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(2) The man who is happy is at home.
(3) a. Is the man who is happy at home?
b. * Is the man who happy is at home?
(3) (2) (3)a
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(3)a o ?
(4 The man who is happy is at home.
(5) a. Is the man who is happy  at home?
b. * Is the man who happy is at home?
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(11) a. Mary believes that John won.
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believe o
“John to have won” “that John won”
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o ( construction
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(12) a (12) b ( “ 7
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o ( 2007)
. Ross ( 1967) “ " ( syntactic
island)
(13) ( complex object noun phrases)
She saw the documentary that was about Churchill ,
* Who did she see the documentary that was about  ,?
(14) ( complex subject noun phrases)
That he kept smoking marijuana , bothered her.
* What did that he kept smoking  , bother her?
(15) (‘adverbial clauses)
She left the room because John started to fry bacon ,,
* What did she leave the room because John started to fry — ,,.¢?
(16) ( complement clauses of factive verbs)
He regretted that he didnt bring an umbrella
* What did he regret that he didnt bring  ..0?
(17) ( complement clauses of manner-of—

speaking verbs)
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