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A number of proposals concerning constraints on transformations are
currently circulating through the Linguistics Community. In the context of
one of these, the Noun Phrase Constraint (NPC) analysis (Horn 1974, Bach
ancd Horn 1976), I will reexamine some syntactic propertics of verb complement
sentences in Knglish, excluding POSS-ING constructions. (For discussion of
these, sce Horn 1975 and Schachier 1976). Throughout the discussion, T will
assume that the analysis in Rosenbaum (1967) is essentially correct with
threc exceptions: (¢) complementizers are introduced by the base rules and not
by {ransformation; (b) the structure of complement sentences is: 5] COMP s[...I;
and (¢) ACC-ING complements (Ross 1974) are an independent complement
type not derived from POSS-ING constructions by a rule of complementizer
deletion.t

My purpose here is to determine what mechanisms aro necessary to account
for the behavior of complement sentences with respect to extractability and
movement in the larger context. The paper is divided into three sections, the
first devoted to a brief discussion of the NPC, the sccond, to extending this
analysis to account for the behavior of ‘non-oblique’ complement sentences,
and the third, to the discussion of ‘oblique’ constructions.

1. The Noun Phrase Constraint. The NPC provides a unified account of
mach of the data which led to the formulation of the Complex NP Constraint,
the Sentential Subject Constraint, the Left Branch Condition, and an unfor-
malized constraint on extraction of PPs from dominating NPs by Ross (1967),
as well as an account of eases that he did not consider, such as the following:

T Coneerning complement sentence structure, the location of the constituent COMP
is not erucial to any of my cluims, and tree diagrams throughout the paper will be sim-
plificd. X uwotation will not bo nz.ud.
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*Who did they destroy a book about
*About whom did they destroy a book
*Who did he lose a picutre of
*What did Einstein attack a fheory about
*Which city did Jack search for a road into
*What did Kissinger prevent a war over
#*What did you discuss the growth/growing of
These examples show that extraction is prohibited from non-complex NPs
of the form: xp[NP PP] as well as complex NPs,
The NPC is formulated as follows:
(2) No syntactic transformation involving X, Y as constant terms can
operate on a string of the form: X... ye[...¥...Jor [...¥...]xp ...X
This constraint will account for the nngrammaticality of the examples in (1)
as well as the following, shown with the pertinent Ross constraint in par-
entheses:
(3) @. *Who did you see xp[the man who hit] (CNPC)
b. *Who did ws[s[that the boss fired]] annoy Henry {88C)
¢. *Whose did you sce yplemployer] (LBC)
d. ¥*By which Greek authors did he have nr{books] (PTC)
For more complete discussion of the NPC, in particular, of arguments against
Chomsky’s recent counterpropesal (Chomsky 1976}, sce Bach and Horn (1978).
Assuming for now the validity of the KPC, let us look at complement sentences.
2. Complement sentences. The NPC disallows extraction from a NI. It thus
predicts that the complement sentences in the following examples are not
NPs when wh-movement applics:
(£) «. John imagined Bill hitting Mary
b. John intended for Bill to hit Mary
¢. Henry would prefer for Bill to hit Mary

(1)

@ R &R

thought
d. John JPHTd Uiyt Bin bt Mary
understood
asccrtained
The reason for this is that examples such as these freely allow extraction from
their complement sentences. It was for this reason that Ross did not disallow
movement from the configuration: yp[S]xe. This is illusirated by the grammati-
cality of the following examples in which the object of the complemens, in
each case, has been fronted by wli-movement:
{(5) «. Who did John imagine Bill hitting
b. Who did John intend for Bill to hit
¢. Who would John prefer for Bill to hit
d. Who did Johu think that Bill hit
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The conclusion that these complements are not NPs (at least when the rule
in question applies) further predicts that they cannot move like NPs, or that
transformations which move NPs but not sentences will not apply to them.
One such rule is Topiealization, which fronts NPs as in the following examples:
(6) a. John, I belicved
b. Mary, John hit
¢. That story, we didn’t believe
d. That expensive gift, Bill gave me
If the rule of Topicalization is applied to the complements in (4), the resulting
sentences are ungrammatical in accordance with the above predictions:
(7) @ *Bill hitting Mary, John imagined
b, *For Bill to hit Mary, Johr would prefer
c. *For Bill to hit Mary, John intended
believed )
d. *That Bill hit Mary, John {imaginch
thought
If these complements were embedded in NFs at the time when Topicalization
applies, examples (7) would be expected to be grammatical. It would be diffi-
cult to prevent this rule from operating on the configurations: xp|Slwe, while
allowing it to oporate on the configuration: yp|Det Nlne as in examples (6).
It can therefore he concluded that when Topicalization applies, the complement
sentences in these examples are not embedded in NPs. This evidence is indepen-
dent of and serves to confirm the conclusion that they were not NPs, which was
based upon the existence of the NPC and the extraction facts shown in (5).
However, complement sentences such as those in (4) act like NDPs earlier
in the derivation. For example, the Passive rule treats them as NPs. This
is illustrated by the following examples in which Passive has applied to the
complement sentences as units:
(8) @. For Bill to hit Mary would be preferred by John
b. That Bill hit Mary was believed by John
. Bill hitting Mary was imagined by everyone
A question that must be answered, then, is how to account for the fact that
a complement sentence behaves like a NP with respect to a rule like Passive,
which presumably operates early in the derivation, and does not behave like
a NP later in the derivation. The Passive rule might be reformulated so that
it applies to sentences as well as to NPs, but how then could the rule be blocked
for verbs which Rosenbaum (1967) analyzed as VI Intransitive embedding
verbs? That is, how could ungrammatical sentences like the following be
blocked:
(9) «. *laking the test was continued by John
b. FROM: John continued s[PRO taking the test)
These examples contrast with ones like the {sllowing;

o
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(10) «. Taking the test was considered by everyone
b. FROM: Everyone considered ~p|TT s[PRO taking the test]]
In example (9a), the complement 8 has been fronted by Passive, and in example
{10a), NP has been fronted, If the Passive rule is generalized to apply to both
NPs and sentences, it shonld apply in both cases.

Secondly, why doesn’t the Passive rule goneralize beyond NI and 8 to
other constituent types such as PP? Finally, why should only Passive, and
not a rule such as Topicalization so generalize?

It seems more rcasonable to search for an alternative to modifying the
Passive rule. In sceking such an alternative, netice first that when Passive
applies to complement sentences in the Rosenbaum framework, they occur
in branching structures such as that shown below:

{11) John would prefer xp[I'T gfor Bill to hit Mary]]

Later in the derivation, after It-Deletion, they occur in non-branching NP
struetures such as (12):

(72) John would prefer wp[s[for Bill to hit Mary]]

The rule of It-Deletion must follow Passive in order to allow the derivation
of extraposed complements which occur in examples like the following:

(13) It would be preferred by John for Bill to hit Mary
The fact that complements are NPs when Pagsive applieg, but no longer NPs
when Topicalization and wh-movement apply ean be accounted for by
extending the notion of Pruning which was formulated in Ross (1967). Ross
introduced this notion of S-pruning to delete non-branching 8 nodes, An
extonded version of Pruning is found in Stockwell, Schachter and DPartee
(1973), in which a constitnent X, is pruned in the configuration: x [X,]x,
where X, and X, are nodes of the same category. If the pruning convention
is extended so that it applics to non-branching nodes in general, the behavior
of the complement sentences in the previous examples can be accounted for.
Pruning so cxtended will apply to the following configuration to prune the
NT* node:

(I4) xplSxe
The Pruning convention is stated as follows:

(15) In the configuration: x[Y], where X is non-branching, and where X,

Y are non-terminal categories, prune X,
‘This convention will apply whenever these condilions arc met.

1 now return to examples like the following:

{28y John would prefer for Bill to hit Mary
Thig example has the following deep structure:

{17} John would prefer xp|it s/for Bill to hit Maryi]

At this stage, Passive can apply to derive the following:

(78) For Bill to hit Mary would be preferred by John

(Actually, Passive and Ji-Deletion apply here.) If, on the other hand, Passive

Complement sentences 21

is not applied to strueture (17), then Ji-Delction applies to yield structure (19):
(19) John wounld prefer xe{g[for Bill to hit Mary||
Now, NP no longer branches, and deminates a non-terminal node, 8. The con-
ditions are met for the Pruning convention, which applies to prunc NP resulting
in the following structure:
(20} John would prefer s[for Bill to hit Mary]
At this stage in the derivation, when the complement sentence is no longer
embedded in a NP, wh-movement, Topicalization and sc on can extract
constituents from it to yicld examples like the following:
(21) «. Who would John prefer for Bill to hit
6. Mary, John would prefer for Bill to hit
The complement sentence, as hefore, cannot move as a unit NP:
{22y #*For Bill to hit Mary, John would prefer
This Pruning analysis makes a further prediction which is not made by
modifying the Passive rule: if [i-Deletion is optional, and does not apply, then
Pruning will not apply, and no movement will be permitted from the com-
plement sentence by the NPC, That this i8 correct is shown by the following
examples:
(23) a. We would prefer it for John to see Mary
& We would prefer for John to see Mary
{(24) «. *Who would we prefer it for John to see
. Who would we prefer for John to see
Sentences (23a) and (23b) show that ft-Deletion is optional for the verb
prefer. Sentences (24a) and (24b) show that movement out of the cormplement.
sentence can only apply if f{-Deletion has taken place. This would be an
igolated, fact without the existence of the NPC and NP Pruning. These facts
ean be accounted for as follows: The deep structure for (24a) and (24b) contains
the complement sentence embedded in the configuration: xp|x[1T]y s[for John
to see WHO]s]xp. In deriving (24a) Ii-Deletion does not apply. The condi-
tions for pruning the NI node are not met, and consequently the pruning
of this node cannot take place. Thus movement of WHO by wh-movement
constitutes a violation of the NPC and example (24a) is ungrammatical. For
example (24b), fi-Deletion applies, resulting in the configuration: xp[sffor John
to see WHO)g]xp. This substructnre meets the conditions for Pruning, and
the NI is pruned. Now the wh-word can be moved, and the example is
grammatical. This analysis assumes that there is no vacuous extraposition,
Extrapositicn from the objeet NP can oceur in examples like (25):
(25) You would prefer it very much for John to see Mary
Extraposition yviclds the following structure:
{26) You would prefer it very much s|for John to see WH())
It is now possible to extract an element from the complement sentence, S,
as shown below:
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(87) Who would you prefer it very much for John to sce
The. proposed Pruning convention thus accounts not only for the hehavior
of complement sentences like NPs early in the derivation and like non-NPs
later in the derivation, but also accounts for the prefer facts just discussed.
Notice too that in this analysis it is no longer necessary to distinguish between
a so-called Clomplex NP which has a lexical head, and a N¥ of the form:
we[IT 8]. For Ross (1967}, the former disallowed extraction while the latter
did not. I have shown that in fact both types disallow extraction.

Having discussed THAT and FOR...TO complement sentences, I turn to
complement remnants that result from application of Equi-NP Deletion and
which contain -IN@ complementizers on the verbs. I assume that such com-
plement remmnants are derived from ACC-ING complements. For justification
of this assumption, see Horn (1974).2 ACC-ING complement sentences, of
course, display the same behavior with respect to extraction and movement
as a unit as do THAT and FOR.. 70 complements. They can be moved like
NPs by Passive, as shown helow:

(28) a. Evoryone imagined Bill kissing Raquel Welch

b. Bill kissing Raquel Welch was imagined by evervono
They allow extraction by such rules as wh-movement:

(2%) Who did they imagine Bill kissing
But at this stage in the derivation, they no longer move as units like NPs:

(40 *Bill kissing Baquc! Welch overyone imagined
Equi-ING remnants digplay the same syatactic behavior as full complement
sentences. They can be moved by Passive, as shown in (31b):

(31} a. John imagined killing himself

b. Killing himself was imagined by John
Wh-movement and 'l'opicalization can apply to extract the object of the
Hgui-ING remnant as shown below:
{32} a. Who did John imagine killing
b. Himself, John imagined killing
Cleft Movement can alzo apply:
(43} . It was himsclf that John imagined killing
b. IT BE ne[4] s |John imagined s [killing himself]]
However, Topicalization and Cleft Movement cannot apply to the entire
Equi-I NG remnant, which at this stage in the derivation is no longer embedded
in a NP, This is illustrated by the ungrammaticality of the following examples:
(34) «. *Killing himself John imagined
b. *IL was killing himself that John imagined

2 1t 15 also possible to regard Tqui-NP Deletion as an interpretive rule that relates
PRO subjects of complemont sentenees to somo NP in the matrix sentenees that contain
them. Eithor vicw is compatible with the proposed analysia.
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These facts can also be accounted for by the proposed analysis with no modifi-
cation.

I have shown that complement sentences, early in the derivation, behave
like NPs, and later in the derivation do not. The NPC predicta that if a con-
struction allows extraction of its internal constituents, then that construction
is not a NP, It thus correetly predicts the following correlation for complement
sentences: if a complement sentence allows extraction, it will not behave like
& NP in other ways (e.g. it will not move like a NP). Since no previous analysia
disallowed extraction from complement sentences, except in subjoct position,
only the proposed analysis can account for this correlation. The Pruning
convention enables an account to be given for the fact that complements behave
like NPs at one stage in the derivation, but not at some later stage. Further-
more, it correlates this change in hehavior with the climination of branching
structure which occurs for independent reasons such as the application for
Pruning was provided by its ability to account for the prefer facts.

Ag seen previously, complement sentences can be moved into subject
position by Passive. They can also be generated in this position with some
verbs, Examples of both cases are shown below:

(35) a. For Bill to hit Mary would be preferred by John

b. Bill kissing Mary was imagined by everyono

¢. That Bill hit Mary was believed by John

d. That Bill kissed Mary annoved us

e. Henry hitting Mary like that surprised us
In all cases, when complement sentences function as subjects, extraction from
them Is forbidden. Thus, the following examples arc ungrammatical:

(36} &. *Who would for Bill to kiss be preferred by John

5. *Who was Bill kissing imagined by everyone

¢. *Who did that Bill kissed annoy us

d. *Who did Henry hitting like that surprise us
The Sentential Subjeet Constraint can account for this data. It cannot, how-
ever, account for the following corrclation: when complement sentences are
the subjects of their clauscs, they not only disallow extraction, but also move
as unils like NPs. "l'o illustrate the movement facts, the rule of Topicalization
iz applied to the following sentences. In the (g) sentences, the complement
begins in postverbal complement position (where extraction is atlowed). In ()
sentences, the complement is moved from subject position (where exiraction
is disallowed), The (1) sentences are ungrammatical and the (b) sentences are
grammatical: :

(37) @. *For Bill to hit Mary we know that John would prefer

b. TFor Bill to bit Mary we know would be preferred by John

{38) o. *Bill kissing Mary we know that Frank imagined

b. Bill kissing Mary we know was imagined by Frank
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(39) a. *That Bill hit Mary we know that John believed
b. That Bill hit Mary we know was believed by John
Topicalization can also apply to the following, in which the cumplement
sentences were generated in subject position in the base:
(40) «. That Bill kissed Mary we know hothered them
. John hitting Mary like that we knew surprised them

I have already shown that permissibility of extraction correlates with inability
to move like a NP (as illustrated again by {37a), (38a) and (3%a}). It can now
be seen that non-extractability correlutes with ability to move like a NP.

1n subject position, however, at the stage in the derivation when wh-move-
ment and Topicalization apply, It-Deletion has already applied and the struc-
tures containing the complement senlences are non-hranching as illustrated
below:

{41} «a. wpfs{for Bill to hit Marylslxe weould be preferred by John

b. wp[s[John hitting Mary like that]s]ye annoyved us
Therefore, according to the Pruning convention, the subject NP node, in each
case, will prune. After this, the complement sentences should allow extraction
and not move like NPs, confrary to the facts.

It would be ad hoc simply to prohibit pruning in subject position. Further-
more, to do this, or to remove pruning from the analysis would prevent us
from accounting for the following correlation:

(42) NP Pruning does not take place in subject position; in this position,

there is no Phrase Structure rule that introduces the category 8,
only the category NP. (That is, there is no PS rule of the form: 8 - 8
VP, only one of the form: 8 — NP VP).
If NP pruning took place in structurcs (4la) and (41b}, in each case, the
resulting structure would not be generable by the base. One might assume
that this is an accidental fact about the subject position. However, this is not
true. The same situation obtains in Raised Object position. Consider the
following examples:

s sy Nimaaiee N {unt}]‘mkcmble
{43} We = > John failing the test to be {horrible
censidered
unnecessary

As in subject posit-idn, extraction from the complement sentence is disallowed.
Thus example (44) is ungrammatical;
; s : imagi
(44) *Which test did wo { e
consider
Note too that the entire complement sentence in (42) can be moved by Topi-
calization:
& a imagined unthinkablcl
45) John failing the test, we to be :
() dobi gy 9o {conmdered} i {horrlhle J
In raised objeet position, like subject position, it is clear that the complement

} John failing to be unthinkable
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sentence oceurs in a non-branching strueture, something like the following,
when wh-movement und Topicalization take place:

(46) We imagined wp|s|John failing the iest]] to be horrible

Pruning should apply to the subtree: wrls/John failing the test]]. It does not,.
however, as covidenced by the extraction and movement facts above, and
moreover, if it did apply, the resulting structure would not be generable by
the hase. There ig no PS rule of the form: VP -V 3 8, but rather, one of the:
form: VP -V NP 8 {needed for verbs like force}. -Thus the correlation stated
in (42) can no longer be accidental, but is rather part of a wider generalization:
that Pruning may not create struclures that are not gencrable by the base rules..
Equi-TNG complement. remnants also oceur in subject and raised object
positions. Under these circumstances they too disallow extraction and move
like NPs:

{47y @. We considered killing ourselves to be unnecessary
b. *Who did we consider killing to be unnecessary

(45) a. Killing ourselves we considered to be unnecessary
b. It was killing ourselves that we considered fo be unnocessary

These contrast with the following in which the complement remmnant is moved
from & prunable position:

(49) «. *Killing onrselves we considered
b. *1t was killing ourselves that we considered

The following example shows that when an Egui-fNG remnant originates.
in subject position, it disallows extraction and moves like an NF:

(50) @. Washing himself bothcred Henry
b. *Who did washing bother Henry
¢. Washing himself we knew botheted Henry
d. It was washing himself that bothered Henry

The generalization on constraining pruning may be stated as follows:

{(41) Do not apply the pruning convention if the resulting structure is not.
generahle by the bhase.

"This in turn allows a distinction to be made between those positicns in which
a complement senlence displays NP-like behavior and those in which it does.
not:

(52) Those positions in which & complement sentence displays NP-like
behavior (i.e. non-extractability and movability) correspond to posi-
tions for which the PS rules generate the category NF but not the
category 8; those positions in which complement sentences do not.
display NP-like behavior {i.e. extractability and non-movability} cor-
respond to positions for which the P8 rules generate the category 8.

Without the NP(/, complement sentences would not be expected to disallow
extraction in non-subject posttions, even if they were embedded in NPs, so being
a NP would not be correlated with non-extractability, and extractability could
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not be correlated with non-movability as a NP. Without the condition on
pruning stated in (51), the positions in which complement sentences display
NP-like hehavior could not he differentiated syntactically, in a goneral way,
from those in which they do not.
The sentential subject constraint cannot account for the prohibition on
-extraction from the non-subject positions described above, nor can it account
for the movement/extraciion correlation. This econstraint is in fact not necessary
in the proposed analysis with the NPC and constrained pruning convention.
The proposed analysis makes two claims: (1) that every structure to which
pruning has applied is generable by the base; (2) that a complement sentence
-oceurring in any position for which the PS rules generate the category NP,
but not the category 8, will disallow movement of its internal constitutents
{as predicted by the NI’C) and can he moved as a unit by transformations
that operate on NPs. In the remainder of this section, I will examine hoth
-claims in more detail.
Consider example (83a) which has the deep structure shown in (53b):
(63) a@. We believed that Nixon was a liar.
b. We believed yp[it s|'I'HAT Nizon was a liar]]
Ji-deletion and pruning of NP produce the following strueture:
{64) We belicved s[THA'I' Nixen was a liar]
“This structure iz identical to that needed for verbs which Rosenbaum (1967)
-categorized as intransitive VP embedding verbs, two examples of which are
.shown helow with their deep structures:
(59) ¢. We completed filling out the forms
b. We continued taking the exam
(56) We completed g[PRO filling out the forms]
Likewise, the following example involving raising has the structure shown
after raising has applied:
{§7) a. Wo believed Nizon to be a feol.
b. We believed xp[Nixon] o to be a fool|
"This structure is identical to that needed as a deep structure by such verbs
ag force in the following example:
(58) w. Jim forced Bill to take the test
b. Jim forced xp[Bill] s[PRO to take the test]
For more discussion of this claim, see Horn {1974).
Now I take up the second claim, Consider the following examples:
(59) a. We took a picture of John kitling Fred
b. Ralph wrote a book about Jake kissing Mary
¢. Andy wrote about kissing Mary
As I have argued in Horn (1974) and Bach and Horn (1976), the prepositional
phrases in these examples can be located either in the abject NP, or directly
under the VP node.
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These possibilities are illustrated in the following diagrams:
(60 a. We vp[took xp[a picture of John killing Fred|xrplve
b. We yp[took we|a picture]xp pr[of John killing Fred]ee]ve
Structure {60a), of course, precludes movement of any element out of the NP
objeet. Structure (60b), however, provides another casc where it might be
expected that extractahbility is allowed from the complement sentence, sinee
the conditions for pruning are met by the structure: yp[s|John killing Fred]s]xe.
The complement sentence displays NIP-like behavior in that it disallows
extraction, as shown below:
{61) *Who did we take a picture of John killing
Extraction is disallowed from the complements in all of examples (59), as
shown by the ungrammaticalily of the following:
{62) «. *Who did Ralph write a book about Bill killing
b. *Who did Bill write about Jake kissing
¢. ¥Who did Andy write about kissing
As with the subject and raised object positions, if the NP nodes in structures
like the following (in which the complement sentences in the above examples
oceur) were pruned, the resulting structures would not be generuble by the
hase:
(63) pp[p[aboutiof]e wp[s|Bill killing the president]]
Pruning would result in structures like the fellowing:
(64) pe[p[aboutfof]e s{Bill killing the president]]
The condilion on pruning will prevent this from occourring because there is no
PS rule of the form: PP ¥ &, hut rather one of the form: PP - NP. Thus
the condition, which was formulated to account for subjeet and raised objeet
positions, extends to the object position in prepositional phrases. It, along with
the NP, predicts that complement sentences which are the objects of preposi-
tional phrases cannot be extracted from, which was shown 1o be the case.
It can further be argued that the addition of a PS rule of the form: PP-P 5,
which would add complexity to the grammar, is unnecessary. There is already
a motivated rule rewriting P’ as P NP, and a motivated rule rewriting NP as
N 8. With these rules it is possible to generate the range of possible preposi-
tional phrases in ¥nglish, including those with complement sentence objects.
There is thus no independent evidence for an additional PP rewrite rule.
The next position | will consider is that which is underlined in example
(65) below:
f{unlikely 1(
{unfortunate/
(I argue in Horn (1974) that NPs and complement sentences in such positions
are not structurally the objects of prepositions such as of at the stage when
wh-movement and Topicalization apply due to the prier application of a rule
that breaks up prepositional phrases under certain conditions. I will take this

{65) Wo thought of that coineidence ag
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up briefly in Section 3. I'hus this position is not another case of the previous
one.)
Complement seniences and -ING remnants ean oceur in this pesition as
shown Delow:
(66) We thought of !’J(.)h.n Shilirig O t.cstl
7 lktllmg oursclves
Such examples do not involve Raising. If they did, their sources would have to
be something like the following:
{67) We thouglit s|John failing the test B unlikely|s
Some rule would have to apply to change BE to AS, Such a process does not
usually accompany raising. Thus the following examples, which we derived
in part from Raising, do not undergo the BE —AY process:
(68) a. We believed John to be vigorous
h. We understood Bill to be intelligent
¢. We imagined John being hard to pleasc
This is shown by the ungrammaticality of (69) helow:
(69) a. *We believed John (to) as vigorous
b. *We understood Bill (to) as intelligent
¢. *We imagined John as hard to please
This position is therefore distinct from raised object position.
Both of the examples in (66) can be generated {in part) by applying the
following PS rules:
(70) o. VP>V NP as ADJ
b. NP-N &
An additional rule like the following is not needed:
(71) YP -V 8 as ADJ
This, however, is exactly the structure that would result if pruning occurred
in (66). After It-Deletion, these cxamples have the following structure:
(72) Wo think of xp{s[John failing the test]] as unlikely
1f the NP node was pruned, the resulting structure would not be generable by the
(simplest} set of 1'S rules. Pruning is therefore blocked and the complement
sentence should display NP-like hehavior. That this is true is seen in the
following examples. Example (73) is ungrammatical and shows that extraction
is forbidden from the complement sentence {according to the NPC):
(73) *¥*Which test did we think of John failing as unlikely
Example {74} is grammatical and shows that the complement sentence
can move like a NP when Topicalization is applied:
(74) John failing the test we thought of as unlikely
The final position that | will consider is the posteopular position in examples
such as the following:
(78) @. My hope is that Nixon will fire 8t. Clair
b. My hope is for John to kiss Sue

ngs unlikely
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¢. His expectation is that John will pass the test
d. That neise is John kissing Mary
Tlhese scntences have structures like ihat shown below:
{76} My hope BE xp[it s/ THAT Nixon will fire 8t. Clair]]

They are generated in part by the following P8 rule:

ADJ
(77) VD -BE [NJ.’ ]

Again, since there is a rule rowriting NI as the sequence: N 8, in the absence
of further evidence, it is not necessary to add the category 8 to this VP rule.
Therefore if NP in the above structure pruned after fi-Deletion, the resulting
structure would not be generable by the simplest sot of PS8 rules. The proposed
analysis thus prevents pruning, and the NPC predicts that extraction from
the complement sentence is disallowed.? The following ungrammatical sentences
bear out this prediction:
(78) a. *Who iz my hope that Nixon will fire

b. *Which test is his expectation that John will pass

e. ¥Who is that noise John kissing
T'o summarize, I have shown that by adding a constraint on exiraction from
NPz and an extended Pruning convention to the grammar, certain aspects
of the syntactic behavior of complement sentences that have not previously
been given an cxplanation can be accounted for. In the next scetion, T will
ook at some cases of obligue complenmentation.

3. Oblique complementution. In this section, I will consider examples like
those shown below:
% o approved | . {John killing Mary
e oy eonreeived} {killing Mary
b, Yoy JPanked 1 . [(John passing the test]
gambled passing the test }
. __ [John kissing Mary]
G UGG ey {kisaing the gorilla J
In these examples, the complement sentences are embedded in prepositional
phrases. With ACC-ING complements the preposition’is nol deleted. Such
oxamples have the following deep structures:
(80} «. You approve pplof se[IT s[dohn/TRO killing Mary]]|
b, You bank pp[on xp[l'T" g[John/PRO passing the test}]]

* Regarding rale (77}, it might be argued that BE is a verb, V, and since there is n
'8 rule of the form: VPV 8, the condition will not bloek NI* pruning 1n these cased,
The erucial question here is the statug of BE. T assume that it is not a V, and that it ig
introduced by a separato P3 rule, or subpart of the VP rule, by a rule like that in (77).
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¥lements can be extracted from the complement sentences in each case, as
shown by the grammaticality of the following:

(81) . Who did you approve of (John) killing

b. Which test did you bank on (John) passing
Therefore the NPC predicts that the complement sentence in each case is
not embedded in s NP. The structure preserving condition on Pruning, if
correct, predicts that the sequences of John killing WHO and on Jokn passing
WH-test are not Prepositional Phrases, as they were in the previous scction,
when extraction oceurs, since pruning of the NP node in these structures would
then create subtrees like that shown below:

(82) pp[p[on]p s{John passing WH-test]]
and there is no PP rewrite rule of the form: PPPS.

I will therefore assume that some transformation applies to destroy the PP
structure before extraction applies. This will allow account to be given of the
extraction facts seen above. Before formulating such a rule, however, let us
look at some other ways in which sentences of this type contrast both syntae-
tically and semantically with other sentences containing prepositional phrases.
It will be shown that such a rule will also account for these contrasts.

First of all, the prepositions which appear in these examples are predictable
from the choice of the verb. The only preposition that can oceur with the verb
bank is on and so forth. This is illustrated in example (83) below:

of
*on
(83) &. We approved {|¥over } the plan
¥in
ete.

on
*of
b. We banked J*over } John
®in
ete.

The same holds {rue of Rosenbaum’s transitive oblique complementation
verbs such as the following:

into

(84 We hullied John killing Fred

*on
*at

ete,
This is not generally true of other intransitive or transitive verbs. Most take a
wide range of prepositions. We see this in the following examples:

Complement seniences ir

over

(85) a. John walked {{under

the bridge]
down the street

on the lawn
at the ballgame

in the park
L. John hit Bill }

Furthermore, the prepositions in sentences like (78) and (83) are non-spatia-
in meaning, even when the same preposition can have a spatial reading in other
contexts. Thus example (83b) does not mean that we did anything on top of
John, nor does example (86) below mean that we did anything above the
answer:
(86) We gloated over the answer
Syntactically, these sentences behave differently from sentences like (85)
which contain true prepositional phrases. For example, prepositional phrase -
fronting, which can take place freely with examples like (85), gives odd or-
ungrammatical results when applied to sentences like (83) and (86):
Over the bridge
W) . {Down the st-reit- g walied
b. In the park John hit Bill
but
(88) a. *Of the plan we approve
5. *On John we banked
c. *Qver the answer we gloated
If wh-movement with Pied Piping is applied to these sentences, similar-
ungrammatical sentences are produced:
(89) @. *Of what did you approve
b. *On whom did we bank
¢. *Over which answer did we gloat
Wh-movement with Pied Piping is permissible in sentences like those in.
(87), as shown below:
Over which bridge
) . {Down which street
b. In which park did John hit Bill
It appears then that the prepositions in sentences like (79), (84) and (86) are-
much more closely related to the verbs, both syntactically and semantically,
than are true prepositions such as those shown in (85). They seem, in fact,
to be midway between true prepositions and particles such as up in the following
example:
{91) John locked up the number
They differ from these particles only in that the prepositions cannot postpose..
Thus a variant of (91) is (92):

did John walk
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{92) John looked the number up
‘while no such variant occurs for the following example:
(93) «. Fred banked on Bill
b. #Ired hanked Bill on
‘In all other respects, both sentence typesbehavein the same way: wh-movement
-and PP-fronting produce bad scntences when applicd to those like (91):
{94) @. *Up the number John looked
b. *Up which number did John look
In both sentence types, the NP can be fronted:

(95) #. Which number did John look up
b. Who did we bank on
¢. What did you approve of
d. Which answer did we gloat over
"This similarity, as well as the behavior of sentences like (79}, (83), (84} and (84),
can be accounted for by positing a Tule of preposition raising which has the
-effect of converting a structure like the one shown in (96) into one like that
-shown in (97}
(96) We gloated pp[r|over] xp[the answer]]
{97) We gloated p[over yp[the answer]]
“These sentences thus have a derived struelure which is similar to the structurcs
-of sentences with particles like example (91), which has the following structure:
(38) John looked prr/up| ne[the answer]
Structures (97) and (98) would be identical if particles were a type of preposi-
tion.
If structures like (97) are the derived structures of sentences like {79),
(83) and (86), then we can also explain why clefts such as the following are bad:
{99) w. *It was of the plan that we approved
b. *It was on the money that we banked
¢. *It was over the answer that we gloated
In this respect also, these sentences ave like (91):
(100} *It was up the number that John looked
In all cases, when the preposition or particle is not separated fror the verb,
the cleft sentences arc good:
(761) . Tt was the plan that we approved of
b. 1t was the money that we banked on
¢. It was the answer that we gloated over
d. It was the numbcer that John Jooked up
Sentences containing normal prepositional phrases can form either pattern of
cleft sentence:
(702) a. 1t was over the bridge that John walked
b, It was in the park that John hit Bill
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{103) a. 1t was the bridge that John walked over
b. It was the park that John hit Bill in

The ungrarmmaticality of (99} and (100} can be accounted for st.l‘ucl,-umily
by assuming that the preposition and NP in examples like (79), (83) and {88)
do not constitute a single constituent at the time of clefting, whereas truo
prepusitional phrases do. In the sate way, the ungrammaticality of examples
(88), involving PP-fronting, and (89), invelving wh-movement with Pied
Piping, can be accounted for if these rules, too, apply after the constituency
of the PT* has been desiroyed. Moreover, if preposition raising is ordered after
particle movemaent, sentences like (93b) ean be hlocked.

In addition to the syntactic facts discussed above, preposition raising will
aceount for the extraction faets in examples like {81) above. The (1) example
ig repeated here:

(1) &. Who did you approve of John killing
Examples like this are derived as follows: beginning with the deep structure
shown in (104}

(1604) COMP you approve pp[r of xp[it g[dohn killing WHO][]
the rule of preposition raising creates the following structure:

{105) COMP you approve plof] pe[np [it s[Jchn killing WHOT[]

Now the PP node, which is non-branching, can prune. After It-Delction the
NP node, which no longer branches and is no longer the object of a preposition,
can also prunc. The resulting structure is shown below and extraction is allowed
from §:

{(706) COMP vou approve plof] g[John killing WHO]

This strueture must be generable by the PS rules in order to generate
sentences like the following:

(207} Bill made out (pretended) that he wag the King of France
In such sentences the verb must take a sentential complement which never
acts like a NP,

Transitive ohlique complementation sentences such as the following are
derived in a similar manner:

(168) Who did you bully John into kilking
Its deep structure is {109):

(109) COMP you bully John pp[into nplit s[PRO killing WHO]]|
First, preposition raising, pruning of the PP node, It-Deletion and pruning
of the NP node apply, resulting in a structure like the following:

(110) COMP you bully John p[into] g[killing WHO]

Now, the wh-word can be freely fronted to derive example (108}. Notice that
sliructure {110) is identical to that needed for examples like (111), whose
structure is shown in (112):

{111} "T'he police worked Bill over for not confessing

(112} The police worked Bill prr{over] s[for PRO not confessing]

3 SBtudla Angtica
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I have shown that the analysis developed in Section 2 can be extended
to obligne complementation cases with the addition of a rule of preposition
raising, which is independently motivated in any case. I conclude that the
extraction and movement facts under investigation here can best be aceounted
for by augmenting Resenbaum’s analysis with the NPC and extended pruning
convention, along with the three modifications stated in the introduction.
This analysis differs from some more recent ones, for example that in Emonds
(1970), which has been adopted by Chomsky (1973), (1976). For arguments
against Emonds’ analysis see Horn (1974), (1975), and Higgins (1973,

REFERENCES

Anderson, 8. and P. Kiparsky. (eds). 1973, 4 festechrift for Morris Halle. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

Bach, E. and G. M. Horn. 1978. “Remarks on Con ditions on transformations”. Linguistic
inguiry 7. 265— 300,

Chomsky, N. 1973. *“Conditions on transformations™, In Anderson 8. and P. Kiparsky.
(eds). 1973, 232284,

Chomsky, N, 1976. On Wh-movement. Unpublished paper prescuted st MSSB conference
on formal syntax, Irvine, Celifornin.

Emonds, J. 1970. Root and structure-preserving transformations, The M1T Ph. D, disseria-
tiocn. Bloomington: Indiana University Linguisties Club.

Fujimura, O. (ed.). 1974, Three dimensions of Enguistic theory. Tokya: T. B, C.

Higgins, I'. R. 1973. “On Emonds’ analysis of extraposition’. In Kimball, J. P. {ed.).
1973, 149199, }

Harn, G. M. 1974. The noun phrase constraint. Unpublished Ph. D, dissertation. University
of Masaachusctta, Amherst.

Horn, G. M. 1975, “On tho nonsentential nature of the POSS-ING construction®, Lin-
guisiic anafysiz 1. 338 — 387,

Kimball, J. 12, {ed.). 1973. Syniae and semantics. Vol. 2. Now York: Academic Press.

Rosenbaum, P. 8. 1967. The grammar of English predicate complement constructions.
Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Pross,

Ross, J. R, 1067, Constraings on variables in syntez. The MIT IPh. D. dissertation. Bloom -
ington: Indiana University Linguisties Club.

Ross, J. R. 1974, “Nouniness”. In Fujimura, Q. (od.), 1074, 137 —257.

Schachter, P. 1976, “A nontransformational aecount of gerundive nominals in English”.
Linguistic inguiry 7, 205—243.

Stockwell, IR, P., Schachter, 1. and B. Hall Partee. 1973, The major syntaciic structures of
Fnglish, Now York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston.



