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Introduction: An elusive property of that-clauses which follow manner-of-speaking (MOS) 

verbs (whisper, mutter, groan, etc.) is that they do not behave like complements to other non-

factive verbs (say, think, believe, etc.) when it comes to complementizer drop and wh-

extraction. Non-factive that-clauses generally allow both complementizer drop and wh-

extraction (1), while MOS that-clauses resist them (2). In addition, so-called “Noun 

Complement Clauses” (NCCs), pattern with MOS that-clauses, as in (3). 

(1) a. Who did Barney say that Wilma was dating t ?  

b. Barney said (that) Wilma was dating Fred. 

(2) a.       * Who did Barney whisper that Wilma was dating t ? 

 b.        Barney whispered *(that) Wilma was dating Fred. 

(3) a. the [N claim/fact]i [CP that the government monitored phone conversations]i 

 b.       *What did Barney repeat the claim that the government monitored t ?  

 c.        the claim *(that) the government monitored phone conversations 

de Cuba (2017) proposes that the syntactic contrasts between the non-factive that-clauses in 

(1) and the NCCs in (3) arise because NCCs involve close apposition (see Hawkins 1978; 

Keizer 2007; Mikkelsen 2014). In this analysis, the content noun (fact, claim) receives its 

semantic content from an adjoined referential CP (de Cuba & Ürögdi 2009). The referential 

status and adjunct status of the CPs in (3) is argued to block complementizer drop and wh-

extraction respectively. In this paper I propose that the close apposition analysis should be 

applied to MOS that-clauses as well. Specifically, I argue that in MOS constructions the close 

apposition relationship is between a that-clause and an (often null) nominal object, as in (4).  

(4) Barney whispered [a whisper]i [that Wilma was dating Fred]i 

Following de Cuba (2017), I argue that the referential and adjunct status of that-clauses which 

follow MOS verbs can account for the lack of complementizer drop and wh-extraction these 

MOS that-clauses. In addition, I argue that this analyses helps provide a more unified view of 

types of that-clauses based on their referential/non-referential and adjunct/argument status. 

Close apposition and referential that-clauses: In an analysis of NCCs, de Cuba (2017) 

follows Hawkins (1978) and claims that NCC constructions (3a) are “referent-establishing” 

and involve close apposition. This analysis is in line with Mikkelsen (2014), who claims that 

structures like (3a) have an intuitive similarity to close nominal apposition structures like (5). 

(5)  the physicist Melissa Franklin 

Mikkelsen notes that in (5), the second element is a proper name that identifies the referent and 

the common noun labels that referent with a particular property. For her, direct structure NCCs 

(NCCs without a preposition) are very similar to (5) in that a CP like that the government 

monitored phone conversations in (3a) provides the primary semantic content of the noun claim 

(cf. Moulton 2015). Content nouns like claim in (3) and physicist in (5) have the unusual 

property of being able to be felicitously uttered with a definite article at first-mention (without 

previous introduction by an indefinite article). Hawkins (1978) also notes that the constructions 

in (5) are similar to (3) in that in both constructions, the success of definite reference depends 

on the presence of the modifier. Thus in (6) the color and the name both fail to refer when used 

as a first-mention without the modifiers red and Algernon (7). The same holds for the fact and 

the conclusion (8); they cannot be used as a first-mention without the CP modifiers (9). 

(6)   a.    I don’t like the color red.  b. I can’t stand the name Algernon. 

(7) a.  #I don’t like the color.  b.       #I can’t stand the name. 

(8)   a.   Bill is amazed by the fact that there is so much life on earth. 

       b.   The philosophic aphasic came to the conclusion that language did not exist. 

(9) a.  #Bill is amazed by the fact.    b.        #The philosophic aphasic came to the conclusion. 



Hawkins (1978:148) argues that in the constructions in (6) & (8) the modifier “takes over the 

role of previous discourse, and enables the hearer to identify some set of objects within which 

he is to locate the referent.” Following this, de Cuba (2017) argues that the CP “complements” 

in (3a) and (8) are referential, and thus share syntactic behavior with other referential clauses. 

Wh-extraction and complementizer drop: NCCs show similar syntactic behavior to MOS 

that-clauses: complementizer drop and wh-extraction are degraded in both (2) & (3). 

Syntactically, de Cuba (2017) treats close apposition as adjunction, providing an explanation 

for the strong island status of NCCs illustrated in (3a) (adjuncts are generally argued to be 

strong islands for extraction). As for complementizer drop, de Cuba proposes that referential 

that-clauses as a class resist complementizer drop. In this way, NCCs share similar behavior to 

factive that-clauses, which are also referential and also resist complementizer drop (10). 

(10) I {resent/regret/hate} *(that) you didn’t come to the party 

Manner-of-Speaking that-clauses as referential adjuncts. I propose here that that-clauses 

which follow MOS verbs as a class should fall under the same analysis as NCCs. MOS verbs 

have been claimed to involve cognate objects, as in John whispered a soft whisper (see Zwicky 

1971). If we take MOS verbs in general to have an unpronounced content noun object in a 

relationship of close apposition with the an associated that-clause, the strong island status 

NCCs and MOS that-clauses can receive a unified analysis: they are both adjunct islands. In 

addition, the resistance to complementizer drop shared by MOS that-clauses & NCCs (non-

factive) and clausal complements to factive verbs (factive) can now be linked to one property 

(namely referentiality) in a way that no previous analysis of that-clauses that I am aware of has 

been able to capture given the difference in factivity between these “complement” types.  

Another case of close apposition: it-complement clauses (ICCs): I also examine ICCs, 

(a.k.a. object extraposition constructions) as in (11a), and argue that they represent another case 

of close apposition, given the familiar resistance to C-drop (11a) and extraction (11b). 

(11) a. I regret it *(that) I overslept yesterday. 

b.        *Who does Mary regret it that she saw t ? 

c. Who does Mary regret that she saw t ? 

Note the difference in extraction possibilities from ICCs (11b) vs. factive complements (11c). 

Factive complements are weak islands while ICCs are strong islands, which fits with an 

analysis where ICCs are adjuncts and factive that-clauses are complements (cf. Moulton 2015). 

Arguments against apposition: Kogusuri (2009) presents arguments against Stowell’s (1981) 

apposition analysis for MOS that-clauses. First, since MOS verbs can take NP arguments (12), 

they seem to dispense a theta-role, making it less elegant to say that they don’t for CPs. Second, 

in some cases MOS that-clauses can be passivized, despite the adjunct status of the CP. If the 

CP (linked to the expletive) can be passivized in (13), it is not behaving like an adjunct. The 

analysis proposed here provides solutions for these. For (12), I have proposed that there is 

always an (often unpronounced) argument following MOS verbs, so a theta-role is dispensed. 

For (13), the silent argument is passivized, not the CP, so passivization should be fine. 

(12)    Hoffman will probably mutter {a foul oath/two or three words}. (Zwicky 1971:224) 

(13) It is whispered that he intended to resign... (Kogusuri 2009:190) 
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