anna. 2006. Strong vs. weak islands. In  Martin Everaert and Henk van Riemsdijk eds. The Blackwell companion to syntax. Malden, MA. Blackwell. 479-531.
Simons, Mandy.  2007. Observations on embedding verbs, evidentiality, and presupposition. Lingua 1034-56.
Stalnaker, R. C. 2002. Common ground. Linguistics and Philosophy, 25, 701–721
Thompson, S. A., and A. Mulac. 1991. The discourse conditions for the use of the complementizer that in conversational English. Journal of Pragmatics 15:237–251.




2

image1.emf

