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1 I ntroduction

Since the earliest days of generative grammar, it has been pointed out that extractions out of
relative clauses (henceforth: RCs) are banned, hence the ungrammaticality of the English
examplesin (1):

1 a * Who; did you read [[op an article [cp Which is about g]]?
b. * This man, | read [[op an article [cp which was about &]].

This restriction on RCs has been regarded as an instantiation of the so called Complex NP
Constraint (henceforth: CNPC) which was originally introduced by Ross (1967). According
to this congtraint, no internal material must be extracted out of a DP?. By DP internal
material, one commonly assumes attributes or subparts of attributes. DPs, therefore, are
islands for movement. Regarding RCs as true postnominal attributes, the CNPC especialy
applies on them.

Even later theoretical stages accepted or reformulated the CNPC: Chomsky (1981)
assumes the CNPC to follow from the more general Subjacency Condition. Since the fronted
item in (1) has to move across both a CP and a DP, subjacency can no longer be maintained
and the sentences are doomed to be ungrammatical. According to Chomsky (1986), DPs are
barriers for movement of internal material.

However, it has been noted that some alow extraction out of at least a few RCs.
These languages include the Mainland Scandinavian languages (see e.g. Taraldsen 1982 for
Norwegian, Engdahl 1997 for Swedish, Plaizack 1999 for al Mainland Scandinavian
languages). In Swedish, for instance, it is possible to front an item that seems to correspond
to a gap within the RC, cf. example (2):

2) De  blommorna kannerjag[[pp en man[cpsom sdjer €.
these flowers-DEF  know | a man REL sdIs®
| know a man who sells these flowers.

(= Engdahl 1997:52, ex. 2)

Apparently, the fronted item de blommorna corresponds semantically to the object gap within
the RC som séljer. The most intuitive analysis would be to follow Taraldsen (1982), Engdahl

! Parts of this present paper have been presented at the 15" “Grammatik i Fokus’ conference in Lund, in
February 2001. | am especialy grateful to Giuliana Giusti, Vaéria Moln& and Christer Platzack for a
stimulating discussion. Moreover, | would like to thank all the Swedish informants for filling in my
guestionnaire and answering my never-ending questions. Their intuitions are the basis of this work. All errors
are of course mine.

2 Ross (1967) put his constraint at a time when the functional D-layer of noun phrases was not yet established.
Here, | will stick to the label DP since it is commonly assumed that only DPs can function as arguments at a
sentence level (cf. Szabolcsi 1987, Abney 1987, Delsing 1993 among others).

3 In the glossary, DEF symbolizes the suffixed definite article, REL the relative particle in Swedish, PRT other
particles.
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(1997) and Platzack (1999), among others, and describe the connection between the fronted
item and the gap as antecedent-trace-dependency. However, this line of analysis does not
explain why there is no violation of the CNPC in examples like (2), i.e. there should be an
explanation of why the CNPC can be circumvented in these cases”.

In this paper | will rgject a movement analysis, at least for the case of Swedish. The
notion “extractions from relative clauses’ (ERCs) will nevertheless be kept as a pure
descriptive category for this particular kind of syntactic construction. Instead of a movement
anaysis, | would like to suggest that ERCs are complex sentences consisting of a
phonetically reduced question and an adjacent answer part. This proposal will be
corroborated by the observation of some semantic, prosodic and information-structural
properties observed in ERCs.

The paper is organized as follows:. in chapter 2, | will present the main ERC types and
discuss some basic semantic and syntactic features of ERCs. Chapter 3 contains a discussion
of earlier syntactic analyses of ERCs. Here, | will particularly argue against a movement
analysis. in chapter 4, | will present a new syntactic approach to ERCs that not only accounts
for the syntactic facts but also takes the particular semantics of ERCs into consideration. |
argue that these sentences consist both of an interrogative and a declarative sentence, i.e. they
contain a yes/no-question base-generated in SpecC of the sentence and a corresponding
answer part, starting out from C'. One advantage of such an approach is that the connectivity
effects observed in ERCs can be easily accounted for. Secondly, it allows us to explain why
languages like Swedish alow for ERCs whereas German (which shares the V2-property with
Swedish) and English (which shares the VO-property with Swedish) do not. In chapter 5, |
will summarize the results.

The investigation will be restricted to Swedish.

2 A descriptiveanalysis of ERCsin Swedish

The ERC phenomenon in Swedish appears to be rather uninvestigated. It is therefore
appropriate to give a brief introduction to its empirical characteristics. In this chapter, | will
present three differert syntactic types of ERCs (2.1.). As it will turn out, there is a common
semantic feature to al those types (2.2.). Finaly, | want to discuss some further empirical
aspects of and restrictions on ERCs (2.3.).

21 Threetypesof ERCs

Engdahl (1997) presents an overview over four different ERC constructions in standard and
dialectal Swedish, cf.:

A. Presentational constructions (containing a “pleonastic element”, i.e. an expletive element
(det or dér) and an existential verb (vara or finnas)):

3 Det  spraket finns det  manga som taar.
this language-DEF  exist there  many REL  speak.
There are many people who speak this language.

(= Engdahl 1997:59, ex. 22a)

* Taraldsen (1982) and Platzack (1999) offer such structural explanations as | will show in 3.2. However, they
fail to generalize their assumptions.
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B. Contact clauses (without arelative item or particle):

4 De e da  ingen ved. (Scanian)
this is there  nobody knows
Thereisnobody who knows that.
(= Engdahl 1997:61, ex. 25c)

C. Cleft constructions:

(5) Garagedorren a det bara Kale som kan Oppna

garage-door-DEF is it only Kdle REL can open
The only one who can open the garage door isKalle.

(= Engdahl 1997:65, ex. 22a)

D. Constructions with other thematic verbs;

(6) Den h&  teorin kénner jag ingen som tror pa
this here  theory-DEF know | nobody REL believesin
I don’t know anybody who believesin thistheory.

(= Engdahl 1997:67, ex. 41b)

As for Standard Swedish, | would like to reorganize those four groups and reduce them into
three. The rather colloquial or dialectal class of contact clauses, | will not address here. Even
those, | suppose, contain an RC and can therefore semantically and syntactically be subsumed
under the three other types. For instance, sentence (4), must also be a “presentationa
construction” in Engdahl’s (1997) sense, since it contains an expletive and an existential
verb.

The term “presentational construction”, however, is somewhat misleading. The aim of
these sentences is not to introduce a new entity into the ongoing discourse but ether to
determine a set of individual elements quantitatively. In (3), for instance, the speaker
describes the number of people speaking a specific language by “many”. The matrix clause of
such an ERC construction always contains an existential verb and aquantified RC head.
Therefore, | would like to label this group existential ERCs. As for the RC head, many
different quantifiers are allowed:

7 a Det  spraket finns det  mangalbaraen/en hel kontinent/ingen
this language-DEF exist there many justone awholecontinent nobody
som talar.

REL  speak.

There are many/is just one/is a whole continent/is nobody who speak(s) this language.
b. Denna olycka var det bara en som Overlevde.

this accident was there  only one REL  survived

There was only one who survived this accident.

The verb vara (be) can be used in the existential sense likein (7). In other contexts, vara can
aso be a specificational copula®. In this reading, it is used in cleft constructions and related
copular constructions. Clefts can also allow for the ERC phenomenon (cf. ex. 5). This
specificationa type forms the second group of ERCs.

® On the difference between predicational, identificational and specificational copulas see Higgins (1973) and
Huber (forthcoming).
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A last group contains other thematic verbs as aready shown in (6). Further examples
are givenin (8):

8 a Det ha jag st mangasom gjorde.

this have | seen many REL did.
| have seen many who did this.

b. Det vet jag ingen som kan.
this know | nobody REL  can
I don’t know anybody who can (do) this.

Usudly, even in this thematic type, we find a quantified RC head. The range of the
quantifying elements probably is as extensive as with the “existentia” type.

2.2 A remark on the semantics of ERCs

What do al these types of ERCs have in common? It seems that we find two semantic
srategies within ERCs: the first strategy isthat a set is determined quantitatively. Thisisthe
case in existential and thematic ERCs. For instance, in an existential sentence like (3), the
speaker declares that the number of the set of people speaking a particular language is large.
Likewise, in the thematic type like the one in (6), the speaker describes a set of individuals
believing in a particular theory by uttering his/her relationship to the amount of this set - g/he
does not know any individual of this set. The element that has been “extracted” from the RC
in these sentences is a part of the set that the speaker has commented on. Thus, quantification
seems to be a necessary condition for “extraction” from RCs.

The second strategy which one can discover in specificational (cleft) sentences does
not determine the quantity of a set. As | will point out in Huber (forthcoming), the
characteristics of a specification rather extends to the referential determination of a set.
Consider e.g. the cleft senterce in (3), repeated here for the sake of convenience:

3 Garagedorren a det bara Kale som kan Oppna
garage-door-DEF is it only Kalle REL can open
The only one who can open the garage door isKalle.

A paraphrase of (3) would be The only one who can open the garage door is Kalle (cf. the
trandation). By saying so, the speaker presupposes that there is a person who is able to open
the garage door (cf. also Delin 1992). This person is specified as Kalle. Furthermore, Kalle is
supposed to be the only one who is able to open the garage door. The set of people who can
open the garage door is, thus, restricted to one, i.e. it is a closed set. As the cleft constituent
(Kalle) determines the presupposed set, one might say that also specificational (cleft)
constructions semantically operate on a set. The difference to the existential and the thematic
type, respectively, is only manifested by the kind of the determination of the set (referential
vs. quantificational).

Therefore | find it plausible to assume that the predication within an ERC concerns
the determination of a set: whereas in the existential and in the thematic cases, the strategy is
a quantificational one, in the specificationa type, it is areferentia one.
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2.3  Further empirical properties of ERCs

A typical ERC construction contains a fronted phrase that corresponds to a gap in the RC
further down in the sentence. Note that the RC therefore contains two gaps, one
corresponding to the head and the other corresponding to the fronted item, cf. the interna
structure of ex. (9):

9 De blommorna, kdnner jag [[pp en man [cp SOM e; Sdjer es].
these flowers-DEF know | a man REL slls
| know a man who sells these flowers.

Keep in mind that, when talking about the “gap” within the RC, | will not refer to the one
that can be analysed as a trace of the relativized head (g1), but to the one that semantically
corresponds to the fronted item (e)). The relevant gap e, is not a gap that arises from
relativization.

As for the fronted item itself, it always seems to contain given material in
information-structural terms, which means that it refers to a referent in the co(n)text of the
speech situation. Often, deictic elements like pronouns are used in this position:

(10) [Co(n)text: De  frégade var  Peter var]
they  asked where Peter  was
They asked where Peter was.

Men det var det ingen som visste
but this was there  nobody REL knew.
But there was nobody who knew this.

Since Swedish is a V2-language, the finite verb follows the fronted constituent and precedes
the subject. The subject itself is also mostly given in the utterance situation. Often, we find
proper names or pronouns in this position. However — as can be seen in (4) — the subject may
also be nonreferential. The only restriction seems to be that the subject must not consist of
an indefinite DP:

1) a Lax  kanner han ingen som gillar.

salmon knows he nobody REL likes
He does not know anybody who likes salmon.

b. Lax  kanner Kalle ingen som gillar.
salmon knows Kdle nobody REL likes
Kalle does not know anybody who likes salmon.

C. * Lax kanner en man ingen som gillar.

salmon knows a man nobody REL likes.

A man does not know anybody who likes salmon.

| have no explanation on this definiteness restriction on the matrix subject. Possibly, there are
some pragmatic factors involved here, too.

The matrix predicate can either be an existential verb like vara (be, exist) or finnas
(exist), a specificational copula or athematic verb (cf. 2.1). In case of athematic matrix verb,
there is a clear preference for two place predicates. One or three place predicates are judged
as more or less marked by my informants:
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12 a One place predicates:
1. 7 Det kunde ingen sova som hade glomt.

this could nobody sleep REL  had forgotten
Nobody who had forgotten this could sleep.

2.*"?Det  sprang (det) ingen som hade sett.
this ran there nobody REL  had seen
Nobody who had seen thisran.

b. Three place predicates:

1. "Det skrev Peter Kalle et brev. som innehdll.
this wrote Peter Kalle a letter REL contained
Peter wrote a letter to Kalle which contained this.

2. ”Detgav Kalle Peter en  bok som innehdll.
thisgave Kale Peter a book REL  contained
Kalle gave Peter a book which contained this.

| am not sure what the reason for this two place predicate restriction is. | suppose that there
are different restrictions on the thematic matrix verb. As we have seen, one of those
restrictions is the predication upon a set. The choice of a two place predicate, then, might be
an epiphenomen of thislexical constraint. However, | will not go deeper into this question.

As for the head of the RC, we already noticed that it has to be quantified when a
thematic matrix verb isinvolved. As a consequence of this, only indefinite RC heads —which
can be construed as quantified nouns in Swedish — but not definite RC heads can occur in
ERCs:

(13 Blommorna kannerjag en man/* mannen som sdjer.
flowers-DEF know | a man man-DEF REL sdls
| know a man who sells the flowers.

Note further that the RC involved must be a restrictive one. Thus, items like for dvrigt (by the
way) that indicate appositiveness are banned:

(14 Denna teorin finns det  ingen lingvist som (* for ovrigt)
this theory exists there no linguist REL by the way
tror pa
believesin

Thereisno linguist who believesin thistheory.

This fact might depend on semantic reasons. after quantified nouns like the one in (14), a
non-restrictive RC is never possible (* nobody who by the way believesin that).

Within the RC, the most preferred predicate structure also seems to be a two place
one. In case of athree place predicate the subcategorization has to be of thekind [ DP, DP,
PP] (15a). The order [ __ DP, DP, DP], on the other hand, is odd (15b):

(15 al. Matte var det  ingen som hjdptemig mede.
maths was there nobody REL  helped me with

a2. Mig va det ingen som hjdptee med matte.
me was there nobody REL  helped with maths
There was nobody who helped me with maths.
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bl.  *”Boken var det ingen som gav e Maria.
book-DEF was there  nobody REL gave Maria
b2. * Maria var det ingen som gav  boken e
Maria was there  nobody REL gave  book-DEF

There was nobody who gave Maria the book.

Engdahl (1997) and Platzack (1999) formulate another constraint on the internal structure of
the RC: wheress it is possible to front an item that corresponds to the direct (or possibly the
indirect) object gap within the RC, the fonted item must not correspond to an RC internal
subject gap:

(16) * Denne lingvist; finns det ingen teori; some tror pae.
this linguist is there no theory REL  believesin
Thereis no theory which thislinguist believesin.

In (16), the relativized element in the RC is the object (). The fronted item, however,
corresponds to the subject gap in the RC. Regard that the “nonextracted” variant is
completely fine:

(16') Det finns ingen teori (som) denne lingvist tror pa
there  exists no theory REL  this linguist believesin
Thereis no theory which thislinguist believesin.

Whereas Platzack (1999) assumes the subject constraint to be a consequence of the structural
configuration and the special requirements on restrictive RCs, | would like to propose that
sentence (16) is bad because of parsing reasons: it automatically gets the reading that evokes
a correspondence between the fronted constituent and the object gap. This reading, however,
is out due to ®mantic conditions — a theory cannot believe in a linguist. The fact that
sentence (16) is parsed semantically incorrectly might result from the strong subject feature
in Swedish: it appears that in Swedish, the topmost subject position is located within the C-
domain (cf. Platzack & Rosengren 1998). Let us call this projection FinP, for the sake of
simplicity. In order to satisfy the EPP condition, FinP must be visible at PF. Hereby, it is
sufficient that either the specifier or the head of FinP is spelled out. | take it that som can
serve as a functiona head base-generated in Fin® and thus being able to fulfil the EPP
requirement (see also Huber forthcoming). Therefore, som cannot be omitted when a subject
is relativized since the EPP would be violated. When a nonsubject is relativized, som can be
realized, but it cannot stay within FinP since every projection within the C-domain must not
be filled doubly, i.e. either the specifier or the head might be spelled out (cf. Platzack 1998).
Therefore, som can be omitted (cf. 16’) or must be raised to a higher functional head
position, which | here will call Force®. FinP, on the other hand, is spelled out by the lexical
subject, thus satisfying the EPP. Now regard sentence (16): since a non-subject is relativized,
som cannot stand in Fin°, but must stand in Force®. On the other hand, there is no lexical
subject that is placed within FinP. FinP, therefore, is not visible at PF and the EPP violated.
The only way to circumvent this difficulty is to parse the sentence so that the fronted item
corresponds to the object gap within the RC. However, this reading is bad due to semanic
reasons.

Taraldsen (1982) and Engdahl (1997) point out that the RC within an ERC
construction tends to be right-peripheral. Generally speaking, | suppose this to be a correct
assumption. However, it does not seem to be an absolute constraint: if an ERC contains a
comparative clause like the one in (17a), both orders are possible (CP,omp > RC and RC >
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CPwomp). The same can be observed in stacked RC constructions like (17b). Even here, the
“extracted” RC and the additional RC can be inverted:

(177 al. De fanns det  fler  kvinnor [rc SOM pastod]
this existed there more women REL claimed
[cPcomp 8N jag  trodde].
than I thought
There were more women who claimed thisthan | thought.
2. D Det fanns det  fler  kvinnor [cromp &N jag  trodde]
this existed there more women than I thought
[Rc SOM pastod)].
REL claimed

There were more women than | thought who claimed this.

bl. Det var det ingen [rci SOm  Visste]
this was there  nobody REL knew
[Rez som inte hade l&t  medicin].
REL  not had studied medicine
There was nobody who knew this who had not studied medicine.

b2. De va det ingen[re som inte hade lat  medicin]

this was there  nobody REL not had studied medicine
[Re1  som  visste].
REL  knew

There was nobody who had not studied medicine who knew this.
However, in most ERCs, the RC concludes the sentence.

24  Summary

There exist three major ERC types in Swedish, an existential, a specificational and a thematic
type. They all appear to semantically predicate upon a set, either in a quantitative (existential
or thematic ERCs) or a referential (specificational ERCs) way. As for the interna ERC
structure, both the fronted item and the postverbal subject often contain given information.
The matrix verb is atwo place one, if thematic®. The RC itself must be restrictive. Its subject
cannot correspond to the fronted item. The RC tends to be sentence-final. ERCs, therefore,
can be described as a highly restricted sentence type obeying a lot of different syntactic,
semantic and informationtstructural restrictions.

3 Earlier accountsfor the ERC phenomenon

The obvious correlation between the fronted phrase and the (second) gap within the RC in
ERC constructions has traditionally been described as a movement out of the RC, thereby
violating the CNPC. However, Engdahl (1997) discusses an dternative line of analysis. In
this chapter, | want to discuss both approaches in order to show that they cannot be correct.

® Note that the predicates in existential and specificational ERCs also can be described as two place predicates.
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3.1  Empty pronouns?

Engdahl (1997:53f.) argues against an account of ERCs that involves empty pronouns. As
advocates of such an theory, she refers to “personal communication 1979 with E. Williams
and N. Chomsky. According to them, a pro-like element is placed in the RC of an ERC:

(18 Detta kannerjag en man som vet  pro.

this know | a man REL knows
| know a man who knows this.

As Engdahl correctly states, such an approach can hardly be maintained. Empty pronouns do
exist in Swedish, for instance in the sentence initial position (i.e. in cases of so called “topic”
or “subject drop”). But it is always possible to replace these empty pronouns by overt ones:

(19) [Context: Kale, du  vet] Honom/e har  jagtréffat igar.
Kalle, you know him have | met yesterday.
Kalle, you know. | met himyesterday.

Within ERCs, the gap corresponding to the fronted item must never be filled by an overt
pronoun, even if the distance between the two positions is long:

200 a Honom a det ingen som kanner (* honom).

him is there  nobody REL knows him
Thereis nobody who knows him.

b. Det trodde jag lange at det inte kunde vara
this believed | for-a-long-time that it not could be
mojligt att det fanns en enda manniska
possible that there existed one single person
pA  hela jorden som hade bara
on whole earth-DEF REL  had only
ett svagt intresse for  (* det).

a slight interest for this

| believed for a long time that it could not be possible that there was one single person on the
whole earth who only had a slight interest for that.

Thus, if there exists a silent pronoun within the “extracted” RC, one should be able to explain
why it cannot be realized overtly. Another problem would be where the moved item
originates from. Isit base-generated in the topmost position or moved there from el sewhere?

| therefore agree with Engdahl in assuming that an empty pronoun approach is not the
correct way to explain the internal structure of ERCs.

3.2 M ovement?

Taraldsen (1982), Engdahl (1997) and Platzack (1999) all argue for a movement account.
This means that they have to explain why there is no violation of the CNPC. Taraldsen
(1982), for instance, assumes the RCs in ERCs to be extraposed. In extraposition, he further
argues that the CNPC does not apply any more. However, this assumption does not prove to
be correct since it makes the wrong predictions: if any extraposed RC allowed for extraction,
there should be no difference between a definite and an indefinite RC head:
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2) a Detta kanner jag en man som  kan.
this know I a man REL can
I know a man who can (do) this.
b. * Detta kénner jag  mannen som  kan.
this  know | man-DEF REL can

I know the man who can (do) this.

The same problem arises within Platzack’s (1999) system. He clams that the special
syntactic configuration in restrictive RCs in Swedish paves the way for a possible extraction.
He, too, cannot explain why the extraction from every restrictive RC in Swedish is not
correct, as can be seen again in example (21).

However, the movement analysis is based upon some empirical facts that | would like
present and discuss in the following section.

3.2.1 Arguments for a movement analysis. connectivity

The assumption that an element has been moved presupposes that the element has another
basic position which is posited deeper in the sentence. Movement always leaves atrace in the
origina position. The moved element must end up in a position where it can bind its trace.
The relevant fact, now, is that the moved item and the trace display the same lexical and
morphological features (according to the so called “projection principle’, cf. Chomsky 1981).
Therefore, the moved item can be caled “connective” with the sentence, i.e. it appears to be
part if the deep structure of the sentence (cf. Higgins 1973).

As can be shown easily, ERCs display connectivity: note first that the fronted items
can be realized within the RC of an ERC construction without changing the meaning of the
sentence:

(22 Blommor kdnnerjag  en man som  sdjer.
flowers know | a man REL «lIs
® Jag kénneren man som sdjer blommor.
I know a man REL sl flowers

| know a man who sells flowers.

A second test for the connectivity between the fronted item and the gap within the RC
concerns case marking: a moved item should keep its case throughout the derivation. In
Swedish, case marking can only be observed with pronouns. A fronted pronominal
constituent gets the case of the gap corresponding to it:

(23) Honom/* han & det ingen som gillar.
him he is there  nobody REL likes
Thereis nobody who likes him.

Finally, even lexica anaphora can be fronted in ERCs:

(29 Sig gélv ar det ingen h& som gillar.
themselves is there  nobody here REL likes
There is nobody who likes himself.

Since anaphora are regarded to be bound within their minimal binding domain, the fronted

anaphor in (24) should behave like any other moved anaphor, i.e. it is assumed to be moved
back to its original positions on LF (by virtue of reconstruction). The only position in which

10
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sig in (24) can be bound on LF seems to be the gap within the RC’. Therefore, it should be its
basic position.

3.2.2 Wh-movement?

Engdahl (1997:56ff.) indirectly argues for a movement analysis by giving an example that
could indicate that independent (wh-) extractions out of RCs are possible in Swedish:

(25) Vem va det ingen som kande?

who was it nobody REL knew
Whom did nobody knew?

Within the classic Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995), movement is triggered by
morphological marking. A wh-element must be raised to the C-domain in order to check its
wh-feature. If a wh-word is merged within an RC, however, a problem arises since RCs are
subject to the CNPC. Therefore, awh-word should not be allowed to leave the complex DP in
which it is base-generated. As example (25) shows, wh-movement seems to be possible.
Thus, movement from RCs should be alowed per se. If one assumes that even syntactic
topicalization in declarative ERCs resembles wh-like movement?, it should be plausible that
movement in ERCs indeed takes place.

Taking a closer look at interrogatives like (25), one can notice, however, that they
only can serve as echo questions. A proper context for (25) would be (25'):

(25) Speaker 1. [Unparseablenoise] var det  ingen som kande.
was there  nobody REL knew.
Speaker 2. Vem va det  ingen som kénde?
who  was it nobody REL  knew

What did nobody knew?

On the other hand, it is not possible to use interrogative ERCs as proper questions:

(26) [Context: Tapeterna  var  det Emil som valde,
wallpapers-DEF was it Emil REL  chose
maoblerna vad det Hans och spisen Greta]
furniture-DEF  was it Hans and stove-DEF Greta

It was Emil who chose the wallpapers, Hans who chose the furniture and
Great who chose the stove.

#Och vad var det Peter som vade?

and what was it Peter REL chose
°KOchvad va det som Peter valde?
and what was it REL Peter  chose?

And what did Peter choose?

It is also impossible to embed interrogative ERCs:

" As| will show in 3.2.3 and 4.2.2, respectively, such an anaphor is bound by a silent operator in the C-domain
of the RC.

8 Note though that there is some debate upon the nature of syntactic topicalization, cf. Platzack (1996), Biiring
(1999) and many others.

11
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(27) a * Jag undrade vad det va ingen som visste
I wondered what it was nobody REL  knew

b. 9% Jag undrade vad det va som ingen visste.

I wondered what it was REL  nobody knew
| wonder ed what nobody knew.

| therefore assume that interrogative ERCs are not proper interrogatives. Being echo
guestions, | regard them as structural copies of a preceding sentence in which one item is
replaced by a wh-word. Thus, they involve no proper syntactic derivation. Example (25) can
therefore not be considered as an argument for movement within ERCs.

3.2.3 Arguments against a movement analysis. the CNPC

The CNPC was formulated at a time when a uniform movement analysis was not yet given.
The transformation rules at the stage of the so called Standard Theory were first smplified
and minimalized by Chomsky’s (1981) command “movea”. According to this principle, any
congtituent can be moved into any position as long as no other principles are violated. In the
light of the historical development, one could argue that the CNPC was put forward at a
much earlier stage of the theory and therefore cannot be valid any more. However, the basic
assumption of this constraint is still compatible with a more modern theory of movement (e.g.
Kayne 1994, Chomsky 1995). As | want to show, Swedish RCs are subject to the CNPC,
whereby it does not matter which exact internal structure of RCs one bases the own analysis
upon.

As for the syntax of Swedish RCs, there are two different RC-approaches. The first
one — which | will call the standard analysis — implicates that the genera Swedish relative
particle som or its silent counterpart® is regarded as a head, merged in the G-domain of the
clause. The gap after the relativized element is bound by a silent operator in a specifier
position within the C-domain (cf. Platzack 2000, Huber forthcoming and others). An RC like
(284), thus, has the structure in (28b):

(28) a en man som Maria sig

a man REL Maria saw
a man who Maria saw

b.  [opaman [cr Opi [c SOM [1p Maria sig t]]]]*°

An alternative approach to the structure of RCs was formulated by Kayne (1994). Roughly
speaking, he proposed that the relativized element is merged within the RC and then raised to
SpecC. The derived RC is selected by a determiner head. Thus, there exists no silent operator,
and the dependency between the gap and the relativized element is that of a movement.
Applying this approach to the case of Swedish, one could argue that som still is merged as a
head within the C-domain:

(28) c. [op [o @[ce man [¢ som [ip Maria sig t]]]]]

° Like the English that, som can be omitted when a non-subject is relativized, cf.:

i) mannen *(som) kommer
man-DEF REL comes

(i) mannen (som) jag sag
man-DEF REL I Saw

10} will restrict the discussion here to asimple, i.e. non-split CP (cf. also the next footnote).
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The Kaynean approach has been widely debated under the last part of the 1990's (for a
detailed discussion see Alexiadou et.al. 2000). It seems that it faces a lot of empirical and
theoretical problems which not only arise when trying to transfer the analysis to other
languages than English but also can be noticed for the case of English itself.

For the analysis of ERCs, it does not play a role which approach one applies: ERCs
are not compatible with either view. The crucial point is that in an RC of an ERC, there are
two gaps, one for the relativized and one corresponding to the fronted item (cf. ex. 9). A
movement of the fronted item to the sentence initial position is subject to the principle of
cyclicity since it extends over a minima sentence. The notion cyclicity stems form the
subjacency theory (Chomsky 1973, 1981). In order not two cross two boundary nodes at the
same time, Chomsky (1973) suggested that movement should be cyclic, thus taking place in
several steps. The fronted item in a ERC should successively be moved from its original
position via SpecC of the RC into the topmost SpecC-position:

(29) [cp det [c Vet [ip jag [op ingen [cp ti* [c sOm [ip kan t.]]]]]]]
this  know I nobody REL cCan
I don’t know anybody who can (do) this.

The intermediate trace ti' is the indicator for the cyclic movement which guarantees that
subjacency is satisfied.

However, considering the analyses of RCs in Swedish presented above, the structure
in (29) cannot be correct. Consider fist the standard approach: on this view, a silent operator
is placed in SpecC of the RC. Therefore, the fronted item cannot pass through this position
since one position cannot be filled by two elements at the same time:

(30) * [cp det [ vet [ip jag [op ingen [cp ti' Op« [c som [ip t kan (1111111

Likewise, within Kayne's system, another element (the RC head) stands in SpecC thereby
making this position unavailable for an intermediate trace:

(31) [cp det [c Vet [ip jag [op [D' cp ti' ingenk [c som [ip tk kan t]]1]]]]

Any argumentation in favour of a movement analysis should be able to fully explain why the
CNPC in these cases can be circumvented. As far as | can see, no such convincing proposal
has been made. On the other hand, the CNPC can till be regarded as fully compatible with a
modern movement theory.

Summing up: besides the connectivity effects seen in 3.2.1, there seems to be no
evidence for a movement analysis. The presumed independent wh-movement argument can
be disregarded from since it appears that those sentences are echo questions and thus involve
no proper derivations. From a more theoretical point of view, movement out of an RC never
meets the cyclicity requirement. The CNPC has still explanatory force.

™ Note that the same problem arises when one assumes a split CP with a Force-Fin-structure: As a wh-like
element, the silent operator should be placed in SpecForce, i.e. higher than the functional subject category FinP.
The fronted element would have to move through SpecForce which is occupied. Subjacency, thus cannot not be
maintai ned.
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4 A new proposal
4.1 ERCsasself-answering questions

In 2.3, | showed that the fronted item within ERCs always contains given information. From
a pragmatic perspective, this item often serves as a so called topic (see dso Engdahl
1997:70). As a topic, the fronted congtituent is the starting point of the pragmatic predication
(cf. Moln&r 1991). We often find a specia intonation contour in ERCs which is commonly
caled “I-“ or “hat contour”. The characteristics of such an intonation contour are a falling
rising tone at the beginning and a falling tone at the end of the sentence (cf. Buring 1997,
Jacobs 1996, Molnar & Rosengren 1996 et. al.):

(32) CKAFfe kannerjag  \MANga som gillar.
coffee know | many REL like
I know many people who like coffee.

The item that is marked with the faling-rising accent tone (kaffe in 32) is usualy caled a
“marked “ or “contrastive topic’. The falling-rising (“root”) accent on the fronted constituent
gives the impression of a question that is answered within the same sentence. Thus, (32)
could be understood as a complex sentence like the one in (32'):

(32) Kaffe? — kanner jag manga som gillar.

| would like to propose this basic structure for ERCs. Note, however, that the question in
(32) iséelliptical. | suppose that it is the remainder of a monologue-like question like the one
in(32"):

(327) Kéanner jag X som gillar kaffe?
— kanner jag  mangasom gillar.

Thus, ERC constructions are divided into two separate sentences. an interrogative and a
declarative one. | assume that the basic position of the interrogative clause is the SpecC
position of the matrix clause®. The answer part beginsin C:

(32" [P [cp Kanner jag X som gillar kaffe?]
[c kanner jag mangasom gillar]]

Furthermore, | assume a polarity quantifier (X) to be the head of the RC within the question
part. This element has no phonetic features, but it semantically resembles very much to the
polarity item any in English. It is licensed by the interrogative operator in the question part of
the sentence. In 4.2, | will show that the assumption of such a silent element makes sense
both syntactically and semantically.

Although (32"") is a fairly detailed analysis of the underlying structure of (32), it is
still not complete. As one easily can see, the answer part lacks a full RC. | would like to
suggest that in ERCs the question and the answer part are built phonetically parallelly which
is supported by the verb raising in Swedish. Because of the structural parallelism, all double
elements are deleted on PF. Hereby, even pragmatic factors play a certain role: since the
sentence should be able to display atopic and it seems that there is a constrain on topics not

12 Even here, | dispense with a split CP.
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to be preceded by other material (cf. Molnar 1991), everything in front of the potential topic
must be deleted. So, if kaffein (32) is meant to be a topic, every phonetic material in front of
it must be eliminated:

(32°") Kanner fag X som gilar- kaffe?
- kanner jag ~mangasom gillar kaffe

Note further that kaffe cannot be doubled and therefore it must be deleted at PF within the
RC. The polarity quantifier X is deleted on PF, as all empty elements are (cf. Chomsky
1995). The structure in (32"), thus, would be the complete structure of the ERC
construction in (32).

Before | demonstrate the advantages of my proposal, | want to stress that the
pragmatic form still must be understood as independent of the syntactic form by means of
modularity. Thus, even if an item like kaffe in (32) often may serve as a pragmatic topic, it
does not necessarily have to. As Engdahl (1997:70ff.) points out, there are at least three
different kinds of pragmatic functions observable with ERCs. The reduction to just one
“marked topic” type with an “l-intonation” would be too simplified. Nevertheless, the
proposed structure is assumed to hold for al ERC types.

4.2  Advantagesof the proposed analysis
4.2.1 The explanation of the types of ERCs

ERCs are a very restricted construction type. As | already pointed out several times, it is not
possible to “extract” an item from every restrictive RC in Swedish. In 2.2, | described the
predication upon a set as a common feature of all ERCs. Why is this?

My analysis of ERCs as self-answering questions provides an explanation for the
different types of ERCs. Remember that | assumed a polarity quantifier in the question part
that resembles English any. In English, the yes/no-question that corresponds to (32) is Do |
know any people that like coffee?. The basic property of yesno-questions is that they can
simply be answered by just confirming or negating the open proposition. Another, more
detailed answer is achieved by specifying the presupposed set.

There are basically two alternative options: the first is to describe the quantity of the
individuals that the predication is about. The question Do | know any people that like coffee?
could thus be answered by e.g. (Yes), many or (No), nobody. In existential ERCs and thematic
ERCs, this strategy is chosen:

33) a Existentia ERCs:
Kaffe finns det bara en/ mangalingen som gillar.
coffee exists there only  onemany nobody REL  like(s)
Thereisonly one/are many/is nobody who like(s) coffee.

b. Thematic ERCs:
Kaffe kannerjag bara en/ mangalingen som gillar.
coffee  know | only  onemany nobody REL  like(s)
I know only one/many/nobody who like(s) coffee.

The answer part does not consist of a simple yes or no, but elaborates further on the amount
of individuas for whom the predication holds.

The second strategy which is chosen in the case of specificational ERCs consists of
referentially mentioning the individuals that the predication is about:
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33) c Specificational ERCs:
Kaffe & det bara Kale som qgillar.
coffee is it only Kale REL likes
Itis only Kalle who likes coffee.

Here, the speaker answers the question Are there any people that like coffee? by (Yes,) Kalle
It is therefore no coincidence that semantic predications of this kind are involved within
ERCs. The predication upon a set which we noticed in 2.2 can be understood to emerge from
the need of a proper answer to the fronted yes/no-question. Other types of predication are not
able to form correct answers to the corresponding yes/no-questions and hence banned from
ERCs.

4.2.2. Explaining the connectivity effects

The main argument for a movement analysis consisted of the observable connectivity effects
demonstrated in 3.2.1. By applying my interrogative-declarative-analysis, there is no need for
any additional assumptions. since the question part in the prefield is self-contained, case
marking and binding of anaphora can take place within this domain:

34 a Honom ar det ingen som gillar.
him is it nobody REL likes
Thereis nobody who likes him.

= Ardet X som-giar honom? — & det ingen som gillar hererm.

b. Sig gélv ar det ingen h& som gillar.
themselves is there  nobody here REL likes
There is nobody here who likes himself.

= Ardet X har op som-gittar sig §alv?— & det ingen héar som gillar sig-sialhv.

| assume that it is the silent operator that binds the anaphor sig galv in (34b). Likewise, case
is assigned by the verb gilla in the question part of (34a). The two subclauses, thus, are
independent of each other.

4.2.3 No ERCsin German and English

A interrogative-declarative-complex should be possible to formulate even in other languages
like in German or English. However, my analysis predicts correctly that this cannot be the
case.

Let us first consider German: like Swedish, German is a V2-language. The V2-
allowed structural parallelism between the question and the answer part of the sentence.
Paralldl structures of this kind could be achieved in German as well since even here, ayes/no-
guestion is formulated by a verb-initial structure. Note further that |1 assumed a silent polarity
guantifier X as the RC head of an ERC construction. Such a silent element could also be
assumed for German. However, as | pointed out in 3.2.3, it is very plausible to assume that
the gap in a Swedish RC is bound by a silent operator in SpecC. The empty character of the
operators in the question and the answer part, respectively, alows a further phonetic
parallelism between the two parts of the sentence, cf. the detailed analysis of example (32):
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327") Kanner fag X op som giar- kaffe?
- kanner jag  mangaop som gillar kaffe.

Since the two involved RC heads differ, the following operators might be differ, too, thereby
rendering two nonparalel structures. For instance, one might argue that the operator
following the polarity quantifier has a singular form and the operator after manga a plural
form. In this case, phonetic deletion would be out due to the formal differences. | suppose
that using silent relative operators, Swedish does not face this problem, i.e. the slent
operators can be coordinated in the proposed way athough they might differ in form.

German, on the other hand, generally does not allow for silent relative operators.
Instead, German uses (lexical) relative pronouns. If we assume a silent polarity quantifier in
German as well, we face two problems: firgt, it is not clear which the proper pronominal form
after a silent RC head would be since this quantifier might be underspecified for number and
gender. Due to this underspecification, it is not possible to choose the right verbal form
within the RC of the question part. Therefore, it isimpossible to formulate a correct question.
The second problem is that the two different RC heads involved could evoke two different
relative pronouns:

(35) * Kenne eh X deryask-sine/ dierev-sina/” dasneutr-sina/ diept
know | REL
Kaffee ’mag/’ mogen?
coffee like
— kenne ich viee, diep. Kaffee mogen.
know I many  who coffee like

Therefore, ERCs in German are not possible to formulate.

English faces several problems with potential ERC constructions. Note first that
English is not a V2-language, which means that the verb can be placed in third position in
case of a syntactic topicalization. Furthermore, the structure of English yes/no-questions
depend on the type of matrix verb: with thematic verbs, an English speaker uses the so called
do-support. In an ERC, this do-form could not be omitted since it is not doubled:

(36) * Do | know X op that like (es) coffee?
— | know many people that like coffee.

Remember now that do in (36) precedes the presumed sentence topic maths which isillicit.
Therefore, thematic ERCs are out in English.

A second problem with a construction like (36) is that the speaker cannot decide
which verbal form to choose: if there is a silent polarity quantifier X like in Swedish, this
quantifier could be underspecified for number and, hence, the speaker is not able to decide
which agreement form on the verb is required. Swedish does not have this problem, since the
verbal morphology makes no difference between number and personal endings.

In yes/no questions with a nonthematic verb (for instance with existential verbs or
copular constructions), there is an inversion of the (formal) subject and the verb. This
inversion is responsible for the fact that there cannot be a structural parallelism between the
two parts of the sentences in an ERC and phonetic deletion cannot take place:

(37) Isthere X that like ’(es) coffee?
—thereis nobody that likes coffee.

17



Sefan Huber

Since the is there part cannot be deleted in the question, it precedes the topic at PF which
leads to unacceptability. Besides, the quantifier X again seems to be underspecified for
number and it is therefore impossible to choose the correct verbal form in the question RC.
Like in German, ERCs are not possible to be formulated.

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper, | argued that there is no need for a movement analysis for ERCs in Swedish.
Movement not only violates the still relevant CNPC, but it also cannot be restricted to the
proper ERC types. The relevant types have been described as involving a semantic
predication upon a set. The description fitted very well with the syntactic analysis that was
proposed here: since a yes/no-question can be answered by elaborating on the quantity or the
reference of a set of individuals, the approach seems to be the correct one. Moreover, | have
shown that the only arguments for a movement analysis— the so called connectivity effects —
can be explained without further assumptions. Finaly, it could be shown how Swedish, but
not German and English meet the necessary conditions for a language licensing ERCs.

Summing up, we find that a language must fulfil the following criteria, in order to
alow for ERCs:

a) The question and the answer part of the ERC must be built structurally parallel.
This is best achieved with a V2-language that has subject-verb-inversion in
yes/no-questions, but no do-support.

b) There must be no lexical relative operators such as relative pronouns.

c) The verbal morphology of the must not show any marking for person and number
on the verbal stem.

Mainland Scandinavian languages like Swedish meet these preconditions.
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