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DISHARMONY, ANTISYMMETRY, AND THE FINAL-OVER-FINAL CONSTRAINT: WHY CLAUSES NEED 

NOMINALS 
4$/&/#%,5"6/&%7/&,83 %'6&"09/+, ' .6 : ; < =%' >%=>7?@,

A,B "=$/ CC/ ,D$/ / $%) ,8E/ F =%#.C/ +,' "=$/ CC/ >#$/ / $%) < ) =C>%=>7?@,
,

1 Outline 
!  Disharmony 
!  The Final-over-Final Constraint (FOFC) 
!  Cases where FOFC fails to hold 
!  A formal account of FOFC 
!  Embedded clauses and FOFC 
!  Conclusions  

 
2 Disharmony in natural language 
 
Harmonic languages are consistently head-initial or consistently head-final 
(Greenberg 1963, Hawkins 1983, Dryer 1992) 
 
(1)a.  XP     b.     XP 
         2      2 
       X       YP              YP         X 
                           2           2  
  Y ZP      ZP   Y 

         2            2 
       Z         …         ….        Z 

 
(2) Head Parameter   

Heads PRECEDE/FOLLOW their complements  
 
!  BUT many languages are disharmonic: mixture of head-initial and head-final 

orders 
e.g. German has a head-final VP and TP but head-initial CP, DP and (mostly) PP:  

 
(3)  G ,,0%H,,,,,,,,,,,,,,0%#,B I 0=$/ ) ,, ,,,,") ,B J) =$/ ) ,,,,9 / F ( $) .,,$%.,
, ,,,,, [CP that [TP[VP[DP the girl]                  [PP  in Munich]      lived]         has]] 
  “… that the girl lived in Munich” 
 
!  AND historical data show that word-order change proceeds on a category-

sensitive basis rather than in ‘one fell swoop’ (cf. i.a. Pintzuk 1991, 1999 and Fischer 
et al. 2000 on the history of English) 

   
!  The Head Parameter must be category-sensitive 
 
OR, more neutrally: head directionality (whatever its syntactic status) must be 
relativised to categories (cf. Huang 1994) or even to lexical items (cf. Bayer 1999, 
2001, Kayne 2005, 2006). 
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BUT: This makes the apparent prediction that any disharmonic order should be 
syntactically possible (cf. Baker 2008a, b, Biberauer 2008, and Biberauer, Holmberg & 
Roberts 2008b)1   
 
3 The Final-over-Final Constraint 
 
!  Certain disharmonic word orders are common whilst others are unattested. 
 
(4) K%&'()"=, %)0, 0"#$%&'()"=, =('6")% ."()#,
 
    (a)           " ’  
 ru 
         #P         "   
   ru 
 $P             #  
Consistent head-

final 
 

 (b)   " ’   
  ru 
"               #P          
          ru 
      #                $P 
Consistent head-

initial 

(c)     " ’   
   ru 
"               #P          
          ru 
       $P             #  

Inverse-FOFC 

 (d)   *         " ’  
 ru 
          #P         "   
   ru 
#                $P 

FOFC-violating 

Holmberg (2000: 124) terms this the,1") %CL( M/ &L1") %C,3 ( ) #.&%") .,(henceforth: 12 13 ): 
 
(5)  4$/, 1")%CL(M/&L1")%C,3()# .&%"). (FOFC) [First Version]: 

If #  is a head-initial phrase and "  is a phrase immediately dominating # , then 
"  must be head-initial. If #  is a head-final phrase, and "  is a phrase 
immediately dominating # , then "  can be head-initial or head-final. 

 
!  Evidence suggests that FOFC holds in many diverse syntactic contexts. 
 
(6)  a.  *[V O] Aux (Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2007, 2008a)  
     b.  *[Pol TP] C (Biberauer, Newton & Sheehan to appear a) 
       c.  *[V O]  C  (Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 2007, 2008a, Hawkins 1994, Kayne 1994) 
       d.  *[C TP] V  (Hawkins 1994, Dryer in press, Sheehan 2008a) 
       e.  *[Asp VP] T  (Julien 2007) 
       f.  *[N O] P        (Holmberg 2000) 
 
We will review only the first three of these here (cf. Appendix I for more details). 

3.1 *VO-Aux 

!  Aux-OV is common, but VO-Aux is not (Aux underlined; O in SMALL CAPS; V bold): 
 
(7) a. N,,,,C!,,,,,,[VP,,,D- OP   l!,]  [Vata, Niger-Congo, Koopman 1984],

we PERF         rice   eat 
‘We have eaten rice’ 

                                                 
1 Of course other factors might intervene here (Chomsky 2005).  It might be that extra-
grammatical constraints favour certain word orders (cf. Hawkins 1994, 2004), or that common 
paths of grammaticalisation are responsible for the relative frequencies of certain word-order 
types (cf. Bybee 1988).   
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 b. Musa á      [VP  ! QOQE, si ]    [Nupe, Niger-Congo, Cormack & Smith 1994] 

Musa PERF      pot       buy 
‘Musa has bought a pot’ 
 

c. BRR , , [VP ! S- L"TUV2 , ,,,,pogò-á] 
1sg.aux      house-wall   over-boundary.marker 
‘I covered the walls.’ 

          [Gavião, Tupian, Rodrigues 1999: 117 citing Moore 1984:74] 
 
(8) a. >>>,0%,,,W%) ,F "C.,,,,[VP  XXE,,,,KQQD    kopen] , , ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,[West Flemish] 
       that Jan wants     a      house buy-INF 
   “... that Jan wants to buy a house” 

 
  b. G ,YZ .,,,$"/ ,,,,' "$.( ) ,,,#F%,,6/%C0C"=/,[VP [ 2 ! XD,,,[ X\ X- 1- E bodian]  [OE] 

      that   they  could     so     boldly            God’s   faith        preach-INF 
 “...that they could preach God’s faith so boldly” 
(4$/ ,K( ' "C"/ #,( ],.$/ ,- ) 9C( LD%̂ ( ) ,3 $7&=$ I 232; van Kemenade 1987: 179) 
 

Cf. so-called , M/&6,_&(`/=. "(), &%"#")9,in West Germanic: this order is also found in 
Swiss German (Haegeman & van Riemsdijk 1986), Afrikaans (Biberauer 2003), and 
Middle Dutch (Hoeksema 1993), Old High German (Behagel 1932), and Old Norse 
(Hróarsdóttir 2000). 
 
(9)           Aux’    

ru 
        Aux         VP  
     ru 
            Obj     V 
 
!  The absence of *VO-Aux order is even more striking given that all the other 

possible combinations of V, O and (inflected) Aux are attested in the 
synchronic and diachronic varieties of Germanic (cf. Appendix II) 

 
!  *SVOAux is a gap not only in Germanic (cf. den Besten 1986, Travis 1984: 157-8, 

Kiparsky 1996: 168-171, Pintzuk 1991/1999, Hróarsdóttir 2000); but also in Finnish 
(cf. (10)) and Basque (cf.(11-13)): 

 
(10) *VO-Aux in Finnish (Holmberg 2000): 
 a. B "CC( ") ,,,W7##",( C"#",, ,,,,,,,,,[VP kirjoittanut,a2B--E VE] b  (Aux-VO) 
   when    Jussi would-have      written        novel-DEF 
 b. B "CC( ") ,W7##",,,,( C"#",, ,,,,,,,,,[VP,a2B--E VE,,,kirjoittanut]b,  (Aux-OV) 
   when   Jussi   would-have     novel-DEF  written  
 c. B "CC( ") ,W7##",,,,a2B--E VE    [VP kirjoittanut ( C"#"]b, ,  (OV-Aux) 
   when   Jussi   novel-DEF   written        would-have 
  “When would Jussi have written a novel?” 
 d. c,B "CC( ") ,,,W7##",[VP kirjoittanut   a2 B - - EVE],,(C"#"b,   (*VO-Aux) 
      when    Jussi      written         novel-DEF  would-have 
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(11) *VO-Aux in Basque (Haddican 2004): 
 

o Affirmative sentences: V-Aux (i.e. harmonic) – cf. (7a) 
o Negative sentences: Aux-V (i.e. disharmonic) – cf. (7b)  
 

  a. W( ) L/ ?,,,,B "&/ ) L,",,,,,,,[VP X[ V- ,,esan],,,,,,,,0 "(                (OV-Aux) 
, , , Jon-ERG  Miren-DAT  truth  say-PERF Aux 
   “Jon has told Miren the truth”    
 
  b. W( ) L/ ?,,,,,/ d,,,0 "( ,,,B "&/ ) L",,,,,,,,,[VP X[ V- ,,,esan] ,   (Aux-OV) 
, , , Jon-ERG   not Aux  Miren-DAT         truth  say-PERF 
   “Jon has not told Miren the truth” 
 

o In the negative (which is otherwise disharmonic), VO ordering (i.e. a harmonic 
ordering) is also a possibility: 

 
(12) W( ) L/ ?,,,,/ d,,,0 "( ,,esan        ,,B "&/ ) ,L",,,,,,,X[ V-  , , , (Aux-VO) 
, , Jon-ERG not Aux  say-PERF    Miren-DAT   truth 
  “Jon has not told Miren the truth” 
 

o In affirmative (which is otherwise harmonic), however, VO (i.e. the FOFC-
violating disharmonic order) is impossible: 

 
(13) cW()L/ ?,,,,esan,,,,,,,,B "&/ ) L,",,,,,,X[ V- ,,,0 "( ,          (VO-Aux) 
    Jon-ERG say-PERF   Miren-DAT  truth  Aux 
    “John has told Miren the truth” 
 
The proposal: these structures are all ruled out by FOFC 
 
(14) *                 Aux’    

ru 
        VP         Aux  
   ru 

   V               Obj 

3.2 *[Pol-TP]-C 

!  Biberauer, Newton & Sheehan (to appear a) discuss complementizer 
placement in Indic languages.  

!  Sanskrit had a final complementizer "." (."e..",in Middle Indo-Aryan). This was later 
lost and no obvious cognate occurs in any of the modern Indo-Aryan 
languages (Meenakshi 1986, Southworth 2005) 
o Modern Indo-Aryan languages either lack a final complementiser 

altogether; or  
o They display final complementisers either of the quotative type (typically 

derived from a participial for of the verb “to say” – e.g. Bangla 6( C/ ), or 
from a demonstrative root (e.g. Marathi %#%,“such”), or both (cf. Bayer 
1999, 2001, Masica 1989, Davison 2007). 
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Figure 1 – Distribution of final complementisers in Indo-Aryan (cf. Davison 2007: 
Appendix A) 

No final C Final C from ‘to say’ Final C from 
demonstrative 

Hindi/Urdu, Panjabi, 
Sindhi, Kashmiri, Maithili, 
Kurmali 

Sinhala, Dhivehi, Marathi,  
Nepali, Dakkhini Hindi 
Assamese, Bangla, Oriya 

Marathi, Gujurati 

 
o All modern Indic languages (with the exception of Sinhala, spoken in Sri 

Lanka) also have an initial C (cf. Bayer 1999, 2001, Meenakshi 1986). 
 
!  Davison’s (2007) observation: those Indo-Aryan languages which lack a final 

complementiser are exactly those which have an initial Polarity question 
particle (POL) of the type illustrated here for Hindi-Urdu and Panjabi: 

 
(15)  8kyaa)    %%_,,F%$%%E,, %%L//LE9""b,      
  POL      you  there   coming- FUT-2PL 

“Are you coming there?”   [Hindi-Urdu, Davison 2007: 182] 
 
(16)  8kii@,, .7#Cff,, %̀ ,̀, , ?gg ) "",,,,,,,,#7E%%M( 9/ b     
  POL  you  today   story        tell.FUT.2MP 

“Will you tell a story today?” 
   [Panjabi, Davison 2007: 181, citing Bhatia 1993: 5] 

 
!  Other languages in the area have non-initial Pol heads, which occur in final 

position or in medial position, but crucially never initially: 
 
(17)  a.  '(0$7, , %DL6/, , ,ki  (na)? 

Madhu  come-FUT  POL     not 
“Will/Won’t Madhu come?”  

 
b.   '(0$7, , ,ki  %D,,,,L6 / b 

Madhu  POL   come-FUT 
“Will Madhu come?”   

 
c.  c,ki   '(0$7, , %DL6/b 

   POL  Madhu  come-FUT    
          [Bangla, Davison 2007: 192, attributed to P. Dasgupta p.c.] 

 
THUS: Those languages with final Pol have developed final complementizers, 
whereas those with initial Pol have not.   
 
Illustration: Hindi-Urdu vs Marathi 

o Hindi-Urdu has an initial Pol head ?*%%,which can co-occur with, but must 
follow, an initial C: 

 
(18) a. 7#L)// ,,_77=L%%,, [CP,ki    [PolP kyaa  .7' ,, %%L( ( 9 / / ]],

3S-ERG  ask-PERF       that        POL  you  come-FUT 
“He asked whether,you will come” 
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    b.  c7#L)//, , _77=L%%,,,,,[PolP kyaa [CP    ki        .7' ,,,,,%%L( ( 9 / / ],

  3S-ERG  ask-PERF     POL          that    you     come-FUT 
“He asked whether,you will come”                     [Davison 2007: 183] 
 

o It, however, lacks any kind of final complementizer from either a verbal or 
demonstrative root: 

 
(19)   c7#//, ,,,[CP M/ / ,%%, ,,,,,,&%$/ / ,,,$%"Eh,,yah/    kah-kar,],,,,' %%C77' ,, $%",

 3S-DAT           3PL  come   PROG       are      this/    say- PRT      known  is 
“He/she knows that they are coming”                        [Davison 2007: 182] 

 
o Marathi, on the other hand, has a final/medial Pol head ?%%8* ), which can 

co-occur with either a final or initial C: 
 
(20) a. i i .( ,,?%C,,,,,,,,,,,,,_%&%.,%%C%%,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,kaa(y)] mhaaNun/asah 
       he yesterday back  come.PST.3ms  POL   QUOT/  such     

&%%',,,,'%C%%,,,F".D%%&%.,, $(. %%,
  Ram     I.DAT         ask-PROG.   be.PST.3MS  

“Ram was asking me [whether/if he came back yesterday].”   
 

b. &%%',, '%%C%%,F".D%%&%.,, $(. %%,,, iki  .( ,?%C,,, _%&%., 
Ram  I.DAT  ask.PROG be.PST.3MS  that  he yesterday back  
%%C%%,,, kaa(y) 
come.PST.3MS  Pol 
 “Ram was asking me whether/if he came back yesterday” 

      [Marathi, Davison 2007: 184, attributed to R. Pandharipande] 
 
!  Assuming the subordination-signalling C2 in Indic-languages to be higher than 

question-related Pol (cf. i.a. Laka 1994, Rizzi 2001, Holmberg 2003) and the 
above particles to be Pol-heads, Biberauer, Newton and Sheehan (to appear) 
propose that this gap is again an effect of FOFC: 

 
(21)    *      C’    

ru 
       PolP         C 
   ru 
  Pol            TP 
 
!  Data from j - \ D (Haspelmath et al. 2005) suggests that this pattern also holds 

more widely: 

                                                 
2 As seems fairly clear from the examples cited, the elements labelled 3 , in the Indic 
languages under discussion appear to lexicalise a rather different #76L_( &."( )  of Rizzi’s (1997) 
articulated CP to the finite Cs familiar from Germanic and Romance. For example, while 
English .$%. seems to encode both Force and Finiteness, with the result that we might think of 
it as a syncretised Force-Finiteness element (cf. Giorgi & Pianesi 1991), the Marathi and Hindi-
Urdu Cs illustrated in (18-20) only seem to encode subordination, which may be a (sub-) 
species of Force (cf. Biberauer, Newton & Sheehan to appear c for further discussion). Note, 
however, that the final-C is more restricted in its usage than initial C, the former being 
restricted to factive predicates, unlike the latter (cf. Bayer 1999 for discussion). 
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Table 2: Position of Polar question particles and order of adverbial subordinator and 
clause 
Complementizer Polarity 

question head 
Combination Languages:genera:families 

Initial final Inverse-FOFC 74:40:16 
Initial initial Consistent head-

initial 
72:35:13 

Final final Consistent head-
final 

45:33:20 

Final initial FOFC-violation 4:3:3 
 
Table 2 suggests that FOFC also holds in this domain, ' ( 07C(  the 4 exceptions: 
Tacana and Ese Ejja (Tacanan), Gavião (Tupi) and Resígaro (Arawakan). 
Significantly, all of these appear to avoid violating FOFC by employing clausal 
nominalisation (see below). 

3.3 *[VO]…C 
 
!  Cross-linguistically, VO languages do not have clause-final complementisers 

(cf. Hawkins 1990: 256-7, Dryer 1992: 102).   
!  A final C in a VO language necessarily violates FOFC at some point in 

structures in which it occurs.  
 
(22) a.  *     CP 

         ru 
     TP     C 
ru 

           T                   VP          
           ru 
                    V              Obj 
FOFC violated between TP and CP 

     (b)      CP 
         ru 

        *        TP                C 
ru 

        VP                T       
    ru 
  V              Obj 
FOFC violated between VP 
and TP 

! FOFC holds transitively along the clause: head-finality must start at the bottom of 
the tree. 
 
4 Cases where FOFC fails to hold 
 
!  FOFC fails to hold between nominals and the clausal spine:  
(23) W( $%) ) ,$%. [VP [DP  0 / ) ,B %) ) ] 9/ #/ $/ )  ]       
  John     has             the man     seen 
  “John has seen the man” 
 
(23) appears to violate FOFC as an initial DP surfaces in preverbal position: 
 
(24)                     VP 

      ru 
  DP         V 

ru 
      D          NP 
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!  There are, however, relatively few OV languages with clear determiners which 

allow the configuration in 0.  Most OV languages either (i) lack determiners 
distinct from demonstratives or (ii) have final determiners (cf. Dryer 1992: 104, 
2005a, 2005b).3 

 
!  BUT: OV languages with initial articles are no less common (taking into account 

areal and genetic factors) than VO languages with final articles (according to 
Dryer 1992:104, table 33, 13 genera in 5 out of 6 macro-areas are OV & ArtN, 
whereas 15 in only 3 macro areas are VO & NArt). 
Thus: there is no evidence for a FOFC effect in this domain.  

 
!  The other exception to FOFC involves particles, which are not relevant to our 

present concerns (cf. BHR & Biberauer, Newton and Sheehan to appear a for 
discussion).   

 
5 A formal account of the Final-over-Final constraint4 
 
!  Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts (2007, 2008a)/BHR: FOFC can be viewed as the 

consequence of a phase harmony requirement in the context of a Kaynian 
system. 

 
BHR’s assumptions regarding linearization:5 

A. Linearization is cyclically determined by phase-heads in accordance with (the 
strict version of) the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC): 

 
(25) The B ") "' %C"#.,V) k 7"&"/ #,PIC (Chomsky 2000: 108), 

In a phase PH with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations 
outside PH; only H and its edge are accessible to such operations. 

 
 i.e. [ZP … Z0 [XP … X0 [HP … [H0 
 
where only bold material is accessible to X0, Z0, etc; material in  font has 
already been sent to Spellout; 
 
B. Radical Spellout: Completion of a phase leads to the radical removal of the 

material in the spellout domain (VP, TP, etc.) from the computation.  
Example: VP is no longer present in the computation after the completion of vP, 

with the result that it cannot be moved into the TP-domain if vP 
undergoes movement to Spec-TP; it has been sent to spellout and is 
linearised immediately, i.e. it will be spelled out as a clause-final VO-
string.  

 

                                                 
3 According to standard assumptions, demonstratives are actually specifiers rather than 
functional heads and so pre-nominal demonstratives should not count for the formal 
account of FOFC (cf. Giusti 1997, 2002).   
4 Cf. Sheehan (2008b) for a different account of FOFC, deriving it from Bare Phrase Structure 
and the LCA and Gallego (2008) for an anti-locality based account.   
5 Cf. Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts (2008b) for detailed argumentation that a successful 
phase-based formal characterisation of the attested disharmonic patterns necessarily 
requires the elements enumerated here. 
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(26)              TP 
                       ru 
   vP             T’ 
        ru 
   T          vP 
        ru 
    Spec             v’ 
         ru 
     v            VVPP  
                      rruu      

              VV    OO,,,,,,""   sseenntt  ttoo  SSppeelllloouutt  
aanndd  lliinneeaarriisseedd  
uuppoonn  ccoommpplleettiioonn  
ooff  vvPP  

 
C.  Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom: 
 Asymmetric c-command determines linear precedence 
 
D.  Linearization diacritics (^) are lexically encoded as a property (= selection 

feature) of categories and therefore play a role in NS (triggering comp-to-spec 
movement).6 (Crucially, linearization features are distinct from both A- and A’-
movement triggers). 

 
E. Any head can independently bear ^. 
      
!  Formal formulation of FOFC (cf. also BHR): 
 
(27) If a phase-head PH has ^, then all the heads in its complement domain from 

which it is non-distinct in categorial features must have  ^.7 
 
[where the relevant categorial features are, roughly, “nominal” [+N] and “verbal” [+V]; 
building on the idea of the “spine” associated with a given phase-head (nominal or clausal – 
cf. also Brody 1995, 1998 and Grimshaw 1990) 
 
(27) is clearly very much in the spirit of Chomsky’s (2008) idea that the phase-head 
determines many of the properties of the heads in its phasal domain, including their ability to 
act as probes and/or movement triggers. Here we specifically assume that phase-heads 
determine the linearization properties of categorially alike heads in their domain.] 

                                                 
6 As a component of a given head’s selection information (cf. also Julien 2002), ^ constitutes 
a separate instruction to NS, which is not satisfied via First (External) Merge, in terms of which 
the head is simply added to the root. The “vacuousness” (“Remerge”) argument against 
comp-to-spec movement therefore falls away (cf. i.a. Pesetsky & Torrego 2004). See Gallego 
(2008) on the anti-locality argument against this approach, and for an argument that anti-
locality in fact underlies FOFC.  See Sheehan (2008b) for an alternative account of FOFC 
based on a version of Bare Phrase Structure and the LCA. 
7 BHR originally refer to the linearization diacritics as XUUL]/ %.7&/ #; Biberauer, Newton & 
Sheehan (to appear a,b,c) employ c; and Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts (2008b) employ l , 
a convention we will follow to avoid unnecessary confusion. 
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!  Applying (27) to the vP phase we arrive at the following: 
 
(28) a. v^ V^ !   [  [VP  O V ]  v   ] (consistent head-final order) 
  b. v V^ !   [  v   [VP  O V ]  ] (disharmonic non-FOFC-violating order) 
  c. v V !   [  v   [VP  V O ]] (consistent head-initial order)  
  d.  *v^ V !   [ [VP  V  O ]  v ]] (FOFC-violating order) 
 
!  (28) accounts for the inapplicability of FOFC in cases like (23), repeated as (29): 
 
(29)      a.  W( $%) ) ,$%. [VP [DP    0/) ,B%)) ] 9/ #/ $/ )  ]       
   John      has             the man      seen 
   “John has seen the man” 
 

b.                               TP  
      ru 
…  T’ 

     ru 
 T                    VP "  no FOFC violation as DP is categorially  
    ru      distinct from V 

     DP         V    
        ru 

        D          NP 
 
!  This provides us with a much-needed potential diagnostic for the categorial 

status of lexical items. 
 

!   Cross-linguistically, adpositions are strong verb patterners (Dryer 1992 ">%>), 
suggesting that they are [+V]. We therefore predict that PPs embedded under 
v should respect FOFC.  There are a few notable exceptions to this, e.g. West 
Germanic, Iranian, Sorbian and Tigré (cf. Sheehan 2008a).  This suggests that 
adpositions in these languages might not be [+V], or rather PPs might have a 
more complex structure.  More generally, adpositions might not form a 
homogeneous class.  
 

!  C is a hybrid category with both [+V] and [+N] characteristics (cf. i.a. Holmberg 
1986, Rizzi 1990, Vikner 1995, etc.) 
 

!  Null hypothesis: C should be subject to FOFC when selected by either ‘v’ or ‘n’.     
 

6 Embedded clauses and FOFC 
 
!  Sheehan (2008a): FOFC holds between phase-heads. Thus a vP ([+V]) 

embedded under C (also [+V]) is subject to FOFC; hence the ungrammaticality 
of VO…C.  Under radical spell-out for a language to be VO, v must lack ^.  But 
if C has ^, then according to (27) v must also have ^, as it remains visible 
according to the PIC (shown in simplified from here): 
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(30)a.   *     CP 
         ru 
      TP     C^ [+V] 
ru 

           T [+V]          vP          
           ru 
                   v[+V]          
                                   ru 
                             
 

     b.  *    CP 
         ru 

                 TP                C^ [+V] 
ru 

         vP                T^[+V]      
    ru 
  v[+V]           
               ru 
            
 

 
Prediction: a CP embedded under v^ must also be head-final – cf. (28a) vs (28d):  
 
    v^ V^ !   [  [VP  O V ]  v   ] (consistent head-final order) 
BUT:  * v^ V !   [ [VP  V  O ]  v ]] (FOFC-violating order) 
 
Thus: v^ imposes consistent head-finality on a language  ! ! [[[[Obj V^] v^] T^] C^] 
 
!  BUT 39% of a representative sample of OV languages have initial 

complementizers (cf. Dryer 2005a, 2005c).   
!  This is permitted if v lacks ^: 

o Under E above, VP alone can be head-final ! [ [C [T [v [Obj V^]]]]  
o Under E, both VP and TP can be head-final ! [ [C [v [T^ [Obj V^]]]] 
Surface order in both cases: C Aux [Obj V] 

 
!  Many of the 39% have this structure (Nupe, Gavião, Vata, etc. – cf. (4) above) 
 
BUT: we fail to predict the existence of languages with the following order: 
 

o head-initial CP plus  head-final vP, i.e. surface order: C [[Obj V] Aux] 
! *[C [T [[Obj V^] v^]]]] / *[C [[Obj V^] v^]T^]]] 

 
(31)    *             vP 

      ru 
VP  v^ [+V]       

ru 
    CP  V [+V]       

ru 
   C [+V +N]         TP 

And this order is clearly attested in West Germanic, Indo-Aryan, Iranian, Turkish, etc. 
 

Question: how do these languages actually embed clauses? 
 
!  Note that because of the hybrid nature of C, the same question arises where 

CPs are embedded under N: 
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(32)     *   nP 

      ru 
NP  n^ [+N]       

ru 
    CP  N [+N]       

ru 
   C [+V +N]       TP 

 

6.1 Clausal complementation in the verbal domain 

Our first concern: head-initial CP placement in OV languages with final V, v, T  
 
!  Observation: For some reason embedded CPs do ) ( . behave (cross-

linguistically) as if they were directly embedded under head-final v (v^#> C^ ) 
!  Head-final vP + head-initial CP should give us a FOFC-violation (cf. (31)) 
Thus: we have an Embedding Paradox 
 
!  In practice, we observe a FOFC effect between verbs and embedded CPs (cf. 

Sheehan 2008a): the relevant OV languages employ various strategies to avoid 
violating FOFC. 

 
(i) embedding a reduced clause without C (33)-(34), which can then surface in 
canonical object position: 
 
(33)     K/ &?/ #, i 6 / ) L", - ) ?%&%L* %, 9".L."h, #%) L,,,,,,,,* ( &,
            everyone   I-   ACC Ankara-DAT go-PAST consider-PROG 
        “Everyone considers me to have gone to Ankara”      [Turkish,,Özsoy 2001: 217] 
 
(34) >>>,0%H,,,,K%)#,[TP,,,#"=$,,d7,&%#"/&/)],,#=$"/ ) ,

         that     Hans       self   to shave   seems 
, , “… that Hans seems to shave himself”       [German, Biberauer & Roberts 2008]  
 

o This option is available in many languages (e.g. English, Italian, Quechua, 
Basque, etc.), i.e. it is not specific to languages subject to a FOFC-imposed 
embedding paradox. 

 
(i) avoids a FOFC violation as C is not present.  As predicted, these reduced clauses 
are positioned to the left of V/v, as expected for v^ (v^ !  V^ !  T^ !  … until a non-
verbal [+N] phase head intervenes) 
 
(ii) nominalisation of the clause:  
 
(35)   a>,,,,,,K%C"C, i2 &$%) L,") , V#.%) 67CL%, 9".L,. #9L,,,,"hL,,,) ", 0J#J) LJ* ( &,
                   Halil  Orhan-GEN Istanbul-DAT go-NOM-his-ACC think-  PROG 
                   “Halil thinks that Orhan went/is going to Istanbul.”  

                    [Turkish, Andrews 1985:31] 
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           b>, ' %' %=$,,,,,,,,,m7,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,_7=7=79F %L_7n9%,

woman/          SUBJ DEF/SUBJ  know-             REM 
.%mF %=$LI       m7F %y         * ( 9$( M7n=$LV,,,,,,,,_%?$%L_7n9%L,,,,,naL,,,,,y 
man-    GEN   DET.GEN    coyote-          OBJ  kill-              REM-   NOM-OBJ 
“The woman knew that the man (had) killed the coyote” 
(Lit.: “The woman knew .$/ ,' %) m#,?"CC") 9 ,8( ]@,.$/ ,=( * ( ./ ”)        

           [Ute, Uto-Aztecan, Givon 2006] 
 

o This option, particularly where no overt C is realised, is also available, to a 
greater or lesser extent, in many other languages (e.g. English, Chinese, 
Quechua, etc.; cf. Givon 2006 on so-called / ^.&/ ' / ,) ( ' ") %C"d") 9, languages, 
and Aikhenvald 2008), i.e. it is also not specific to languages subject to a 
FOFC-imposed embedding paradox. 

 
(iii) extraposition of CP, which is sometimes accompanied by a ‘correlative’ D or 
‘light noun’.  
 
(36)      - ) C%0 '  [?", ( ) 7) , 6 "&, 0/&0", M%&],
            understand.PAST.1SG that 3SG.GEN a problem.POSS.3SG exist.3SG 
,,,,, “I realized that he had a problem” , , , ,[Turkish, Haig 2001: 201] 
 

o This option is also more widely available 
!  Consider the case of Hindi-Urdu, an OV language with head-final auxiliaries 

and postpositions, but only initial complementizers.  All embedded finite clauses 
are extraposed to the right of the verb and no finite clause can surface in 
preverbal canonical object position, even where C is null: 

 
(37) 7#//, ,,,,8* %$@,'%C77', , $%",, [ki     M/ / ,%%,,,,,&%$/ / ,$%"E],

3s-DAT    this    known    is       that  3PL come PROG   are 
“He/she knows [that they are coming]”    
 

(38) *7#/ / ,, [8ki@  M/ / ,%%,,,,,,&%$/ / ,,$%"E],, ' %C77' ,, $%",,
3s-DAT     that  3PL  come PROG     are       known    is 
“He/she knows [that they are coming]”            [Hindi, Davison 2007:178] 

 
Proposal: in order to avoid a FOFC violation, CP is embedded under ‘n’, a standard 
nominal phase-head which triggers radical spell-out of its complement CP, giving 
extraposition: 
[strikethrough indicates a deleted lower copy; [ ] indicates the merge position of 
already spelled-out structure; [oouuttlliinnee] indicates spelled-out structure] 
(39)      vP 

        3 
       VP              v’ 

          3        2 
          nP            V’   v[+V]^   [VP]  [… ] 

   2       2 
             n[+N]    [  ]  V[+V]^  [nP] 
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o Crucially, as a hybrid category, head-initial CP must be embedded under a 
head-initial nP to avoid a FOFC violation: 

 
(40)   * nP 

      3 
     CP             n’ 
2         2 

                                 C[+N]   [ ]    n[+N]^  [CP] [… ] 
 
 
 
This accounts for the fact that it is the whole CP which is extraposed. 
 

o It is still true that v^ must be satisfied, where ‘n’ is overt, and this is visibly the 
case: 

  
(41) 3 $/ C/ L4%,,8ta/ eTA/ e kOtha@,,D7) / L=$/ ,,,,,,,,,,,,i je,,i ,( &,, 6%6%,,%D, L6 / hh                 

boy   - CF  it/   that/the story   hear –PAST.3SG     C      his father come -FUT.3SG 
        “The boy heard it/the rumour that his father will come”    [Bengali, Bayer 1999] 
 
(42) K* ,$/ .,8dit),M/&#.%%),,,,,,0%.,,$*, ,0"/, F/0#. &*0, ,'(/ .,F/) ,
 He has it     understood that he the  match      must   win 
 “He understood that he had to win the match”              [Afrikaans] 
[where the presence of certain pronouns triggers a presuppositional/factitive effect] 
 
!  This is the pattern found with almost all OV languages with (often optional) 

initial Cs (cf. Cinque 2008, Dryer in press, Hawkins 1994 & Sheehan 2008a).  The 
following examples illustrate: 

 
(43),, "9 ,$"$"?        [koL) ,,,,,$77) ,,,,$79L%) ] 

3s want  that-1s  corn      eat-IRR                 
“He wanted me to eat corn”    

               [Pima Bajo, Uto-Aztecan, Cinque 2008: 23, citing Estrada Fernández 1996:37] 
  
(44) B %&?%,, #( ,, F ( _&%F 0$/ ,, F /̀ #/ C"+  

Marka  REFL really             rejoices  
[zo, ò ) 7,, #?( &( ,, d%#( ,, 0 ( ,\ "_#?%,,,_ ( %̀0$/ ] 
that once soon again  to  Leipzig  drive-FUT 
“Marka is really glad that she will soon once again go to Leipzig” 

[Sorbian, West Slavic, Lindseth 1998:115] 
 

(45) V) o#,,,", ]C"?&77#,                [(gidabá@,6%.", ,,,,,,,,,$C/ / ' / / &( ,,9L%,,         
He     SU.3think:3.SG.M   that          iron:sheets   all        OB.3-OB.F    
%C/ / $g* , ]    
can:3.SG.M 
“He thinks that he’ll get all the iron sheets”   
   [Iraqw, Southern Cushitic  from Nordbustad 1988:60] 

 
(46) 1/ ?&L,,,,,,,' "L,,?( ) LZ '    [8ke@,,,,p"M%,,,,/ ' pZ 6 ,,,' "L,,&/ #L,,,,,/ ]   
 thought-DUR-do- 1s        that     Shiva  tonight    DUR-arrive-3s    

“I think (that) Shiva will arrive tonight” 
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       [Persian, Indo-Iranian, Mahootian & Gebhart 1997:29] 
 
(47) 5&o) %,,p"C' %) &?q, CrC/ , [gaL, $"* gLF %, , .%L6/ CN],

boy muslim knows  that- gone:3f  to-house 
“The Muslim boy knows that she has gone home”  

    [Neo-Aramaic, Semitic, Khan 1999:419]
  

Proposal: (different kinds of) nominal structure can intervene between a verb and a 
CP complement as a FOFC-compliance strategy.  Extraposition indicates the 
presence of (covert) nominal structure. 
 

6.2 Some properties of extraposed clauses 

!  Extraposed clauses are low in the VP, subject to Condition C effects from 
indirect objects (Büring & Hartmann 1997 on German and English, Bayer 2000:2 
on Bangla, Aghaei 2006:156 on Persian): 

 
(48) *V.,6 ( .$/ &/ 0 ,$/ &s,.$%.,a( #%s,$%0,]%"C/ 0        [Büring &Hartmann 1997:21] 
 
(49),, c0!M%&,i,6/ ,t7,h,BiB 9( ].,,i ,?/ ,,,i ,Ali h,,BiB 6!d"L,,,,&( ,,,,,,' "L,,,,6%&L/ ,h,,

 referee to   him said    that   Ali    game- ACC  IMPF-win-3sg 
     [Persian, Aghaei 2006:156]  

 
!  Büring & Hartmann (1997) show that specifiers of correlative N , where present, 

c-command the extraposed complement clause of N: 
 
(50) j "&,,$%6/), i i 9/ 9 /)J 6 /&,i ,#/")/' ",u %./ &hh,/ &F I $) .+,,,,,,,0%##    W($) ",,?&%) ?,"#.,

We have       to                   his          father  mentioned    that    John   sick    is 
“We mentioned to his father that John is sick” 

 
(51) *V=$,$%6/ ,%) ,#/ ") / ",,5/ $%7_.7) 9,9 / 0%=$.,0%##,,U/ ./ &",,( ].,,,,,?&%) ?,"#.,

 I      have of  his       claim             thought    that  Peter  often sick    is 
“I thought of his claim that Peter is often sick”     [Büring & Hartmann 1997:12] 

 
This suggests that at some level of representation, the extraposed clause is the sister 
of 5/ $%7_.7) 9 .   
 
!  In all cases, the presence of a preverbal coreferent nominal/pronoun is 

optional, but its presence triggers Islandhood (cf. ">%>, Mahajan 1990: 146 on 
Hindi, Bennis 1986 and Veld 1993 on Dutch, and Aghaei 2006: 40 on Persian, 
Büring & Hartmann 1997 on German, Sheehan 2008b on English):  

 
(52) c?"#L?( ,&%%' L) / , yah #( =%%,,,,,,?", ,,' ( $%) L) / , ' %%&%%,
              who Ram-ERG this thought   that  Mohan-ERG hit 

#“Who did Ram think this that Mohan hit?”        [Hindi, Mahajan 1990: 146] 
 
(53) cj%. ,, 6/ .&/7&0/, , `"`,, het , 0%.,, $"`,, 9/d/90, $%0b,

  what  regretted  you  it  that  he  said     had 
#“What do you regret (it) that he had said”               [Dutch, Veld 1993: 104] 
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(54) c4/$&%), ,_/#%&L/,,‘in-o ) / L,,' "L,,,,0 ( ) L,,/ , ?/ , 6!6!np,,,,,&%].L,,,
, Tehran   boy-DEF    this-ACC NEG-IMPF- know-3SG that father-his  gone-3SG  

“Tehran, the boy does not know [this] that his father has gone to”  
         [Persian, Aghaei 2006:40] 

 
!  In languages with an ".e.$/ &/  distinction in the expletive domain, the Case-

marked ‘impure’ pronoun (".) triggers islandhood, whereas the Case-less ‘pure’ 
pronoun (.$/ &/ ) does not (cf. Bennis 1986, Vikner 1995, Lasnik 1995): 

 
(55) a. cj "/ ,F ( &0 ,,,,,,,,,0 ".,9 / #v ,0%.,$* ,,( ) .' ( / .,$/ .b,
, , ,who becomes it   said  that he met         has  [Afrikaans] 
 

b. j "/ ,,F ( &0 ,,,,,,,,,0%%&,9/ #v ,0%.,,$* ,( ) .' ( / .,$/ .b,
who becomes there said  that he met         has 
“Who is it said that he has met?”   [Afrikaans] 

 
(56) a. ! ".,F ( &0 ,,,,,,,,9 / #v ,0%.,,$* ,W%) ,( ) .' ( / .,$/ .,(cf. (53a)) 
, , it    becomes said  that he Jan met        has 
  “It is said that he met Jan” 
 

b. ! %%&,F ( &0 ,,,,,,,,,,9 / #v ,0%.,,$* ,W%) ,( ) .' ( / .,$/ .,(cf. (53b)) 
There becomes said   that he Jan met         has 
“It is said that he met Jan” 

 
!  It seems to be the case, then, that there are different types of nominals under 

which clauses can be embedded and that the nature of the nominal 
determines the extraction possibilities from the clause. 

$  a parallel from another domain: McCloskey (2001, 2002) on different types of    
C, whose realisation reflects their (in)compatibility with extraction 

 
Thus: Crucially, the proposal that clausal complements are embedded under 
nominals does not lead to the expectation that they should be islands – not all nPs 
are islands; only Case-marked nPs are (cf. also Davies & Dubinsky 2003). 
 
The properties of extraposed clauses fall out if they are the ’stranded complement 
of the object ‘n’ (cf. also Sheehan 2008b for a different account of this with similar 
empirical predictions). 
 
Therefore, the Embedding Paradox faced by OV languages with initial Cs is resolved 
via the inclusion of extra nominal structure. 
 
7 Conclusions  
 

!  A categorially sensitive FOFC seems to hold universally. 
!  C behaves like a hybrid category, subject to FOFC from verbal and nominal 

selectors. 
!  A language with v^ and initial C (C Obj V Aux) faces an embedding 

paradox, which languages employ various strategies to circumvent. 
!  This has various implications for structure building. 
!  Some embedded CPs involve covert nominal structure, when embedded 

under a verb. 
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!  Extraposition results from the presence of nominal structure either overt or 
covert. 

!  The nature of the nominal structure determines certain properties of the 
clausal complement, e.g. whether it permits extraction or not 
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APPENDIX I: Further illustrations of the Final-Over-Final Constraint 
 
FOFC in the nominal domain (cf. Holmberg 2000, Biberauer, Holmberg & Roberts 
2008): 
(1)  a. P N O:   ?( $.",,,,,,[NP ?7M%%,,,,D.%C") "#.%],        [harmonic head-initial] 
      towards      picture  Stalin-ABL  
   “towards a picture of Stalin”  
 
 b. P O N: ?( $.",,,,,,[NP D.%C") ") ,,,,,,,,?7M%%         [disharmonic initial over final] 
    towards       Stalin-GEN  picture  
   “towards a picture of Stalin” 
 
  c. O N P: [NP D.%C") ") ,,,,,,,,?7M%%],,,?( $."         [harmonic head-final] 
       Stalin-GEN    picture   towards  
   “towards a picture of Stalin” 
 
 d. N O P: *[NP ?7M%%,,,,D.%C")"#.%],,,,,,?( $.",,,,,         [disharmonic final over initial] 
      picture  Stalin-ABL   towards   
 
A further FOFC-defined gap in the distribution of O, V-nonfinite and Aux/V-fin  
3 ( ) #.&7=."( ) #,F ".$,.$/ ,u / &6e- 7^eU%&."=C/ ,j - E4,%) 0 ,%,=( ' _C/ ' / ) .,
 
(2)  Correlation of VO order and the order of an expression of volition (WANT) and 

its complement (V) in 85 genera8 (cf. Holmberg 2000: 135, citing Dryer 1992): 
 
 j %) . V & VO  (harmonic, head-initial):    42 genera 
 V j %) . & OV  (harmonic, head-final):    29 genera 
 j %) . V & OV  (disharmonic, non-FOFC violating):  10 genera 
 V Want & VO  (disharmonic, FOFC-violating):     4 genera 
 

o The 4 exceptions: 
Luvale (Benue-Congo), Pero (Chadic), Yindjibarndi (Pama-Nyungan) and 
Guajajara (Tupi-Guaraní) 

o BUT: even these 4 VO & V-j %) . languages in Dryer’s sample do not, in fact, 
seem to exhibit VO and V-Want ") , .$/ ,#%' / ,=( ) #.&7=."( ) , i.e. we never get 
FOFC-violating [VO]-Want.  

 
 
APPENDIX II: Possible O, V and Aux combinations  
 
Current and older Germanic varieties 
[Formatting: object in SMALL CAPS; V underlined and Aux in bold] 
 
A. O V AUX (“head-final” order in VP and v/IP, depending on where auxiliaries 

are): 
(1) a. .>>,0%H,W($%)), DAS BUCH    9/C/#/ )  hat    [German] 

                                                 
8  A genus is a group of languages related to one another at roughly the time-depth of 
the subfamilies of Indo-European (Germanic, Italic, etc.) and thus thought to have diverged 
from a common ancestor about two millennia ago.  
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                that John     the  book  read       has 
 “… that John has read the book” 
 
b. '%,,,,,#/ ,j "#0 ( ' ,,,Y%,,,,~VD,,1V44X   %#7)9/)   hæfde G , ,[Old English/OE] 

  when the Wisdom then this poem   sung       had  
                   “When Wisdom had sung this poem …” 

 (5( / .$"7# 30.68.6; cf. Fischer /. ,%C> 2000: 143) 
 

(2)  O AUX V (“verb-raising”): 
  a. .>>,0%.,,W%) ,,,HET BOEK     wil      C/ d/ )         [Dutch] 
       that John the  book  wants read-INF 
   “… that John wants to read the book”  
        (cf. Evers 1975 and subsequent work) 
 
  b. .>>,Y/ ,,,,Z ]&/ ,( ) ,9 / ]/ ( $./ ,HIS HANDA,,,wolde %]* C%)          [Old English] 
      who  ever in  battle        his hands  would defile-INF 
  “… whoever would defile his hands in battle”   

(• C]&"=€#,\ "M/ #,( ],D%") .# 25.858; cf. Pintzuk 1991: 102) 
 
(3) AUX O V (“verb projection raising”) 
  a. >>>,0%,,,W%) ,wilt    EEN HUUS   ?( _ / ) , ,        [West Flemish] 
       that Jan wants  a     house buy-INF 
   “... that Jan wants to buy a house”   
                 (cf.  Haegeman & van Riemsdijk 1986) 
 
  b. >>>,YZ .,,$"/ ,,,mihton,,#F%,6/%C0C"=/,GODES   GELEAFAN    6(0"%) ,,,,,,,,,,,[OE] 

     that  they  could    so    boldly      God’s   faith          preach-INF 
 “... that they could preach God’s faith so boldly” 

            (4$/ ,K( ' "C"/ #,( ],.$/ ,- ) 9C( LD%̂ ( ) ,3 $7&=$ I 232; cf. van Kemenade 1987: 179) 
 
(4) V AUX O (“object extraposition”): 
  a. >>>,0%.,,W%) ,,,,M/ &C"/ ]0   is,OP   MARIE     [PP]                   [Dutch] 

     that John  in-love    is on Mary 
 “… that John is in love with Mary”   (cf. Zwart 1997: 38) 
 
b. >>>,YZ .,Z ) "9 ,' ( ) ,%./ CC%)   mæge   EALNE  ÞONE  DEMM                       [OE] 
     that  any   man relate     can       all       the    misery 
 “… that any man can relate all the misery”  
     (2 &( #"7# 52.6 – 7; cf. Pintzuk 2002: 283) 

 
(5)  AUX V O (“verb raising” combined with “object extraposition”): 

a. G, .$%.,%CC,.$/, #.70/). #,had,&/%0,THE PRESCRIBED TEXTS  [Modern English] 
,

b. >>>,YZ .,$/ ,mot     / $.%)         GODRA   MANNA                        [OE] 
   that  he might  persecute  good   men 
“… that he might persecute good men” 

     (j 7C]#.%) €#,K( ' "C"/ #,130.37 – 38; cf. Pintzuk 2002: 282) 
BUT: *SVOAux  
 


