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1. INTRODUCTION 

The syntax of free relative clauses has traditionally been analyzed according to either Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) 

or Groos and Van Riemsdijk (1979). Data from English provide the support for the Bresnan and Grimshaw account, 

which Groos and Van Riemsdijk counter with data from German and Dutch. 

The following data offer preliminary observations about the differences between regular and free relative 

clauses in English. In the sentences below, (la) contains a regular relative clause headed by Mike, the NP relativized 

by the relative pronoun who. The data in (lb,c) are examples of free relative clauses, because in each case the 

relativized element is missing, such that the wh-pronoun of the relative clause is not coindexed with another overt 

NP in the sentence. 

1. a. I will introduce you to Mike, who John says is in charge. 

b. I will introduce you to whoever John says is in charge. 

c. I will introduce you to who Bob says is in charge. 

In English, the wh-pronoun of the free relative may have an -ever suffix, seen in (lb). This suffix is observed only in 

free relative constructions, as demonstrated by the ungrammaticality of (2), in which a wh-ever pronoun appears with 

a headed relative construction. 

2. *1 will introduce you to Mike, whoever John says is in charge. 

In this paper I will discuss the two most prominent analyses of free relatives clauses, limiting the discussion 

primarily to object relative clauses. I will first provide the general structure of each analysis in section 2, with some 

comments on the mechanics of each. I will then consider the data that has been shown to support one or the other of 

the proposals, and evaluate the ability of each proposal to account for these data in sections 3-6. In sections 7 and 8 

I will discuss movement constraints and doubly filled Comp, and how these constraints apply to free relative clauses. 

I will conclude with a discussion of the advantages of either hypothesis. l 

1 I would like to acknowledge the following people for supporting the development of this thesis: Ted Fernald, Karl Swingle, 
and Donna Jo Napoli for providing me with the tools for linguistics analysis, and especially Kari, for stimulating improvement 
even when it hurt; Christine Lattin, for encouragement in the draft stages, Adam Martin and the Swarthmore College community 
for identifying native speakers of Pennsylvania German; and my friends, including Otavia Propper, Tenaya Scheinman, Paul 
Willenberg, and especially Doug Kneeland, for the constant reassuring. 
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2. THE POSSIBLE STRUCTURES 

There are two predominate structures proposed for the syntax of free relative clauses. Bresnan and Grimshaw 

(1978) proposes a Head Hypothesis, in which the wh-pronoun of the free relative clause is base-generated in the 

head of the relative clause (2). Groos and van Riemsdijk (1979) offer the Camp Hypothesis, in which the 

wh-pronoun undergoes wh-movement to the specifier of the CP embedded in the relative clause (3). 

2. Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978): Head Hypothesis 

.--NP 
NP 
Wh-pronoun ... ti .. . 

3. Groos and van Riemsdijk (1979): Comp Hypothesis 

,..-NP-....... 
NP /CP--...... 
e Wh-pronoun~C' __ ___ 

C IP 
... ti ... 

The actual head of the free relative clause can be any lexical category other than VP, although for the sake 

of referencing this structure later I have indicated that it be NP here. Thus, the debate over the choice of free relative 

analyses centers primarily on the structures in (2) and (3). The details of each structure is discussed in the remainder 

of this section. Supporting data for each structure will follow in the sections 3-6. 

2.1 Head Hypothesis 

In (2), the wh-pronoun is base-generated as the head of the free relative clause and dominates a gap somewhere 

lower in the structure corresponding to the missing relativized element. Because the wh-pronoun is generated as the 

head of the entire free relative clause, there is no need for any kind of movement; thus, the gap cannot be a trace left 

behind after wh-movement and another account of its presence is required. According to Bresnan and Grimshaw, 

the gap in the lower part of the structure reflects a deleted "pro-category", for which representative pronouns in each 

category are as follows: pro-NP: she, it, them; pro-PP: there, then; pro-AP: such, so; and pro-AdvP: so. In general, a 
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pro-category just represents any lexical category other than VP with the feature [+Pro] . For the gap in (lb), a 

representative pro-category is pro-NP, and a possible phonologically realized pronoun is he. Thus, (lb) could be 

understood as deriving somehow from (4). 

4. I will introduce you to whoever John says [NP he] is in charge. 

The pro-category and the category of the free relative clause is the same, as will be discussed in section 3. 

Bresnan and Grimshaw formulate phrase structure rules in which the pro-categories for NP, AP, and AdvP 

terminate with" 6".2 Filling 6 with an overt pronoun would violate the Theta-Criterion in a free relative clause, 

since both the wh-pronoun and the pronoun filling 6 would require a theta-role, so the pro-category must instead 

delete. A rule of Controlled Pro Deletion, formulated in (5), is proposed by Bresnan and Grimshaw to eliminate 

Theta-Criterion violations. Note that the Pro referred to in this analysis is not the pro of Chomsky. 

5. Controlled Pro Deletion 
XP ... XP ... --> XPi ... [ e] ... 

[Pro] XPi 
[Pro] 

As defined by Bresnan and Grimshaw, Controlled Pro Deletion is not concerned with particular overt 

pronouns, but rather with "the identification and binding of a set of (non-terminal) pro-categories rather than a set of 

specific terminal strings" (368). Thus, the sentence in (4) should actually be represented as in (6), without an overt 

pronoun even in the D-structure. 

6. I will introduce you to whoever John says [NP 6] is in charge. 
(Pro] 

After Controlled Pro Deletion applies, the trace of deletion is coindexed with the wh-pronoun, leaving the resulting 

structure in (7). 

7. I will introduce you to whoever John says [NP til is in charge. 

2 PP[Loc. Pro] and PP[Temp. Pro) have the complements NP[Loc. Pro] and NP[Temp. Pro]. respectively. 
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2.2 Comp Hypothesis 

A "regular", headed relative clause such as (la) has the structure given in (8) . 

8. 

N-----
Mike 

~ N' __ 

/ CP __ 
who; ~ C' ____ 

C - /" IP ___ 

NP I' 
John 1 .-/ 

V' 
V"'-- r;w 
says ___ N' ____ 

N VP 
is in charge 

The structure for free relative clauses under the Comp Hypothesis, seen in (3), is identical to the structure 

of the regular relative clause in (8) except that the head position of the entire relative is empty. More generally, (3) 

is a modified version of a structure for embedded questions and as such requires wh-movement in order to have the 

wh-pronoun fronting the clause. For this reason, the gap left behind in a direct object free relative clause such as 

(1 b) is a simply a trace from movement. The structure for the free relative clause in (l b) under this analysis would 

be as in (9) below. 

9. ~ 

~' N >P. ___ 
e; whoever; ...",..- C' __ 

C./ IP ... -....... 
Nt> ~ I' .- -....... John I VP 

/'\7' ___ . 
V NP 
says N' 

N ./ ---VP 

t; is in charge 

As in the regular relative clause, the wh-pronoun is generated as the direct object in the embedded sentence 

at D-structure. It then moves to [Spec, CP] after wh-movement, leaving behind a trace. The dominating NP, which 

in a regular relative contains the relativized element, is empty under this analysis, but is coindexed with the 

wh-pronoun just as the head of a regular relative clause would be coindexed with the relative pronoun. 
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In sections 3-6 I will discuss the data that argues in favor of either hypothesis, as well as whether and how 

the competing proposal can account for those data. 

3. MATCHING EFFECTS 

Consider the following data adapted from Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978). 

to. a. Lisa will read the book Mike brought. 

b. Lisa will read whatever Mike brought. 

11. a. Lisa drives defensively. 

b. Lisa drives however her instructor tells her to drive. 

Read subcategorizes for a direct object NP in (lOa) and in (lla) that defensively serves as a manner 

adverbial for drives. In the (b) examples, the wh-pronouns of the free relatives operate in a similar manner, with 

whatever heading an NP free relative clause under the Head Hypothesis and however heading an AP. These 

categorizations do not supply the full range of wh-ever pronouns, but are sufficient to illustrate the next point. Note 

that as the differences in grammaticality between the (a) and (b) examples in (12) and (13) indicate, reach 

subcategorizes for an NP while get (in the sense of become) subcategorizes for an AP. 

12. a. The puppy will reach [NPthat weight]. 

b. *The puppy will reach [APthat heavy]. 

13. a. The puppy will get [APthat heavy). 

b. *The puppy will get [NP that weight]. 

The same pattern of grammaticality is observed in the free relative clauses in (14) and (15). Observe that 

whatever, a phrase seen in (lOb) to head an NP, is fine when it follows reach, but ungrammatical after get. The 

opposite is true for the phrase headed by however, which was shown in (lIb) to be an AdvP. 

14. a. The puppy will reach whatever weight the trainer recommends he be. 

b. *The puppy will reach however heavy the trainer recommends he be. 

15. a. The puppy will get however heavy the trainer recommends he be. 

b. *The puppy will get whatever weight the trainer recommends he be. 
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These examples demonstrate a phenomenon that Bresnan and Grimshaw name "matching effects": the 

category of the wh-pronoun must agree with the subcategorization required by the constituent immediately 

dominating the free relative clause. Because reach subcategorizes for an NP, it may not be followed by a free 

relative headed by the AP however. 

Groos and van Riemsdijk cite data from German and Dutch indicating that case-marking also demonstrates 

matching effects. In (16), the case of the wh-pronoun of the free relative must match that required by the matrix 

verb (data from Groos and van Riemsdijk). 

16. a. Ich nehme, wen du mir empfiehlst. 

I take whom (acc) you me recommend 

I take whom you recommend to me. 

b. *Ich nehme, wemlwen du vertraust. 

I take whom (dat)/ whom (acc) you trust 

c. *Ich nehme, wer/ wen einen guten Eindruck macht. 

I take who (nom)/ whom (acc) a good impression makes 

I take who makes a good impression. 

The data in (16) reveal that the free relative wh-pronoun is grammatical only when the case required by the 

matrix verb and the relative clause are the same. In (16a), the verb nehme requires a direct object, as does the verb 

empfiehlst within the relative clause. The ungrammatical sentences both contain direct object NPs as options for the 

wh-pronoun and would satisfy the case requirements of the matrix verb, but the verb of the relative clauses in (16b) 

and (16c) require an indirect object and a subject, respectively. Since the matrix verb requires a different case on the 

wh-pronoun than the relative clause itself calls for, the sentence as a whole is ungrammatical. 

The relevance of matching effects is recognized by the proponents of each of these analyses. In the 

remainder of this section I will discuss in the ways in which these data are accounted for by each proposal. 

3.1 Adjunction and X'-Theory 

Matching effects data of category are easily accounted for through established X'-Theory principles for adjunction 

given the base-generation structure in (2). In (14a), reach subcategorizes for an NP and whatever heads an NP, so 

that under the Head Hypothesis the (partial) structure for this sentence is as below. 
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18. \{P 
V' ____ 

V~ / NP ___ 

NP IP reach 
[whatever weight]; the trainer recommends he be ti 

The subcategorization required for reach is met, and because whatever is an NP, the proper adjunction structure 

under X'-Theory is preserved. Now observe the structure of the ungrammatical (14b). 

19. '{P 
V' 

V""" > __ 
reach AP IP 

[however heavY]i the trainer recommends he be ti 

The problem with (14b) is readily apparent in light of this structure: the category of however does not match the 

category required by reach; as a result, X'-Theory is not properly observed in the adjunction structure, and the 

sentence is ungrammatical. 

As Bresnan and Grimshaw only discuss English data, there is no account of matching effects for case 

already established under the Head Hypothesis. However, it is not too unreasonable to extend an account similar to 

that of subcategorization matching effects to those of case. Within the relative clause, the case of the wh-pronoun 

must be assigned in the usual ways: either by the structure or a case-assigning verb or preposition. Since the 

wh-pronoun is base-generated in the head of the relative clause under the Head Hypothesis, there must be some 

clause-internal mechanism to assign the correct case to the wh-pronoun for within the relative clause. This is easily 

accounted for by using the trace that remains after Controlled Pro Deletion, discussed in 2.1. The trace receives case 

either from its position, or by a dominating verb or preposition. Because the trace and the wh-pronoun are 

coindexed, the features received by the trace, including appropriate case for within the relative clause, will be shared 

by the wh-pronoun. If the case requIred for the wh-pronoun within the relative clause is not the same as that 

required for the complement of the matrix verb or preposition dominating the relative clause, then the sentence is 

ungrammatical. 

3.2 Satisfaction by Stipulation 
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Now consider the consequences of using the movement structure in (3). While the grammatical (l4a) is readily 

generated by the movement structure, a problem arises when trying to account for (14b), represented in (20) below 

according to the structure for the Comp Hypothesis. 

20. 

V 

VP 
V' 

NP 
reach NP 

ej AP 
however heavy; C 

CP 
C' 

IP 
the trainer recommends ti 

In (20), the proper subcategorization for reach is observed with the NP dominating the relative clause. The 

problem is that because the AP headed by however is not adjoined to the NP but is dominated instead by the CP of 

the relative clause, there is no reason to rule out the sentence. In order to explain the ungrammaticality of (14b) 

within the Comp Hypothesis, Groos and Van Riemsdijk construct a stipulation permitting subcategorization 

requirements and case-marking to apply to the wh-phrase in [Spec, CP] and specify that it is only the wh-phrase, 

and not the empty head of the relative clause, which is relevant for those requirements. Thus, because the wh-phrase 

in [Spec, CP] heads an AP rather than the NP required by the subcategorization for reach, the sentence is 

ungrammatical. Matching effects for case are handled similarly. The wh-pronoun will receive the appropriate case 

for the embedded clause before it moves to [Spec, CP]. The stipulation will then insure that the case already 

attributed to the wh-pronoun and that required by the matrix verb will agree. 

3.3 Conclusion 

A considerable strength of the Head Hypothesis is that it can easily account for matching effects data working solely 

within established X'-Theory parameters. By contrast, adherents of the Comp Hypothesis must contrive a way to 

match case and subcategorization through an empty intermediate projection and into [Spec, CP]. The stipulation 

defined by Groos and van Riemsdijk will account for the matching effects data, but does not advance the theory by 

its creation. It appears to be simply an ad hoc solution to a gaping problem with their hypothesis. 

Furthermore, the stipulation effectively makes the category of the empty head, and thus of the entire 

relative clause, irrelevant. If the subcategorization requirement is to be satisfied only by the phrase in [Spec, CP], 
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then there is no need to worry about the phrasal category dominating CPo It would seem, then, that the main reason 

to have an intermediate projection between the verb reach and the CP at all is to have a position in which to 

represent the missing relativized element. This account of the data seems unnecessarily complex. 

4. PIED PIPING 

Pied piping data from English provide a more specific case of the matching effects phenomenon demonstrated 

above, and allow for a similar account under the Head Hypothesis. Observe in (21-23) that while both relative 

pronouns and embedded questions allow pied piping, the wh-pronouns of free relatives in English do not. 

21. a. Lisa will discuss the topic [NP whichli she is currently working on ti. 

b. Lisa will discuss the topic [pp on which]i she is currently working ti. 

22. a. Mike wants to know [NP what topicli Lisa is writing on ti. 

b. Mike wants to know [pp on what topicli Lisa is writing ti. 

23. a. Lisa will discuss whatever she is currently working on. 

b. *Lisa will discuss on whatever she is currently working. 

c. *Lisa will discuss on the topic she chose for her paper. 

The source of the ungrammaticality of (23b) derives from X'-Theory, given the adjunction structure for 

free relatives in (2). Note from (23c) that discuss subcategorizes for an NP, so that the head of the free relative in 

(3a) is the NP whatever. However, consider the structure for (23b), in which pied piping has occurred. 

24. /NP ___ 

PP IP 
[on whateverli she is currently working ti 

In (24), the PP has raised to a position specified for an NP given proper adjunction; this is a clear violation 

of X'-Theory and results in the ungrammaticality of (23b). By contrast, the pied piping is permitted in (21) and (22) 

because both the relative clause in (2Ib) and the embedded question in (22b) are dominated by CPo For pied piping 

to occur, then, the PP simply raises to [Spec, CPl, as shown below for the relative clause in (2Ib). 

25. /~ 
NP ,..,...CP--.......... 

the topic on whichi C' 
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"
IP 

she is currently working ti 

Again, recall that the movement analysis of free relatives uses the structure in (3), which is nearly identical 

to the structure given in (8) for the regular relative clause, except that the head of the clause is empty. Under the 

movement analysis, then, a sentence like (23b) is not disallowed by X'-Theory and there is seemingly no way other 

than the ad hoc stipulation in the previous section to account for the ungrammaticality of pied piping within free 

relatives clauses. 

S. EXTRAPOSITION IN GERMAN 

Groos and van Riemsdijk maintain that their stipulation for the accessibility of the specifier of CP for 

subcategorization and case matching effects is reasonable, and assert that matching effects should not be the decisive 

factor in determining the superior analysis of free relative clauses. They insist that the particular strength of the 

Comp Hypothesis is its ability to account for the extraposition data in (26) (from Groos and van Riemsdijk's (23); 

extraposed phrases are italicized). 

26. a. Hans hat [NP das Geld, (cp das er gestohlen hat]], zuriickgegeben. 

Hans has the money that he stolen has returned 

Hans has returned the money that he stole. 

b. Hans hat das Geld zuriickgegeben, (cp das er gestohlen hat] 

c. *Hans hat zuriickgegeben [NP das Geld, das er gestohlen hat] 

d. Hans hat zuriickgegeben, [cp was er gestohlen hat] 

Hans has returned what he stolen has. 

Hans has returned what he stole. 

In (26b) the relative clause, without its NP head das Geld, is extraposed to the end of the sentence, but 

when the entire NP-headed construction in (26c) is extraposed, the sentence is ungrammatical. In (26d), the free 

relative counterpart of (26b) is also grammatical, so that the free relative clause parallels the normal relative clause 

with respect to extraposition rather than the headed NP-construction in the ungrammatical (26c). This suggests that a 

CP is to the right of the verb zuruckgegeben in (26b) and (26d) rather than an NP, which follows the verb in (26c). 
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Further evidence that the relative pronoun is in [Spec, CP] rather than the head of the relative is indicated 

by the following. 

27. *Hans hat was zuriickgegeben er gestohlen hat 

In (27), the wh-pronoun remains in position while the remainder of the free relative clause is extraposed. If was were 

in the head position, then the extraposed phrase would be dominated by a CP and, following the pattern in (26b,d), 

the sentence would be grammatical. That (27) is ungrammatical indicates to Groos and van Riemsdijk that was is in 

fact in [Spec, CP], while the extraposed phrase is headed by an NP, as in (26c). 

Groos and van Riemsdijk are right to point to the extraposition data as an empirical inadequacy of the Head 

Hypothesis, as Bresnan and Grimshaw do not address these data at all. 

6. FREE RELATIVES IN TOK PISIN 

Woolford (1978) argues that wh-movement is not a necessary component of free relative clauses. Her analysis 

includes data from Tok Pisin, a language that does not have wh-movement, but does have free relative clauses. 

Consider the following examples of free relatives in Tok Pisin (all data from Woolford). 

28. Bai emtupela i lusim wanem samting yu wokim em long en. 

Fut. they lose what thing you make it for them 

Those two will lose whatever you make (it) for them. 

29. Mi inap painim yu long wanem pies yu hait long en. 

I able find you at what place you hide at it 

I will be able to find you in whatever place you hide in (it). 

Notice that a pronoun (indicated in bold along with the wh-pronoun) stands in the place of the relativized element, 

rather than leaving a gap as in English free relatives. Woolford notes that these data are from a teaching manual, and 

that in ordinary usage this pronoun is often dropped, as demonstrated below. 

30. Wanem 01 kaikai 01 i givim yu, yu no ken kaikai. 

what PI. food they give you you Neg can eat 

Whatever food they give you you must not eat. 
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The conclusion that movement is not a requirement for free relative clauses derives from the observation that 

wh-phrases can serve as indefinite pronouns such as anywhere and somewhere in English, as in (31), and further, 

that these pronouns may occur in place of the relativized element within a free relative clause, as in (32). 

31. Mi go we mi save wari long pies bilong mi na mi kam bek kwik. 

I go where I tend worry about village of me and I come back quick. 

If I go somewhere I tend to worry about my village and I come back quickly. 

32. Na i laik go wok gadin 0 wanem hap i go we 

and want go work the garden or what place go where 

And if he wants to go work the garden or whatever place he goes (there) 

em i tanim man na i go. 

he turn man and go 

he turns into a man and goes. 

If wh-movement were a necessary component of the analysis of free relative clauses, then a wh-pronoun 

appearing in place of the relativized element would be expected to raise. However, (32) provides evidence that this 

is not the case, since the wh-pronoun remains lower in the clause while a free relative wh-phrase appears high in the 

clause. 

In order to account for these data, the movement analysis must stipulate that free relatives are a special case 

of wh-movement in a language that otherwise lacks it. Furthermore, in order to account for the appearance of a 

pronoun in place of the relativized element in (32), the analysis must allow for some kind of overt trace which 

remains after movement. Again, this analysis seems unnecessarily complex for the data. 

7. MOVEMENT 

As regular relative clauses require wh-movement of the relative pronoun to [Spec, CP], as seen in (8), they are 

subject to movement constraints. The Comp Hypothesis makes movement a crucial part of its account of free 

relatives, so the principles limiting wh-movement in regular relative clauses apply to free relative clauses as well. 

Because the Head Hypothesis uses a base-generation approach to free relatives, it remains to be seen how it can 

count for ungrammaticality normally associated with illegal movement. In this section I will discuss how locality and 
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the subjacency condition, two of the conditions of movement, appear to apply to free relative clauses and how both 

the Comp and Head Hypotheses can account for various movement data. 

7.1 Locality 

A wh-phrase is constrained by position is can move to, as the following examples demonstrate (from Haegeman and 

Gueron (1999)). 

33. a. I invited the man b who; [IPI think bthat [IP she will meet tjat the party]]]]. 

b. ?? I invited the man b who; [IPI asked b whether [IP she would meet t;at the party]]]]. 

c. ?? I invited the man b who; [IPI asked bwhen [IP she will meet t;]]]]. 

In (33), the wh-phrase who has moved into the specifier of the first embedded CP, crossing over the second 

embedded CP as it moves. The primary difference in these sentences is that whereas that occupies the head of the 

second embedded CP in (33a), as wh-phrases whether and who occupy [Spec, CP] in (33b,c). The questionable 

grammaticality of these sentences is attributed to a violation of locality in the movement; that is, in moving into the 

first embedded CP, the wh-phrase has passed by a more local landing position. The requirement for locality in 

movement is expressed by observing the Empty Category Principle (34) ((34) and (35) from class notes, Swingle 

1999). 

34. Empty Category Principle 

A trace must be properly governed. 

A trace is properly governed iff: 

it is theta-governed3 or antecedent governed. 

35. -Antecedent Government 

A antecedent governs B iff: 

i. A and Bare coindexed 

ii. A must m-command B 

iii. every barrier for B dominates A 4 

3 Theta-government: 
A theta-governs B iff A theta-marks B and A and B are sisters 

4 1. Barrier 
The maximal projection C is a barrier for B iff: 
a. C immediately dominates D, D a blocking category for B; 

l3 

(class notes, Swingle 1999) 



Since who does not occupy the nearest A'-position, the specifier of the second embedded CP, (33b,c) both 

experience a degradation of grammaticality. 

Free relative clauses seem to observe the same requirement for locality as regular relative clauses (36). 

36. a. I named whoever I think (cp that [IP she would meet t; at the party]]] . 

b. ?? I named whoever I asked (cp when [IP she would meet t;]]]. 

The exact structure of (36) will differ slightly depending upon which analysis of free relative clauses is assumed; 

under the Comp Hypothesis whoever is in [Spec, CP] of the first embedded CP, while under the Head Hypothesis it 

is in the head position of NP, to which IP is adjoined. The requirement for antecedent government that explained the 

grammaticality judgments of (33) can be used to account for (36). As the Comp Hypothesis requires wh-movement 

of the free relative clause, then constraints on movement should be immediately applicable to its account. While the 

Head Hypothesis does not use movement, with Controlled Pro Deletion the wh-pronoun does bind a trace, and 

should also be subject to antecedent government. 

7.2 Subjacency 

The need for another constraint on movement is observed in (37). 

37. *Who; did John spread the rumor that he hates t;? 

The standard explanation for (35) involves the subjacency condition (from Haegeman (1994)). 

38. Subjacency condition 

Movement cannot cross more than one bounding node, where 

bounding nodes are IP and NP. 

b. C is a blocking category for B, C is not IP 

2. Blocking Category 
C is a blocking category for B iff C is not L-marked and C dominates B. 

3. L-marking 
A L-marks B iff A is lexical and A theta-governs B. (all definitions from class notes, Swingle 1999) 
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Specifically, subjacency violations are incurred only when the movement occurs across more than one bounding 

node in a single move. Given (38), the explanation for the ungrammaticality of (37) is readily apparent. 

39. * b Whoi did [II' John spread the rumor [NP that he hates tim 

In the S-structure representation of (37) given in (39), it is clearly seen that the wh-phrase crosses first the lower NP 

then the IP as it moves into the [Spec, CP] position. Two bounding nodes are crossed, and as the subjacency 

condition predicts, the sentence is ungrammatical. 

The subjacency condition may be used to account for ungrammaticality in regular relative clauses, since 

they are also instances of wh-movement. Observe the constrast between (40) and (41). 

40. This is the man b whoi [II' John claims that he will convict 1i11] 

41. *This is the man b whoi [II' John made the [NP claim that he will convict tim 

In the grammatical sentence in (40), the wh-phrase who must only cross one bounding node, IP, before it reaches its 

position as [Spec, CP] of the relative clause. In (41), however, who must cross both an NP and IP node without 

stopping, violating the subjacency condition along the way. 

One advantage of the Comp Hypothesis is that the independently supported subjacency condition can be an 

account for ungran;unaticality in free relative clauses. Consider the free relative counterparts of (40) and (41), 

bracketed as under the Comp Hypothesis. 

42. This is ei b whoi [II' John claims that he will convict 1i11] 

43. *This is ei b who; [II' John made the [NP claim that he will convict ti]]] 

The head of the free relative is empty, the standard analysis in the Comp Hypothesis. Like a regular relative 

clause, the wh-phrase whom in each sentence raises from its D-structure position as the complement of the lowest 

verb to its final position at [Spec, CP] of the relative clause. The movement in (42) is permitted under the subjacency 

condition as the movement only involves crossing one bounding node, the IP of the relative clause. Like its relative 

counterpart, the wh-movement in (43) involves crossing two bounding nodes and violating the subjacency condition. 
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One advantage of the Comp Hypothesis, then, is that independently-supported constraints on wh-movement may be 

applied to free relative clauses as well. 

Now consider the analysis of the free. relative counterpart of (41) under the Head Hypothesis. 

44. *This is [NP whoi [IP John made the [NP claim that he will convict tim 

Recall that the trace in the lower CP is the result of Controlled Pro Deletion, then coindexing the trace of 

deletion with the wh-pronoun, rather than any sort of movement. As there is no movement in the Head Hypothesis, 

the subjacency argument cannot readily be used to account for the ungrammaticality of (44). However, if (44) had 

instead the structure in (45), then subjacency could account for the ungrammaticality of the sentence. 

45. *This is who (cp OPi [IP John made the [NP claim that he will convict tim 

The subjacency violation occurs not with movement of the wh-pronoun, but instead with the movement of 

an operator to [Spec, CPl. A second method of using subjacency to account for (44) could include making 

Controlled Pro Deletion subject to subjacency constraints. Furthermore, the subjacency constraint itself may require 

further analysis, as some people find sentences like (43) to be somewhat marginal or even grammatical. 

8. DOUBLy-FILLED COMP 

In English, a CP may not contain both a wh-phrase in specifier position and an overt complementizer as the head. 

45. *1 wonder what that John has seen. 

One account of this sequence of wh-phrase and overt complementizer is a filter-type constraint: the Doubly Filled 

CaMP filter (definition from Haegeman (1994)). 

46. Doubly Filled COMP Filter 

When an overt wh-phrase occupies the Spec of some CP, the head of that CP 

must not dominate an overt complementizer. 
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This filter does not apply universally, as some languages do allow the sequence of a wh-phrase followed by an overt 

complementizer. Examples of such languages are given below ((47a,b) from Haegeman (1994)). 

47. a. Dutch 

Ik weet niet wie of Jan gezien heeft 

I know not whom whether Jan seen has 

'I don't know whom Jan has seen.' 

b. Flemish 

Ik weet niet wie dat Jan gezien heeft. 

I know not whom that Jan seen has 

'I don't know whom Jan has seen.' 

c. Pennsylvania German 

Werever das her kommt wird surprised 

Whoever that here comes becomes surprised 

'Whoever comes here will be surprised.' 

While the data in (47a,b) are examples of wh-phrase and complementizer sequences, only (47c) contains a 

free relative clause, although in this case the wh-pronoun is a subject. Wh-movement of the wh-pronoun to [Spec, 

CP] in (47c) follows without any changes to the Comp Hypothesis as it stands. If the sequence of a wh-pronoun 

followed by an overt complementizer is ungrammatical, then it will be because that language observes the Doubly 

Filled Comp Filter. 

Unlike the Comp Hypothesis, the structure of the Head Hypothesis given in (2) seems to preclude 

generation of the grammatical data in (47c) by virtue of the structure itself. Note that under the hypothesis as it 

stands, the NP head of the free relative clause immediately dominates an IP. In order to generate the sentences in 

(47) the NP must immediately dominate a CP containing the overt complementizer in its head position. One way to 

account for the grammatical data in (47) while maintaining the Head Hypothesis is to allow the NP to immediately 

dominate a CP rather than an IP only in languages that allow the wh-phrase and overt complementizer sequences. 

This preserves the spirit of the Head Hypothesis, which is simply that the wh-phrase is base-generated as the head of 

the free relative clause. Permitting this structure on a language-specific basis would preclude sentences like (45) in 

English while generating those in (47). For the Head Hypothesis this is roughly equivalent to allowing the 

language-specific doubly filled COMP filter in the Comp Hypothesis. 
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9. Conclusion 

Empirical accountability is crucial in deciding the relative value of one hypothesis over another. As seen in sections 

3-6, the Head Hypothesis easily accounts for the pattern of matching effects and pied piping exhibited in free relative 

clauses. while the Comp Hypothesis must create an ad hoc stipulation to account for matching effects and does not 

address pied piping at all. Furthermore, because the very nature of the Comp Hypothesis presupposes wh-movement, 

it is unable to account for free relatives in a language without wh-movement, such as Tok Pisin. However, where the 

.Comp Hypothesis shows significant gain is with extraposition data from German. Bresnan and Grimshaw do not 

consider extraposition data at all in their analysis, and it is unclear how the Head Hypothesis could account for (26) 

and (27). 

Raised initially in this paper are data concerning subjacency and Doubly Filled Comp violations with regard 

to free relative clauses. The Comp Hypothesis permits a ready explanation of the ungrammaticality of free relative 

wh-pronouns in positions which are also ungrammatical for the wh-phrases of regular relative clauses: subjacency 

violation. In order to account for these same data, the Head Hypothesis must either take issue with the 

grammaticality judgments of the data (a reasonable proposal), or else consider that the subjacency condition can 

apply to a null operator or Controlled Pro Deletion. 

The ungrammaticality of wh-pronoun and overt complementizer sequences were examined to see if either 

hypothesis could offer a more principled account of the data. Again, the Comp Hypothesis can make use of 

previously established movement constraints, and these data were accounted for by the independently supported 

Doubly Filled Comp Filter. While it cannot use this same filter, the Head Hypothesis could make use of a similar 

kind of account, permitting the head of the free relative to be adjoined to either a CP or IP depending on the 

parameters of each language. For both subjacency and doubly filled Comp violations, both hypotheses offer 

reasonable accounts and do not indicate a preference for one hypothesis over another. 

Theoretically speaking, the Comp Hypothesis might have an advantage in that it works within an 

independently-supported and accepted framework for regular relative clauses and wh-movement. However, with the 

stipulation that [Spec, CP] be accessible to matrix rules of subcategorization and case-marking, the Comp 

Hypothesis poses a more interesting theoretical problem. As I explained in section 3.3, the stipulation seems to be 
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entirely ad hoc and renders ambiguous the identity of the phrasal category of the entire free relative clause. Groos 

and van Riemsdijk's argument for the Comp Hypothesis rests on this stipulation, placing the hypothesis on somewhat 

shaky theoretical ground. 

The Head Hypothesis stands somewhat opposed to conventional syntax in that it generates a wh-phrase as 

the head of relative clause and does not require that this phrase move to [Spec, CP]. However, the broader question 

about free relative clauses is whether they should in fact be analyzed as regular relative clauses, simply without 

heads. Certainly, something is missing in a free relative clause, but generating the wh-pronoun as the head of the 

clause seems intuitively preferable to generating a lexical phrase with an empty head, as the Comp Hypothesis does. 

The Comp Hypothesis seems to be proposed largely only to offer an alternative to an attractive theory of 

free relative clause structure. Such proposals are valuable, if only to examine the data in a fresh light and reaffirm the 

value of an earlier theory. In this paper, I have sought to layout the data that speaks in support of each hypothesis, 

and when possible, offer ways in which the opposing hypothesis could be manipulated or understood to account for 

the data as well. While Groos and van Riemsdijk offer a provocative counter to the Head Hypothesis, and layout a 

body of empirical work which it must counter, in the end I believe the Head Hypothesis is the more superior analysis 

of free relative clauses. 

19 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Bresnan, Joan and Jane Grimshaw. 1978. The syntax of free relatives in English. Linguistic Inquiry 9: 331-391. 

Frey, J. William. 1942. A Simple Grammar of Pennsylvania Dutch. Clinton, SC. Jacobs Press. 

Groos, Anneke and Henk van Riemsdijk.1981. Matching effects in free relatives: A parameter of core grammar. In 
Theory of markedness in generative grammar, ed. A. Belletti, L. Brandi, and L. Rizzi, 171-216. Pisa, Italy. Scuola 
Normale Superiore. 

Grosu, Alexander. 1996. On the proper analysis of "missing P" free relative constructions. Linguistic Inquiry 
27:41-58. 

Haegeman, Liliane. 1994. Introduction to Government and Binding Theory. Cambridge, MA. 
Blackwell Publishers. 

Haegeman, Liliane and Jacqueline Gueron. 1999. English Grammar: a generative perspective. Malden, MA. 
Blackwell Publishers. 

Hirschbuhler, Paul. 1975. Two analyses of free relatives in French. In Papers from the Sixth Annual Meeting of 
NELS VI, 137-152. GLSA, University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 

Larson, R. K. 1987. "Missing prepositions" and the analysis of English free relative clauses. 
Linguistic Inquiry 18: 239-266. 

Rizzi, Luigi. 1990. Relativized Minimality. Cambridge, MA. MIT Press. 

Swingle, KarL 1999. Notes from Wh-movement seminar. Swarthmore College. 

Woolford, Ellen.l978. Free relatives and other base generated constructions. In Papers From the Fourteenth 
Regional Meeting, Chicago Linguistic Society, 482-490. Chicago Linguistic Society, University of Chicago. 


