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1 Introduction

We are indebted to theinal-over-Final Constraint (FOFC, Holmberg 2000; Biberauer, Holmberg &
Roberts 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010; cf. HawkB#4; Julien 2002) for highlighting an unusual
phenomenon in linearisation: thbsence of certaindishar monic word orders.

FOFCis a descriptive observation generalising over smeh absence, wherebyhead-initial phrase
cannot be dominated by a categorially non-distinct head-final phrase:

(1) The Final-over-Final Constraint

If a is a head-initial phrase afds a phrase immediately dominatiagthenfy must be head-initial.
If a is a head-final phrase, afids a phrase immediately dominatiagthenp can be head-initial or
head-final, where:

() o andp are in the same Extended Projection [categomaily-distinct, andP is a complement

to p*
(i) oP has not been A’-moved to Spéc  (Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2010:53, ex'™”
2) Harmonic orders Disharmonic orders

a) Initial-over-initial b) Final-over-final c) Ital-over-final d)*Final-over-initial
b Py p -
/\ /\
B o o B B o a p
a Y Y a Y a a Y

However, there is some confusion as to whether F@F&hinvariant principle, or simply anon-
absolutetrend.

In this talk | make the following claims:

- FOFC only acts as arobust principle in regard to the distribution oBubordinating
complementisers.

- Thedistribution of subordinating complementisers can be derivethdependently of FOFC.
- Elsewhere, there is no absolute evidence for FOFC: it isest arend.
| will propose aralter native theory, whereby the presence or absence of digimriis determined not

by syntactic configuration, but by the presencalmence of certaisemantic properties on a head. |
will furthermore suggest that this alternative caps avider range of data.

" Many thanks to my supervisor Ad Neeleman, for stating discussion, comments and encouragemert,tals
the audience at UCL PhD Day, 2nd December 2009.thdgks are also due to Hadja Habi Sali and Hanidjari
for Lagwan judgments. Further comments are welcome

! Note that Biberauest als definition of Extended Projection differs fromri@shaw’s (1991, 2000).



J Philip. ‘Harmonic Word Order Constraints are Ro¢ated Equal.’
5" Newcastle Postgraduate Conference in Linguis#&8 March 2010.

2 Subordinating complementiser distribution
2.1 Complementiser distribution and FOFC

The mostrobust evidence for FOFC is found in certdmft-right asymmetries in the distribution of
subor dinating complementiser s (henceforth simply ‘complementiser’ or C).
FOFC makes the following predictions:

> VO languages allow onlglause-initial Cs;
QV languages allow bottiause-initial Cs andclause-final Cs.
(inter alia Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2007, 2008a, 2008692 2010;
Biberauer, Newton & Sheehan 2009)

Where the CP is complement to a verb (and therefategorially alike), FOFC predicts that a C-
initial complement cannot be dominated by a firebv(Sheehan 2008):

> C-initial complement clauses must pastverbal.

These predictions at®orne out in the attested distribution of Cs:

(3) VO languages: OV languages:

V[CVO] [OVC]V
*V[VOC] *[COVIV
*[CVOIV */[OVC]
*VOC]V V[COV]

(cf. Kuno 1974; Grosu and Thompson 1977; Dryer 198@2, 2009; Hawkins 1988, 1990, 1994;
Bayer 1996, 1997, 1999; Kayne 2000; Cinque 2005)

That is, while OV languages allow head-initial @&jnitial complement clauses cannot appear in
canonical object position in such languages.

OV languages showing the V[COV] pattern include theo-Iranian languages Kudmali (or Kurmali),
Maithili, Punjabi, Sindhi, Hindi-Urdu, Kashmiri, Bato, Wakhi, Persian (or Farsi), Tajik and Zaztie,
West Germanic languages Afrikaans, Dutch and Gerrhatin (ltalic), Hittite (Anatolian), Sorbian
(Balto-Slavic), the Cushitic languages Iraqw anan8ld, Neo-Aramaic (Semitic), the North Dravidian
languages Brahui (or Brahvi) and Malto, the Soutlu€asian languages Georgian and Svan, the
Atlantic-Congo languages Tunen and Satiee Malayo-Polynesian languages Gapapaiwa andifaw
Anywa (or Anuak, Eastern Sudanic), Djapu (Pama-Nggum), Mangarrayi (Gunwingguan), Mauka (or
Mahou, Central-Southwestern Mande), Pari (MunduyxuRima Bajo (Southern Uto-Aztecan), Teribe
(Chibchan), Tsova-Tush (or Bats, Northeast Cauagsidurkish (Turkic), Wappo (Yuki-Wappo) and
Yaqui (Taracahitic).
(Dryer 1980, 2009; Bayer 2001; Cinque 2005; Davizaod7; Sheehan 2008;
Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2010)

2 Dryer (2009) also includes the Atlantic-Congo laage Supyire in his list. However, an earlier epnmshows
that in Supyire the rightwards extraposed clausdoisbled by an overt pronoun in (preverbal) objeasition.

Since the extraposed clause itself is not the cemeht of the verb, this example is irrelevant. c8ibryer does
not give examples from all the other languagesdts, lit is possible that some of these should hésexcluded on
the same grounds.
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a) Er hatte gewusstdéss er nicht lange leb-en  wirde]. German
he had known comp he not long livenr would
‘He had known that he would not live long.’

b)* Er hatte [dass er nicht lange leb-en  wirde] gewusst
he had comp he not Ilong liveNF would known
(Hawkins 1994:302, ex 5.43)

a) An zan mi danatkég an mard sangi partab kard]. Persian
that womarcoNT knows COMP that man rock threw
‘The woman knows that the man threw a rock.’

b)* An zan mi ke an mard sangi partab kard] danat
that womacONT comp that man rock threw knows
(Dryer 1980:130, exx 15-16)

a) aapo hunen hikg hu hamut tutuli]. Yaqui
he thus saycomp this woman pretty
‘He says that this woman is pretty.’

b) * aapo hunen ke hu hamut tutuli] hia

he thus cowmp this womanpretty  say (p131, citing Lindddf&973)
a) Adam ban=a  soOyle-di-gki| Aysekitab¥ oku-du-g]. Turkish
man medAT tell-PST3SGCOMP AyseboOKACC.DEFreadPST3SG
‘A man told me that Ayse read the book.’ (ex 20)
b)* Adam ban=a ki Aysekitab* oku-du-g] soyle-di-g
man  medAT COMP AysebookACC.DEFreadPST-3sG tell-PST3SG (ex 21)

In Turkish, extraposition only occurs where theraicomplementiser:

(8)

(9)

Adam ban=a [Ayse=nin kitab= oku-dg-u=nu] soyle-di-g. Turkish
man medAT Ayse=GEN book=ACC.DEFreadNOM-3SG.POSS-ACC tell-PST-3SG
‘The man told me that Ayse read the book/of Aggeading the book.” (Dryer 1980:131, ex 19)

Herkes [ ben=i Ankara=ya  git-ti] san-1yor.
everyone meacC.DEF Ankara=bAT @o-PST considerPrROG )
‘Everyone considers me to have gone to Ankara.’ (Ozsoy 2001:217, ex 5a)

There is evidence that the€einitial complements arbase-generated in postverbal position, since at
least in Dutch, German, Hindi-Urdu, Persian andiBlrthey aranot isandsfor extraction:*

(see Bennis 1987; Karimi 2001; Aghaei 2006; BiberaMewton & Sheehan 2009
and references cited in these works)

% Abbreviations in glosses are as followscC accusative;APPL applicative; ASP aspect;ASS assertive;AUX
auxiliary; cL classifier;comp complementiserCONT continuous;DAT dative; DECL declarative ,DEF definite; DEM
demonstrative;DEP dependent;bu dual; FUT future; GEN genitive; IMMED immediate; IMP imperative; IMPF
imperfective; INCOMPL incompletive; INDEF indefinite; INF infinitive; LoC locative; M masculine; n- n-wordN
nominaliser;NEG negative;NOM nominative;0BJ object; PASSpassive ,PERFperfective;PL plural; POSSpossessive;
POT potential;PRESpresent;PROG progressivepsT past;Q interrogative;QUOT quotative;SBJ subject;sG singular;
TOPtopic

“ On the other hand, where extraposed clauses #e tmguages are doubled by a pronoun, and arefdher
adjuncts, extraction is impossible (Karimi 2001;h&gi 2006; Biberauer, Newton & Sheehan 2009 aretertes
cited in these works).
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(10) [Un Kketab-a=rg] maeen mi-dun-sem Ke Kimeat; xeer-id-e]. Persian
that bookpL=Acc | IMPF-know-1sG comMP Kimea  bUyPERF3SG
‘As for those books, | know that Kimea has boudghéiin).’ (Karimi 2001, ex 69)

Although it is therefore possible for OV languagetave base-generated postverbal complement, this
option isnot available where there isfnal C: *V[OVC]

This is particularly striking in certain OV langweyallowingboth initial and final Cs: mainly Indo-
Aryan languages with close geographical or hisébigontact with Dravidian, such as Assamese, Bengal
(or Bangla), Oriya, Marathi, Gujarati and Nepatidaalso the Turkic language Uzbek and the Atlantic-
Congo language Vata (or Dida) (Bayer 1996, 1997, 1999, 2000, 2001; Cinque 20@&ison 2007)

C-initial clauses are obligatorilyostverbal; C-final clauses are obligatorilyr ever bal:
(11) a) chele-ta [or baba aS-be bolg] Sune-che. Bengali

boycL his father com&uT.3 cCOMP hearPST.3

b) chele-ta Sune-che [or baba aS-be bdi#.
boycL hearpsT3 his father comeuT.3 COMP

‘The boy has heard that his father will come.’ (Bayer 1996:255, ex 9)
(12) a)chele-ta [(fe) or baba aS-be] Sune-che
boy-cL coMp his father come&uT.3 hearPsT3

b) chele-ta Sune-che j&) or baba aS-be].
boycL hearpsT3 comp his father comeuT.3

‘The boy has heard that his father will come.’ (ex 11)

Evidence suggests that the C-initial claudease-gener ated in postverbal position:
- The extraposed clauseasommanded by theindirect object:

Bengali
(13) ami  [prottek-Ta chele-kdjole-chi [e Ek-jon ta-ke durga pujo-Y notun
I eacheL boy-0oBJ sayPsT.1comp onecL heoBJ Durga Puja-oCc new

jama kapoR de-be].
clothes giveruT.3

‘| told [each boy]that someone will give himmew clothes at the festival of Durga Puja.’
(Bayer 2000:2, ex 5)

- The extraposed clausenst anisland for extraction:

(14) kriSno  mEleria-te bhab-che je ramt mara gE-chel]. Bengali
Krishna malaria-oc think-PERE3COMP Ram die g@ERFE3
‘Krishna thinks that Ram died of malaria.’ ifPson & Bhattacharya 2000, ex 13)

® It is debatable whether Vata genuinely has afalribmplementiser. Koopman (1984) argues thay the final
subordinatoka is a true complementiser.
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2.2 Complementiser distribution and Head Proximity

(3) VO languages: OV languages:

V[CVO] [OVC]V
*[VOC] HCOV]V
*[CVOJV */[OVC]
*VOC]V V[COV]

The data in (3) can be summed up by the followng dbservations:

- Final Csare only permitted i@V languages.

- SubordinatingCs must bebase-generated such that theintervene linearly between their selecting
verb and its complement clause.

Here | propose that both observations can be aagbtby theinteraction of threeindependently-
motivatedharmonic word order constraints:

> Head Proximity
(adapted from Rijkhoff 1984, 1986, 1990, 1992;Ledhmann 1973; Surface Recursion Restriction,
Emonds 1976, 1985; Head-Final Filter, Williams 198&arly Immediate Constituents, Hawkins
1990, 1994)

(15) Principle of Head Proximity

The head of a [subordinate] domain prefers to bdigoous with the head of its superordinate
domain. (Rijkhoff 198%

For example, Head Proximity accounts for the clivggiistic tendency to avoid the placement of
dependents of a houn between this noun and itstegjeserb.
(cf. Greenberg 1963; Lehmann 1973; Hawkins 1983)

In (3), C, as head of the dependent clause, must be pasitisunch that it isdjacent to its selecting
head, the matrix verb.

> Head Uniformity (cf. Natural Serialisation Principle, Bartsch andnvieman 1972, Vennemann
1974; Cross-Categorial Harmony, Hawkins 1980, 1$83%d Parameteinter alia Chomsky 1981;
Branching Direction Theory, Dryer 1992, 2009; Piptes of Cross-Domain Harmony, Dik 1997)

This refers to the preference for heads in a glsaguage/domain to be uniformly head-initial/-final
(cf. harmonic orders in (2)a) and b)).

As regards Cs, there should therefore be a preferfmminitial Csin VO languages and fdinal Cs
in OV languages.

> CP-Final (cf. Sentential NP Position Hierarchy, Dryer 19&@nguage Independent Preferred
Order of Constituents, Dik 1997)

Dryer (1980) showed that there is a cross-linguipteference forclausal arguments to appear in
sentence-final position.

Where these three constraints compld&ad Proximity takes precedence:
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(16) Harmonic Word Order Ranking
Head Proximity > Head Uniformity, CP-Final

In VO languages, the constraints do not compete, reguttiasingle optimal order:

@an Head Proximity Head Uniformity . CP-Final
V[CVO] i
*[VOCIV *| ]
*[CVO]V *1 L
*V[VOC] *| * i

In OV languages, no single order obeys all three conssrai

In order to obey thdominant constraintHead Proximity, either theHead Parameter or Final-over-
elsewher e must beviolated, resulting intwo possible orders:

(18) Head Proximity Head Uniformity . CP-Final
[OVC]V L *
V[COV] * l
*V[OVC] *| :
*[COV]V *| * >

3 FOFC elsawhere: trend rather than principle
We have seen that thaistribution of Cs (in (3)) can be derivedndependently of FOFC, by the
interaction ofpre-existing word order constraints.
However, this result will be irrelevant if FOFCrexquired elsewhere.
For any category other than C, there is evidence suggesting that FQfe@s not hold as anabsolute
principle: all four logically possible orders in)(both harmonic and disharmonic, appear to bstatte
(Note that Dryer's (1992) data only usesxiliaries that are $pecifically verbal’ and negative
auxiliaries that ‘exhibitverbal properties)
(19) a)lnitial-over-initial: [P [N PossP]] = 134 languaggg0%)
b) Final-over-final:  [[PossP N] P] =177 languages (53%)
c) Initial-over-final: [P [PossP N]] = 14 language44%) (7% of N-final Igs)
d) Final-over-initial: [[N PossP] P] = 11 languages (3%) (8% of N-atilgs)
(Hawkins 2010:1, using data from Hawkins 1983)
(20) a) Initial-over-initial: [Aux [V O]] =28 gesra (39%)
b) Final-over-final:  [[O V] Aux] = 36 genera 1%0)
c) Initial-over-final:  [Aux [O V]] 3 genera (4%) (8% of OV genera)
d) Final-over-initial:  [[V O] Aux]] 4 genera (6%) (13% of VO generd)
(Data taken from Dryer 1992:100, table 28)

® Dryer documents only the relative order of verd abject and of verb and auxiliary (i.e. not thiatige order of
object and auxiliary). However, since Julien (2Q3%) states that the order V T/Asp O (where T/fsp free-
standing morpheme) does not occur, it is safe telode that for the four genera exhibiting VO andu¥, the
auxiliary follows the object.
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(21) a) Initial-over-initial: [Neg [V O]] =13 gara (52%)
b) Final-over-final:  [[OV]Neg] = 8genera @2
3 genera 12%) (27% of OV genera)
lgenus (4%) (7% of VO genera)
(Data taken from Dryer 1992:101, table 29)

c) Initial-over-final:  [Neg [O V]]
d) Final-over-initial:  [[V O] Neqg]]

(22) a) Initial-over-initial: [Q [V Q]] =28gema (30%)
b) Final-over-final:  [[O V] Q] =32 genera (35%
c) Initial-over-final:  [Q [O V]] =13 genera 4%) (29% of OV genera)
d) Final-over-initial:  [[V O] Q]] =19 genera () (40% of VO generd)

(Data taken from Dryer 1992:102, table 30)

> Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts (2007, 2008a, 20@8109, 2010) claim that FOFC applies only to
inflected auxiliaries (as opposed to uninflected T/Asp masketich may not be heads).

(23) yo=ca  @yo . Bwe Karen
1sG=see picturasp
‘I'm looking at a picture.’ (Dryer 2008:2@x 24, citing Henderson 1997:39)

(24) o=do [my jo=kh5 pht  ma m]?
3=say comMP 3=FUT take what
‘What did he say he would take?’ (p21,28x citing Henderson 1997:187)

However, the evidence suggests that the allega@eagent inflection’ is in fact proclitic pronoun,
since it appears icomplementary distribution with full NPs, in canonical subject position:

(25) e ni dokhi 3-do Bwe Karen
trap catch barking.deer orme-
‘the trap catches a barking deer’ (Dryer 20@8ex 2a, citing Henderson 1997:258)

(26) yo=bdda [nv ya=Ce  be-nu Emz thd].
1sGthinkcompP 1sG-bookcL-that lost PERF
‘| thought that my book was lost’ (p2%, 26, citing Henderson 1997:379)

Moreover, Matthew Dryer (p.c.) notes two Centrad&uic languages in his database witnbal
auxiliaries with the ordeW OAux: Mbay and Ngambay.

> As regardsegative andinterrogative markers, Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts (2010:8&)nc
that they aresyncategorematic: they arenot involved in c-selection and are thereforeutside the
extended projection, henceoutside the scope of FOFC.

However, in Ma'di (Central Sudanic), the markernafation alsoencodes tense, averbal feature,
suggesting that it is indeed part of #xtended projection of theverb:

(27) m awi  dzoftika. Ma'di
1sGopen dOONEG.NONPST
‘I won’t/am not opening the door/don’t open doors.’ (Blackings & Fabb 2003:14, ex 8)

" Bailey et al (2010:13) and Biberauer, Holmberg and Roberts (BI)0point out that some final interrogative
particles may in fact be initial disjunctive elentgewith an elided second conjunct. The number®fders b) and

d) in (22) may therefore be misleadingly high.
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(28) m awi  dsotikaru.
1sGopen dOONEG.PST
‘| did not open the door.’ (ex 7)

Notice that in the above examples, the lexical venmmarked for tense. However, in the absence of
negation, the same past/nonpast distinction is edaok the lexical verb:

(29) k& gbandaya. Ma'di
3SG cassavalONPSTeat
‘He is eating/eats cassava.’ (Blagki& Fabb 2003:13, ex 1)

Even where dinal particle is uninflected, there may be evidence not only that the partickehead
dominating the verb, and that this head is involveddrselection:

Lagwan (Chadic) exhibits the order TVONeg:

(30) Sa-d gir kasku diyam sa. Lagwan
FUT-3F g0 market tomorrow NEG
‘She won't go to the market tomorrow.’

There is evidence for the projection MEgP, since the negative marker is requiredlitense n-
words:

(31) Bil=&4 shima a 16 *(sd). Lagwan
man+NK.M N-M  3MSG come NEG
‘Nobody came.’

There is evidence thdinal Neg dominates bothinitial V and T, since there i0 true negative
imper ative; a surrogate (including T) is required (cf. Zamiti 994, 1996). This shows thieg c-
selects T:

(See also (30) above, where Neg follows (and tbezadominates) a TP-adjoined adverbial)

(32) sla al Lagwan
pushiMP up
‘Get up?’

(33) @) * Sla a sa!
pushiMP UPNEG

b) Sa-g sla asa!
FUT-2SG push up NEG
‘Don’t get up!

Finally, there is evidence from the ‘Why not?’ téMerchant 2001) that the negative marker in
Lagwan is indeed head, since it cannot adjoin to a phrasal category:

(34) a) * Agé ghwanisa ? Lagwan
because what NEG
b)* S& agé ghwani ?
NEG because what
4 (Dis)harmony and semantics

We have seen evidence suggesting then that dishgringossible for any category except C, which
always obeys the Harmonic Word Order Ranking ir).(16
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So, why do other categories not always obey this HaimWord Order Ranking? That mhy does
disharmony arise?

| propose the following explanation:

- Linearisation rules pertaining to thesemantics of a head can require it to appear ipraminent
position, either initial or final.

- Where such rulegonflict with, and override, the Harmonic Word Order Ranking in (16),
disharmony arises.

For example, disharmony is relatively common fogateve markers. The expression of negation is
highly significant semantically. Cross-linguistigathere is a tendency to place negative markers
one of two prominent positions: initially, so thaégation will be expressed as soon as possible
(Jespersen 1917:4, 1924:297); or finally, the pmsiteserved for new or significant information
(Mazzon 2004:97). Where the choice of prominersitmmn differs from the headedness of the verb,
disharmony arises (cf. (21)c) and d)).

However,subordinating C isimpervious to suchinearisation rules:

- Subordinating C doesn't contribute to the compositional semargicgs extended projection, but
rather serves tanark a relationship between two extended projections; it gamantically
vacuous.

- Disharmonic orders arise when linearisation ruézpiire a head with specified semantics to appear
in a certain (prominent) position; however, sinceld@sn’t have relevant semantics, the effects of
Head Proximity cannot be overridden by such linearisation rules.

This makes two predictions:

> For anyC that is not a subordinator, but rathentributes to the compositional semantics,
disharmony should be possible.

While subordinating C is consistently harmonic (ssetion 2), interrogative markers and other
discourse C-particles are frequent violators ohde®FC and its inverse (cf. (22), Julien 2002; Paul
2009, Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2010):

(35) Ni yao kan zhe-ben shu ma? Mandarin Chinese
you want read thist bookQ
‘Do you want to read this book?’
(Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2010:53, ex 77dgiAldridge 2009)

> Any othersemantically vacuous head, serving only tonark a relationship should also always
obey Head Proximity in its base-generated position.

Relative clause markers andlinkers in the noun phrase, that serve only to mark the relationship
between the head noun and its dependémgysintervene linearly between noun and dependent:
(36) a) Initial-over-initial: [N REL TP]] =56 languages (95%)
b) Final-over-final:  [[TP REL] N]
¢) *Initial-over-final: [N [TP REL]]
d) *Final-over-initial: [[REL TP] N]]

3languages  (5%)

Olanguages (0%)

Olanguages (0%)
(Data taken from De Vries 2002:386-384, table 2)

(37) a) Initial-over-initial: [N [Nk XP]] =49 languages (66%)

b) Final-over-final:  [[XP LNK] N] =25 languages (34%)
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¢) *Initial-over-final: [N [XP LNK]] = Olanguages (0%)
d) *Final-over-initial: [[LNK XP] N]] = Olanguages (0%)
(see Appendix B for languages and classification)
Here we find a completabsence of both disharmonic orders (cf. (2)). Note thaneither absence
falls under the descriptive/explanataoppe of FOFC.

Moreover, it may be necessaryuimlate FOFC in order toobey Head Proximity (note that linkers
always form a constituent with the dependent ofnitnen, Philip 2009):

(38) [zuotian chi yuroudg ren Mandarin Chinese
yesterday eat fish LNK person
‘The people who ate fish yesterday’ (Paul 2009:4, ex 8a)

5 Summary and conclusion

- Subordinating complementisers (and othersemantically vacuous subordinators) always obey
optimal word order principles, governed by theteraction betweenHead Proximity, Head
Uniformity andCP-Final, with Head Proximity taking precedence. This allows us to capture a
wider range of absent disharmonic word orders E@RC.

- This is becausinearisation rules pertaining to thessmantics of a headcannot apply to heads
lacking semantics.

- Elsewhere, suchlinearisation rules are permitted taverride harmonic word order principles,
giving rise todishar mony, including FOFC violations.

Appendix A: Superficial counterexamples

The literature cites various (superficial) countaraples to the observations in (3).

These fall under one or both of two categories:

- The complement clause is (embedded undeomjnal, therefore not a direct complement of V.

- The postverbal complement clause is not basergtethere as a complement of the verb, but
appears in aradjoined position (either by movement, or it is an adjuassociated with a null
nominal).

> Harar Oromo (or Galla, Cushitic), allegedly [COV]V:
(Cinque 2005, citing Julien 2001; Dryer 2007, 2009)

(39) innii [akka deem-u] good’-am-é. Harar Oromo
he that gmEP orderPASSPST
‘He was ordered to go.’ (Owe83:145, ex 49)

Owens (1985) refers to the embedded clause hegdae#kia as a houn clause. Where anakka
clause expresses purpose, it is optionally markéd the dative case:

(40) [akka na ark-anfld’uf-an. Harar Oromo
that me se@L-DAT camePL
‘They came to see me.’ (Ow8B85:146, ex 54)

Elsewhere, the lack of case-marking is expected, since arglindirect objects appear in the
mor phologically unmar ked absolutive case.

10
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Moreover, thesemantics of akkasuggest that it is not a subordinating complersertti
‘according as, just as, like, how, manner, way ofider) to/that, (the fact) that’
(Hodson & Walker 1922; Owens 1985)

> Lakhota (or Lakota, Siouan), allegedly V[OVC] (Dryk980):

(41) [Toha slolyaya he][wakpéala ekta tipaye K. Lakhota
when you.knovp creek to fall the
‘When did you find out that he fell in the creék? (Rood 1973:73, ex 8)

ki, which Rood (1973) terms mominaliser, is identical to thedefinite determiner, which also
appears in final position.

It appears itomplementary distribution with anindefinite marker:
(42) a) [Tuwad omakiy kte K] slolwaye. Lakhota

who help.me pPOT the Lknow
‘I know who will help me.’

b) [ Tuwa omakiy kte ¢ha] slolwéaye.
who  help.me POT INDEF |.know
‘I know somebody will help me.’ (Rood 1973:72, ex 6)

For verbs such as ‘say’, ‘want’, ‘tell’, ‘be abléhye supposed to’ a bare clause appears as comuieme
ki (definite) orcha (indefinite) are only required with certain verbBhis suggests that the latter set of
verbs seleahominal, rather than clausal, complements.

In any case, thextraposition in (41) isoptional.

Moreover, the position of the complement followitige interrogative markemne suggests that it is
adjoined exter nally to the matrix clause, rather than base-generated as a complement.

> Dhivehi (or Maldivian, Indo-Iranian), allegedly VMZ] (Cinque 2005):

The complement clause is markeddagive or locative case:

(43) ahanna$ laf kureven [hama jesme kam-ag]. Dhivenhi
MeDAT guess daN.PREFOC even touchlruTthing-DAT
‘| guess (the event) that it will even out.’ (Cain & Gair 2000:48, ex 163)

> Nagiti (Central Sudanic), allegedly V[OVC] (Cinqué@5):

The complement clause is embedded undeua:

(44) k=uni [ma mira dhul]. Ngiti
3SG=knOWPERFPRES | 1-Aux-comeN thing
‘He knows (the fact) that | am coming.’ (Kutsch Lojenga 1994:395)

> Khoekhoe (or Nama, Khoe), allegedly V[OVC] (Dry€X(®):

The complement clause is markeddbyective case:

(45) t9i  /I'ii-p-a-kxm ke k& r-pa [ !Gi-kxh ta Ixais=a). Khoekhoe
and 3-3/SG-0BJ}1M.DU.SBJ DECL PST SayAPPL go-IM.DU.SBJ COMP=0BJ
‘And we told him that we were going.’ (Hagman TI91738, gloss Guldemnann 2006, ex 20)
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Appendix B: Languageswith linkersin the noun phrase:

Classification No. of Igs. in sample  Language Rosibf linker
Afro-Asiatic 10
Chadic (9)
Biu-Mandara (8)
A (1) Gude Postnominal
B (7
Kotoko-Yedina
Kotoko (5) Afade Postnominal
Goulfey Postnominal
Lagwan Postnominal
Mpade Postnominal
Mser Postnominal
Zina (2) Mazera Postnominal
Zina Postnominal
West Chadic D Nyam Postnominal
East Cushitic D Dasenech Prenominal
Austronesian 7
Malayo-Polynesian (6)
Central Philippine 1) Tagalog Both
Oceanic (5)
Central-Eastern Oceanic (2)
Central Pacific D) Rotuman Postnominal
Micronesian Q) Kiribati Postnominal
Meso-Melanesian Q) Bali-Vitu Postnominal
Polynesian ) Samoan Postnominal
Southern Oceanic D Malo Postnominal
Nuclear Malayo-Polynesian Q) Palauan Both
Tsouic D Tsou Prenominal
Basque 1 Basque Prenominal
Creole languages 2
Dutch Creole (1) Berbice Dutch Creole Postnominal
English Creole D Tok Pisin Postnominal
Indo-European 18
Albanian Q) Albanian Postnominal
Indo-Iranian (1)
Indo-Aryan (2) Hindi Prenominal
Urdu Both
Western Iranian (9)
Northwestern Iranian 7
Caspian (2) Gilaki Both
Mazandarani Both
Kurdish (5) Balochi Postnominal
Hawrami Postnominal
Kurmaniji Postnominal
Sorani Postnominal
Zazaki Postnominal
Southwestern Iranian (2) Persian Postnominal
Tajik Postnominal
Italic 3)
Romance
East Romance Q) Romanian Postnominal
Italo-Western 2)
Italo-Dalmation D Italian Postnominal
Western 1) French Postnominal
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West Germanic 3
Anglo-Frisian (2) English Postnominal
High German D German Postnominal
Low Franconian 1) Dutch Postnominal
Japonic 1 Japanese Prenominal
Korean 1 Korean Prenominal
Kwadi-Khoe 1
Khoe (2) Khoekhoe Prenominal
Mayan 1
Cholan-Tzeltalan D Tzeltal Prenominal
Niger-Congo 10
Atlantic-Congo (9)
Benue-Congo (8)
Bantoid
Central Bantu
Zone D D Kilega Postnominal
Zone E 2)
Kikuyu-Kamba Gikuyu Postnominal
Kiitharaka Postnominal
Zone G D Swabhili Postnominal
Zone J 2)
Haya-Jita 1) Haya Postnominal
Konzo QD Kinande Postnominal
Zone N D Chichewa Postnominal
Zone S Q) Shona Postnominal
Senegal-Guinea Q) Wolof Postnominal
Western Mande D Bambara Prenominal
Nilo-Saharan 4
Central Sudanic Q) Lendu Prenominal
East Sudanic (2)
Western Nilotic
Southern Luo
Luo-Acholi Dholuo Postnominal
Lango Postnominal
Songhay (2) Koyra Chiini Prenominal
Penutian 1 Tsimshian Postnominal
Sino-Tibetan 8
Sinitic 3
Chinese Cantonese Prenominal
Mandarin Prenominal
Taiwanese Prenominal
Tibeto-Burman (5)
Himalayish (2)
Mahakiranti D Newari Prenominal
Tibeto-Kanauri (D) Byansi Prenominal
Lolo-Burmese (2)
Burmish 1) Burmese Prenominal
Loloish 1) Lahu Prenominal
Northeast Tibeto-Burman Q) Bai Prenominal
Tai-Kadai 1
Tai Thai Postnominal
Trans-New Guinea 1
Madang Amele Prenominal
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