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Introduction

The paradigmatic case of an A’-dependency involves a dislocated constituent in
an operator position and a gap that it is related to:

(1) What did John do __?

Such dependencies are often interpreted in terms of movement. The constituent
undergoing the fronting operation is base-generated in the position where it is
thematically interpreted and displaced in the course of the derivation. This
displacement operation establishes an A’-dependency between the fronted
constituent and the position where it originates from. Such A’-dependencies are
direct in the sense that antecedent and gap are members of the same chain.

The topic of this dissertation are indirect A’-dependencies. Indirect A’-
dependencies link syntactic objects that are not part of the same chain yet
behave as if they were. A well-known case of an indirect A’-dependency are
relative clauses:

(2) the book which John read __

There is a direct A-dependency involving the relative pronoun which and the gap
it is linked to. However, there is clear evidence that the external head of the
relative is also in some way linked to the gap. Reconstruction effects show that it
must be interpreted relative-clause internally, in the position of the gap. In the
following example, the bound variable inside the external head is bound by the
QP inside the relative clause:

3) the picture of hisi girlfriend which every man; likes __ best

Reconstruction is an important property of dependencies involving dislocation,
especially of A’-dependencies. This implies for the case at hand that the external
head participates in an A’-dependency. Obviously, this A’-dependency is not
direct but rather indirect, mediated by the relative pronoun.

While A’-dependencies normally relate an antecedent to a gap, there are also A’-
dependencies where a resumptive pronoun appears in the extraction site. This is
illustrated in the following example from Zurich German long-distance
relativization:

4) s Bild, wot gsait hasch, dass de Peter s wett verchauffe
the picture C yousaid have.2SG that the Peter it wants sell
‘the picture that you said Peter wants to sell’

Here, the external head of the relative clause is thematically related to the
pronoun s ‘it’. Reconstruction effects show that the external head must be
interpreted inside the relative clause. In the following sentence, an anaphor
contained in the external head is bound by an R-expression inside the
complement clause:
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(5) s Bild vo siichi, wot gsait hasch,
the picture of self C yousaid have.2sG
dass de Peteri s wett verchauffe
that the Peter it wants sell

‘the picture of himselfi that you said Peteri wants to sell’

This shows that A’-dependencies terminating in resumptive pronouns instead of
gaps share one of the crucial properties of A’-dependencies involving gaps:
reconstruction.

Next to indirect A’-dependencies in relative clauses, which have already received
a lot of attention in the literature (even though they have never explicitly been
referred to as such), this dissertation describes and analyzes a hitherto
unstudied indirect A’-dependency. Both Standard German and Dutch have a
construction that is semantically very similar to long-distance relativization yet
features a coreferring pronoun instead of a gap. Additionally, the relative
pronoun is governed by a preposition that is incompatible with the thematic
position it is related to:

(6) der Maler, von dem ich glaube, dass Petra ihn mag
the painter of who I  believe that Petra him likes
‘the painter who I think Petra likes’

The relative operator phrase cannot be directly related to the coreferring pronoun
due to the category mismatch. Crucially, the external head is not only
thematically related to the coreferring pronoun, there is evidence that it
participates in an A’-dependency. Reconstruction effects show that it has to be
interpreted in the complement clause, in the position of the coreferring pronoun.
In the following example, an anaphor inside the external head is bound by an R-
expression inside the complement clause:

(7) das Spiegelbild von sichi, vondem ich glaube,
the reflection of self of which I Dbelieve

dass Peter;i es an der Wand sah
that Peter it on the wall saw

‘the reflection of himself; that I think Peter; saw on the wall’

This sentence can be argued to involve a doubly indirect dependency: The
external head has to be related to the coreferring pronoun via the relative
pronoun. Additionally, the dependency between the relative operator and the
coreferring pronoun must also be indirect. I will refer to this construction as the
proleptic construction or as resumptive prolepsis.

The major goal of this dissertation is to provide more insight into indirect
dependencies by a close examination of German, Dutch and Zurich German
data. The central question that needs to be addressed is the following: Given the
reconstruction effects, how exactly can it be achieved that the external head of a
relative clause is interpreted in a position it is not related to by a direct
movement operation? The two major areas that this affects are the nature of
reconstruction and (where the A’-dependency does not terminate in a gap) and



Introduction 3

the nature of resumption. Consequently, a large part of this thesis is devoted to
them.

The thesis is structured as follows. In chapter one, I will provide the relevant
background about the syntax of relative clauses and about reconstruction.
Chapter two discusses German relative clauses and argues that what makes the
indirect A’-dependency possible is an ellipsis operation that links the external
head with its relative clause-internal counterpart. Chapter three addresses the
proleptic construction introduced in (7) above. I will argue in favor of a doubly
indirect A’-dependency. Next to the ellipsis operation that links the external head
with the relative pronoun there is another ellipsis operation that links the relative
operator phrase with a representation of it inside the complement clause. In
chapter four, I discuss the syntax of resumptive pronouns in Zurich German
relative clauses. I argue that local and long-distance relativization require very
different analyses. While local relativization is described in terms of an indirect
A’-dependency that (sometimes) terminates in resumptive pronouns, long-
distance relativization is reanalyzed in terms of a doubly indirect A’-dependency
parallel to the proleptic construction in (7). The concluding chapter summarizes
the theoretical results and points out avenues for future research.






1 The syntax of relative clauses

This chapter provides the relevant background necessary to understand recent
developments in the analysis of restrictive postnominal relative clauses. I will not
discuss non-restrictive/appositive relative clauses, free relatives and more exotic
types such as correlatives or circumnominal relatives because they play no role
in this thesis. See de Vries (2002 chapter 2) for an exhaustive typological
overview.

In the first subsection, I will introduce the competing proposals that have been
advanced in the last thirty years. Then I will discuss some of the advantages and
difficulties of the various analyses. In section three, I will present the
reconstruction effects (in English) that have shaped the discussion in the recent
literature. Section four describes how reconstruction is implemented in the
various proposals. In section five, I will evaluate the three different analyses with
respect to the reconstruction effects presented in section three. Section six
concludes the chapter.

1.1 The competing proposals

In this section, I discuss the competing proposals that have been suggested for
the syntax of relative clauses: the Head External Analysis (HEA), the Head
Raising Analysis (HRA), and the Matching Analysis (MA).! My presentation will be
limited to the facts directly relevant for this thesis. More detailed information can
be found in Bianchi (1999, 2002a/b), Alexiadou et al. (2000), de Vries (2002
chapter 3-4), and Grosu (2002).

1.1.1 The Head External Analysis (HEA)

The HEA is very prominent in the literature. It was the standard analysis until
the mid-nineties; its origins are therefore difficult to trace. It is advocated by
Quine (1960), Chomsky (1977) and many others. The standard implementation of
the HEA (for English) is characterized by the following properties: relative clauses
are CPs adjoined to the head noun NP. An external determiner selects this NP.
Inside the relative clause, there is A>movement of a relative pronoun or an empty
operator. The operator is linked to the head-NP via predication, semantically
interpreted as intersective modification:?2

1 There are more logical possibilities: Head raising is basically independent of complementation,
even though recent instantiations of the HRA have all adopted this option. See Alexiadou et al.
(2000: 3f.) for an overview.

2 The notation used in this thesis for movement dependencies and coreference relations requires
some comments. Contrary to common practice, I will use underlines instead of ,t“ to indicate
the trace position, basically for reasons of visibility. This will be particularly handy when
resumptive pronouns come into play. An underline indicates more clearly than ,t“ that
movement leaves a gap. Furthermore, I systematically differentiate between movement
dependencies and coreference relations. For the former, I use numbers, for the latter I use
letters. This differentiation may seem unnecessary, but it will turn out to be very helpful when
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(8) the [bookl]i[ce [Opi/whichi]: John likes _ 1]

The assumption that the relative operator is only linked to the head NP and that
the external determiner is therefore structurally higher than the relative clause is
nowadays taken for granted by proponents of the HEA (see Bianchi 2002b: 235ff.
for a sketch of the historical development).3 One of the most straightforward
arguments in favor of that position comes from scope. The external determiner
clearly has scope over both the head NP and the relative clause as in the
following example with its semantic interpretation (cf. Alexiadou et al. 2000: 5):

(9) a) every girl that Mary saw
b) Vx [girl (x) A Mary saw (X)]

More evidence for this relation between external determiner and relative clause
comes from the indefiniteness of the trace (see 1.2.2.3) and scope reconstruction
(1.3.1).

Very important for the subsequent discussion of reconstruction effects is the fact
that the external head, i.e. the NP, is not directly represented inside the relative
clause.

1.1.2 The Head Raising Analysis (HRA)

The HRA goes back to Brame (1968), Schachter (1973), and Vergnaud (1974).
More recently, it has been revived by Afarli (1994), Kayne (1994), Bianchi (1999,
2000a/b), Bhatt (2002), and Aoun & Li (2003) among others.

In the HRA, an external determiner selects a CP.# The crucial property of the HRA
is that the head NP originates inside the relative clause CP and is A’-moved to an
operator position within the relative clause to become adjacent to the external
determiner. Within the last 12 years there have been various implementations of
the HRA. In what follows, I will very briefly sketch some of the issues that have
been important in the discussion around this development since Kayne (1994).
Earlier discussions will be ignored because they are no longer relevant.

In Kayne’s (1994) proposal, that- and wh-relatives are treated differently. In that-
relatives, only an NP is raised to Spec, CP whereas in wh-relatives, the head NP is
generated as the complement of the relative operator and moved together with it

I discuss fine-grained differences between the Head Raising Analysis and the Matching
Analysis in 1.5. When introducing reconstruction effects with material contained inside the
external head, I will not use any coindexation so as not to prejudge the analysis. I will simply
enclose the external head in brackets and indicate the position it is related to with an
underline. This notation is meant to be neutral between a direct movement relationship as
under the Head Raising Analysis and an indirect relationship as under the Matching Analysis.

3 Not all approaches assume an adjunction structure. Aoun & Li (2003: 122), for instance,
assume a version of the HEA which they refer to as the ,Matching Analysis“ where there is no
adjunction structure, but complementation between D and the CP instead, as in the HRA.

4 This also correctly captures the scope of D over the NP. Furthermore, it guarantees that the
definiteness feature of the external D is not represented inside the relative clause; if it were, it
would make scope reconstruction impossible in case it is definite, cf. 1.3.1 and footnote 5.
More evidence in favor of the external D can be found in Bianchi (1999: 41ff.) and Alexiadou et
al. (2000: 8ff.).
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to Spec, CP. Thereafter, the head NP moves to the Spec of the relative operator to
get the right word order.

(10) a) the [cr [xe boOK]1 that John likes _ 1]
b) the [cr [or [boOK]2 [ Which _ 2]]1 Johnlikes _ 1]

To capture the agreement between the external determiner and the head NP,
Kayne (1994: 88, 154, note 9) further assumes LF-incorporation of N into D. See
1.2.3.3 for discussion of the case problem.

In a reply to Kayne’s proposal, Borsley (1997) pointed out a number of
weaknesses of the HRA in general including some that were peculiar to Kayne’s
implementation. The first objection concerns the structural asymmetry between
that- and wh-relatives. In that-relatives, only an NP moves whereas in wh-
relatives, a full DP undergoes A’-movement. Especially the derivation of that-
relatives is problematic in Borsley’s view: it is quite unlikely that there is only
movement of an NP. NPs are predicates, but the constituent moved in relative
clauses clearly has the properties of an argument, which are normally considered
DPs (cf. e.g. Longobardi 1994). Borsley illustrates this with Subjacency, Parasitic
Gap-licensing, Control and coindexation with a personal pronoun. I only
illustrate the last one (from Borsley 1997: 632f.):

(11) the mani,i that __1,i thought hei saw an UFO

Anther objection concerns constituency: On Kayne’s analysis, the relative clause
forms a constituent together with the head NP, to the exclusion of the external
determiner. However, coordination and extraposition show that the relative
clause forms a constituent to the exclusion of the head NP (plus the external
determiner); this holds for both that- and wh-relatives:

(12) a) the picture [which Bill liked] and [which Mary hated]
b) the picture [that Bill liked] and [that Mary hated]

(13) a) Imetagirl 1 yesterday [who I used to date in high school]:
b) Imet a girl _ ;1 yesterday [that I used to date in high school]:

In reaction to Borsley’s criticism, Bianchi (1999, 2000b) proposed a revised
analysis of relative clauses that addresses some of the objections. For the
problem with that-relatives, Bianchi (1999: 170ff., 2000b: 124ff.) proposes that
there is an empty relative pronoun that takes the head NP as its complement.
Once the DP has reached Spec, CP, the empty D incorporates into the external D
to be licensed. The complex head is subsequently unified and spelled out as one
determiner:5

5  Importantly, incorporation is subject to a compatibility requirement: the two determiners must
have the same features. This is straightforward for phi-features, but not at all for case because
in many cases, the relative pronoun is assigned a case different from the external D. This
aspect of her analysis is very problematic and will be discussed in detail in 1.2.3.3. She further
explicitly assumes that the empty D is underspecified for definiteness. If the relative D could
be definite, Bianchi could no longer capture scope reconstruction effects since a definite
pronoun always takes wide scope in its clause, cf. 1.3.1.
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(14) Dz+tthe [cp [op __2 book]: that John likes _ 1]

To capture the constituency problem, Bianchi (1990: 190-197, 2000a: 130)
proposes that in wh-relatives the head noun does not move to the Spec of the
relative pronoun; rather she posits a Split-CP along Rizzi’s (1997) lines and
assumes that the relative DP first moves to a lower Spec in the left periphery
from where the head noun subextracts and moves to Spec, CP so that it is in a
local configuration with the external D and can establish an agreement relation:

(15) the [ce [booK2] [cr C° [xe [op Which _ o]1 X° [John likes _ 1]]]]

On this analysis, the relative clause is a constituent. The coordination problem is
solved by assuming Across-The-Board extraction of the head NP:

(16) the [picture]2 [[which _ o] Bill liked] and [[which _ 2] Mary hated]

For coordination of two that-relatives, Bianchi (2000b: 133) adopts Kayne’s
(1994: 59) null operator analysis of Across-The-Board gaps; the external D takes
a conjunct of two CPs as its complement; the Spec of the first CP is occupied by
the head of the relative, the second one by a null operator:

(17) [the [&p [cr1 [or picture]i/i [that Bill liked _ 1] [a&r and [cr2 Op2/i [that Mary
hated _ 2]]]]]]

The extraposition problem disappears in principle for wh-relatives: since the
head noun has moved out, the relative CP has now the right constituency and
could move to some higher projection.® Bianchi (1999, 2000b) does not adopt this
possibility though, because right adjunction is impossible in her Antisymmetry
framework. She leaves the issue basically unresolved. In addition, the problem
still persists for that-relatives: the CP still does not form a constituent that
excludes the external head.”

Bhatt (2002) slightly modifies Bianchi’s proposal in that he extends her
derivation of wh-relatives to that-relatives: the head NP moves out of the specifier
of the operator phrase to a higher specifier position. Furthermore, he reverses the
order of X° and C°, X° being a nominal head above the CP:

(18) the [xe [booka] [x X°[ce [pp Op/Which _ 2]1 C° [John likes _ 1]]]]

The reversed order is necessary to account for languages that can have a relative
complementizer next to a relative pronoun. As pointed out in de Vries (2002: 155)
and Bhatt (2002: 80f.), in those languages, the relative pronoun always precedes
the complementizer. On Bianchi’s account, however, the reverse is predicted
since the relative pronoun occupies a Spec position below C°.

Bhatt’s modification also removes the unnecessary difference between that- and
wh-relatives and also handles the constituency problems for both: the relative CP

6  See Zwart (2000: 370ff.) for additional evidence from Dutch.

7 Aoun & Li (2003: 83) adopt Bianchi’s derivation for that-relatives, but assume a version of the
HEA for wh-relatives, cf. 1.5.6.
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is a constituent that excludes the head noun so that it can be ATB extracted for
coordination and can be extraposed (Bhatt is not committed to Antisymmetry).8

De Vries (2002: 116ff.) proposes an analysis for relative clauses that is
somewhere in between Kayne’s (1994) original approach and Bianchi’s. Like
Bhatt, he argues that both types of relative clauses should be given the same
analysis. He basically adopts Kayne’s analysis for wh-relatives, but additionally
assumes that the head noun undergoes cover feature movement to the external D
to license the case-agreement:

(19) FF2 + the [cr [pr bookz [ Op/which _ 2]]1 John likes _ 1]

He presents a number of arguments in favor of his approach most of which I will
discuss in 1.2.3.2 so that I will only briefly mention them here: first, it avoids the
dubious head X°, for which there is little independent evidence; second, it makes
sure that the external D and head noun actually agree in case whereas Bianchi’s
proposal predicts that the head NP should bear the case it is assigned relative
clause-internally, clearly an undesirable result. The same problems obtains with
incorporation of the relative D into the external D in her analysis of that-relatives,
see also footnote 5. Thirdly, it avoids the countercyclic move Bianchi has to make
to bring the head NP close to the external D: this step can only take place after D
has selected CP. Subsequent phrasal movement of the head NP to Spec, CP
violates cyclicity. De Vries’ approach involves feature movement, which is also
countercyclic, but since feature movement as such is still taken to be necessary
anyway, this is arguably less problematic.

Importantly, de Vries’ modification does not solve the constituency problem
Kayne faced. The coordination problem in (12) is not addressed as far as I can
see, and extraposition is handled completely differently, as some kind of
coordination, cf. de Vries (2002: chapter 7).

All proponents of the HRA assume an analysis along the lines of Bhatt (2002),
Bianchi (1999, 2000), or de Vries (2002). All versions have their advantages and
disadvantages, so that it is hard to evaluate which one is superior. Even though
the HRA has become almost the standard analysis of relative clauses in recent
years, it still faces a number of difficulties that other analyses of relative clauses
avoid as I will discuss in 1.2.

Probably the most crucial aspect of the HRA for the subsequent discussion in
this thesis is that there is a straightforward relative clause-internal
representation of the external head. As will be discussed in 1.3, reconstruction
effects can be captured very easily under these assumptions.

8 It is not completely undisputed that that-relatives and wh-relatives should be given the same
analysis. Aoun & Li (2003), for instance, assume different derivations. See 1.5.6 for discussion.
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1.1.3 The Matching Analysis (MA)°

The MA was first proposed in Lees (1960, 1961) and Chomsky (1965). It has
recently been revived and extended by Munn (1994),10 Sauerland (1998, 2003),
Cresti (2000), and Citko (2001) It is somewhere in between the two other
analyses: relative clauses are adjoined to the head NP as in the HEA. At the same
time, there is also a representation of the external head inside the relative clause,
the internal head. The internal head is generated as the complement of the
relative operator (which may be zero) in an argument position; the entire relative
DP undergoes movement to Spec, CP. Subsequently, the internal head NP is
deleted under identity with the external head. Importantly, external head and
internal head are not part of a movement chain as in the raising analysis. Rather,
they are related via ellipsis (PF-deletion is marked by outline).

(20) the [book]; [cr [Op/which beelks]: John likes __1]

As will be discussed in detail below, what distinguishes the MA from the HRA is
the ellipsis part. Crucially, in certain instances, there does not have to be perfect
identity between the external head and the internal head.!! Since the external
head and the internal head are not related by movement, both must in principle
be interpreted. We will see in 1.4.4 below that this property requires certain extra
assumptions for interpretation. At the same time, it will also prove advantageous
for certain reconstruction facts as discussed in 1.5.

1.2 Discussion of the various approaches

1.2.1 Introduction

In this section, I will discuss the advantages and drawbacks of the three
analyses. Reconstruction effects, which will play the most prominent role for the
evaluation, are postponed to sections 1.3 through 1.5.

Until Kayne’s (1994) monograph on Antisymmetry, the standard analysis of
relative clauses was almost exclusively the HEA as described in 1.1.1. Since then,
the HRA has become quite widespread and is perhaps the predominant analysis
of relative clauses today. The success of the HRA has mainly two sources: first,
the Antisymmetry framework was adopted by many so that the traditional
analysis of relative clauses simply could no longer be maintained: right-
adjunction became impossible. Secondly, as I will describe in some detail in
section 1.4, reconstruction effects can be modeled straightforwardly with a HRA

9  The term is used inconsistently in the literature. Some also use it to refer to the Head External
Analysis (Carlson 1977), Aoun & Li (2003). I adopt Bhatt’s (2002) terminology because it is the
only one that differentiates between the HEA and the MA.

10 Munn does not explicitly refer to his analysis as a MA, but the way he implements it is at least
directly compatible with a MA.

11 That is, as we shall see below, an R-expression can be related to a personal pronoun with the
same phi-features. Other mismatches as e.g. in the following example with a pars pro toto
relation are ruled out by the lack of semantic parallelism:

i) *the car that John likes the engine
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whereas they have always been mysterious under the HEA. Since there is a direct
movement relationship under the HRA, reconstruction can be handled as in wh-
movement. Under the HEA, reconstruction somehow has to be mediated via the
relative operator. This became downright impossible after the introduction of the
Copy Theory of Movement in Minimalism where reconstruction is modeled as the
interpretation of the lower link of a movement chain.

In other words, the success of the HRA is to some extent based on theory-
internal concerns rather than empirical facts. However, as I will discuss in
section 1.4, the reconstruction effects are an argument for the HRA, especially
because they are basically unresolved under the HEA. Apart from those, I do not
think that there are any decisive arguments in favor of the HRA, perhaps except
for the head-internal relatives to be discussed below. Most of the remaining
arguments for the HRA can be explained differently. Worse, even though some of
the obvious problems pointed out in Borsley (1997) have been fixed in recent
years, as described in 1.1.2, there remain a number of aspects where the HRA
either fails or has to make very inelegant assumptions.

The MA can be considered a compromise between the HRA and the HEA because
it adopts the constituency and derivation of the HEA, but employs a full relative
clause-internal representation of the external head instead of just an operator. In
a sense, it unites the advantages of both analyses, as we will see. In fact, I will
argue that the MA is also superior to the HRA with respect to reconstruction
effects, a fact that will be particularly clear when the German data in chapter 2
are taken into consideration. As a consequence, I will submit that the MA
represents the best analysis of relative clauses, probably also for English.

With the exception of Citko (2001), this thesis is probably the first contribution
that makes this claim. Recent contributions such as Sauerland (1998), Bhatt
(2002), and Aoun & Li (2003) argue instead that both the HRA and the MA (or
HEA) are needed, even within a single language. I will argue instead, that the MA
is basically sufficient; the situation in German to be discussed in chapter 2 will
be quite clear, the English facts are slightly less straightforward.

I will first discuss a number of phenomena that are often argued to represent
evidence in favor of the HRA. It will turn out, however, that most of these
arguments also follow under the HEA or MA. Thereafter, I will discuss a number
of problematic aspects of the HRA that are still not solved satisfactorily and cast
doubts on its validity. In the last subsection, I will discuss phenomena that
remain problematic for all analyses of relative clauses.

1.2.2 Arguments in favor of the HRA

This section briefly summarizes and critically evaluates arguments found in
Bianchi (1999: 49ff., 61-69), Bhatt (2002: 46ff.), de Vries (2002: 76ff.).

1.2.2.1 Head-internal relatives

Bianchi (1999: 61ff.) and de Vries (2002: 77, 135ff.) argue that relative clauses
where the head of NP surfaces in the argument position inside the relative clause
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are a strong argument in favor of raising. The following example is from Ancash
Quechua:

(21) [Nuna bestya-ta ranti-shqa-n] alli bestya-m  ka-rqo-n.
man horse-ACC buy-PRF-3 good house-EVID be-PST-3
‘The horse that the man bought was a good horse.’

Under the HEA, such relatives indeed require a structure very different from
externally headed relatives. Under the HRA, however, internally headed relatives
can basically be given the same analysis; the only extra assumption that is
necessary is that the head does not move overtly in these languages but at LF. To
the extent that the syntax of these constructions is properly understood, these
facts do indeed represent evidence for the HRA.

1.2.2.2  The pivot function

De Vries (2002: 77f.) argues that the HRA is best suited to express the double
function of the head noun: It is semantically part of both the relative clause and
the matrix clause. The HRA that relates the two functions via movement is indeed
a very direct way of expressing this. He further argues that it does not require
any special devices to achieve this link whereas the HEA and the MA do. It is
correct that the latter indeed involve some mechanism of coindexation (through
predicate abstraction) as in the HEA or an explicit ellipsis operation that links the
two; however I don’t think that the HRA can do without additional mechanisms
either. It is still necessary to link the head noun to the external determiner. For
this to be possible, the head NP first has to move across the relative pronoun, a
movement step that is not innocuous as discussed below. Furthermore, another
mechanism is needed to establish an agreement relationship between the NP and
the external D; normally, this relationship is established when they are merged,
but in the HRA some special device is needed, either reference to government as
in Bianchi’s approach or feature movement as in de Vries’ approach, see the
discussion in 1.2.3.2 below. I conclude therefore, that this cannot be a decisive
argument in favor of the HRA. All approaches require special mechanisms to
capture the pivot function of the head NP.

1.2.2.3 Indefiniteness of the trace

An argument often cited in the literature (cf. Bianchi 1999: 43, Bhatt 2002: 70f.)
comes from definiteness effects: relative clauses based on the existential there-
construction are compatible with external heads that normally could not appear
in the position of the trace:

(22) a) Every book that there was __ on the table
b) *There was every book on the table.

On the HRA, this is expected because the external determiner does not originate
inside the relative clause. However, the HEA can handle these data as well once
one assumes — as is standard by now (cf. 1.1.1) — that the relative clause is
attached to the NP and that the relative operator is coindexed with the head NP,
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not the DP. Bianchi (1999: 43) and Alexiadou et al. (2000: 10) both admit this. I
conclude therefore that all that these examples show is that only an NP is related
to the relative operator and therefore the trace, and not a DP.

1.2.2.4  Subcategorization

Bhatt (2002: 48) discusses an example from Larson (1985) which shows that
certain relative clauses containing a trace in adjunct position are only
grammatical if the external head is a bare NP adverb:

(23) a) the way [Op: that you talk _ 1]

b) *the manner/fashion [Op: that you talk _ 1]
(24) a) You talk that way.

b) *You talk that manner/fashion

The relatives pattern with the simple sentences, suggesting that certain
information about the head NP is required inside the relative clause. This follows
straightforwardly under the HRA since the head NP originates in it whereas the
HEA has to assume some feature transmission mechanism that makes the
relevant information available inside the relative clause. However, I don’t think
that this is such a strong argument: through predicate abstraction, the relative
pronoun will be coindexed with the head NP, which already guarantees some
feature transmission. In the case at hand, relativization takes place from a non-
individual-denoting position, and it is clear that this will determine the possible
types of external heads under coindexation. I therefore conclude that this
argument is also not decisive.

1.2.2.5 Summary

I have briefly discussed a number of phenomena that have been argued to favor
the HRA. They all show that the external head is closely linked to the trace
position. It is certainly the case that they can be handled quite straightforwardly
under the HRA because the HRA offers the simplest way of making the link,
namely direct movement. However, probably except for the head-internal
relatives, they are also amenable to the HEA because predicate abstraction leads
to coindexation between the relative pronoun and the external head so that
information of the external head is available inside the relative clause.12

1.2.3 Problems for the HRA

In this section, I will discuss a number of technical aspects of the raising analysis
that remain very unsatisfactory because special assumptions must be made to
make the analysis work. They are all in a way related to the way the internal
head is eventually connected to the external D.

12 Some of the arguments adduced in favor of the HRA involve evidence for complementation, but
that is strictly speaking orthogonal to my concerns. See Zwart (2000: 352) and Aoun & Li
(2003: 102) for discussion.
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1.2.3.1 Relative pronouns cannot take an NP complement

Aoun & Li (2003: 118ff) discuss a problem for the HRA concerning the
selectional properties of relative pronouns. The HRA and the MA have to assume
that a relative pronoun can select a complement it normally cannot. Consider the
following example:

(25) the man who came yesterday

Under the HRA, the external head man originates inside the relative clause as a
complement of the relative pronoun who (the following derivation follows Bianchi,
cf. 1.1.2):

(26) the manz [ce [Who __2]1 __1 came yesterday]

This means that who must be reinterpreted as a D element, not as a full DP like
its counterpart in wh-movement. On the other hand, relative pronouns such as
which must be prevented from taking an animate complement such as boy
because the resulting relative would be ungrammatical:

(27) *the boya [ce [Which _ o1 I like _ 1].

Again, one has to assume that the relative pronoun which differs in its selectional
properties from its wh-counterpart.

Admittedly, this problem is arguably not so serious once one accepts that the
relative pronoun is simply different from the wh-pronoun.!3 Under the HRA and
the MA, relative who will then simply select an animate complement and relative
which an inanimate one. Therefore, the problem does not seem insurmountable
technically. Aoun & Li (2003) assume instead that whenever there is an overt
relative operator we are dealing with the HEA, see 1.5.6.14

1.2.3.2  Trigger for the movement of the NP

The first movement step in the derivation of relative clauses under the HRA is
undisputed: there is A-movement to an operator position. It is the subsequent
step that is problematic: all current versions of the HRA assume that the head NP

13 In fact, under the HEA, relative which and wh-which have always differed in that only the
latter can take an NP complement.

14 A more serious problem is perhaps constituted by adverbial relatives (cf. Aoun & Li 2003:
121ff):
i) the reason why he did not come

If there has to be a relative clause-internal representation of the external head, one would have
to base-generate [why reason] (or [how manner] in the case of manner relatives) under the HRA
and the MA. This seems implausible but perhaps not completely impossible. At least in reason
and manner relatives there would be a way of implementing it. Since the possible head nouns
are quite restricted (basically reason/manner and their synonyms), this could be handled via
selection. In the case of locative and temporal relatives where the choice of head nouns is
much wider, this does not work. Alternatively, one could bite the bullet and assume that in all
cases, the relative adverb is just a D-element which selects an NP with certain (semantic)
features. Whether such a move is ultimately required depends on the reconstruction facts. If
there is no reconstruction in adverbial relatives, the HEA would be the only derivation that
derives this result (under the assumption that the HEA cannot capture reconstruction, cf.
1.4.2). See footnote 73 for more discussion of this issue.



The syntax of relative clauses 15

undergoes further movement across the relative pronoun, either to the Spec of
the relative pronoun (de Vries 2002) or to the Spec of a higher head (Bianchi
1999, 2000, only for wh-relatives, Bhatt 2002 for wh- and that-relatives). I repeat
the relevant structures (a) is Bianchi’s version, b) from Bhatt and c) from de
Vries):

(28) a) the [cr [boOK]2 [¢ C° [xe [or which __2]1 X° [John likes __1]]]]
b) the [xr [bo0K]2 [x' X° [cp [or Op/which _ 2] C° [John likes _ 1]]]]
c) FF2+ the [er [or book2 [ Op/which _ 2|1 John likes _ 1]

The approaches motivate this movement step very differently. Bianchi (2000b:
128ff.)/Bhatt (2002: 81) argue that the external determiner and the head NP have
to be syntactically related because they agree in case and phi-features. The
movement step is therefore triggered by that requirement. However, while easily
stated in prose, it cannot be implemented so easily. Bianchi (2000b: 128)
assumes that D has an N-feature that is to be understood as a selectional
feature. Such features have to be checked in the minimal domain of the selecting
head D. In ordinary DPs, these features are checked at Merge in a sisterhood
relation. In relative clauses, the head NP has to move to a position that is close
enough for it to be governed by the external D. Moving to the closest Spec under
the external D will be sufficient because that Spec does not count as a barrier in
the Antisymmetry framework (cf. Bianchi 2000b: 128 for the details).

De Vries (2002: 115) correctly points out that the movement step to Spec, CP/XP
is countercyclic. It will take place after the CP is merged with D, and since it does
not lead to an extension of the tree, it violates cyclicity. The problem can be
avoided if the order of X and C is reversed and it is assumed that X triggers
movement to its Spec (as probably in Bhatt 2002: 81). The external D will be
merged thereafter and cyclicity is not violated. This assumption indeed removes
the cyclicity problem, but at the expense of postulating a head whose sole
function is to avoid that particular problem. There is little evidence for such a
head outside the domain of relative clauses so that the merits of postulating it
seem quite limited.15

De Vries (2002: 123) motivates the movement of the NP to the Spec of the relative
pronoun differently. He merges the relative pronoun together with the NP.
Normally, D and NP agree in phi-features; in de Vries’ system, this can be done in
basically three ways: overt movement of N to D, covert movement of the formal
features of N to D, or movement of NP to Spec, DP. In a language like English or
Dutch, feature movement applies by default; the other two options are in
principle possible but normally do not surface because they are less economical
(de Vries 2002: 121). In relative clauses, however, things are somewhat different.
For reasons that will become clear below, the relative pronoun is merged with an

15 Zwart (2000: 377ff.), basing himself on Dutch and Dutch dialects, makes a similar argument:
subextraction of the head NP is necessary to get the right constituency for set intersection
between the head noun and the relative clause. He does offer some evidence for the extra
functional projection that is involved in this movement step so that his approach seems
slightly less arbitrary.
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NP that does agree with it in case. Still, there has to be checking of both case and
phi-features on both heads. N-to-D movement is ruled out because de Vries
assumes that it requires identity of features (de Vries 2002: 120, theorem Vh).
The only option that is left is movement to the specifier of D. This will check the
phi-features but will leave the case feature unchecked:

(29) [DP [NP N {a case, phi}]l [D’ D {b case, phi} ’1]]

This is the less economical derivation, but since the more economical alternative,
N-to-D raising, is not an option, phrasal movement to Spec, DP is possible.
Normally, this derivation crashes because the case feature of N remains
unchecked. In relative clauses, however, there is an extra possibility: in de Vries’
approach, the formal features of N incorporate into the external D to check their
case:

(30) FF2 + the [cr [or book2 [o» Op/which _ 2]]1 John likes _ 1]

The external D can check its feature against a functional head like AgrO so that
eventually all case- and phi-features will be checked. This derivation does indeed
avoid most of Bianchi’s problems, but at the expense of having to allow a type of
checking between D and N that is only found in relative clauses. In other words,
even though de Vries simply allows NP-movement to check features in his
system, this option is only required for relative clauses and therefore has a
construction-specific flavor.

1.2.3.3 Case

A problem that was intensely discussed right after the revival of the HRA in
Kayne (1994) concerns the case of the raised NP, cf. Borsley (1997), Alexiadou et
al. (2000: 19), Bianchi (2000). Since the head NP originates inside the relative
clause, one expects it to bear the case compatible with its grammatical relation
inside the relative clause. Instead, however, the case is determined by the
external D, as in the following Polish example (Bianchi 2000: 129; Citko 2001:
133):

(31) Widzialem [tego [cp [op [ve panalz2 [pr ktory_ o1
saw.18G the.Acc man.ACC  who.NOM
[_1zbill ci  szybel]].

broke your glass
1 saw the man who broke your glass’

Bhatt (2002: 71), who only discusses English, assumes that this is not a problem
(because there is no visible case on N), but for a language with overt case
morphology, it is clear that the HRA makes the wrong prediction. Bianchi (2000b:
129f,) pretty much stipulates that morphological case on N is determined after
syntax: N receives the same case as the D that governs it. Normally, this does not
make a difference because the article usually ends up governing its complement.
In relative clauses, however, the head NP is eventually governed by the external
D, not the relative pronoun; the case feature of the external D is copied onto N in
the morphological component. This guarantees that D and the head noun agree.
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For that-relatives, where there is incorporation of the relative D into the external
D, cf. (14), Bianchi has to assume that the case feature of the relative D can be
checked and erased before it is incorporated into the external D.

While one can derive the desired result with the PF-theory of case, such
assumptions are not particularly explanatory because they are, it seems, only
needed to save the HRA.

Furthermore, as Citko (2001: 134) points out, once erasure of features is
possible, Bianchi makes the wrong prediction for matching effects in free
relatives. If the case feature of a relative pronoun can be deleted after checking
and if case features can also be assigned under government by the external
determiner, it should be possible to ignore the matching criterion in free relatives
and simply use a form of the relative pronoun that is compatible with the
governing verb. However, the following example shows that this is not correct.

(32) *Widzialem [cr kogokolwiek: __1 zbill ci  szybe.
saw.1sG whoever.ACC tnom broke your glass
1 saw whoever broke your glass.’

Bianchi (2000: 130, note 12) replies that this is because in free relatives the
external determiner only selects a CP, not a CP plus an NP as in relatives. In
other words, the morphological theory of case assignment must be made
sensitive to agreement relationships that are established in syntax. However,
since government is independent of a checking relation, it is unclear how feature
copying can actually be prevented. At any rate, even if Bianchi’s approach should
eventually work for all the data, it is not independently motivated and therefore
very problematic.16 All the steps that are necessary to save the HRA require
unfounded stipulations, at least for languages with case morphology. The HEA
and MA do not have this problem.

De Vries’ (2002: 123) solution to the case problem has already been discussed in
the previous subsection and was shown to be technically less stipulative than
Bianchi’s. Still, since he has to make special assumptions about checking of
features within the DP that are only relevant for relative clauses, his account
remains descriptive.

Clearly, neither the HEA nor the MA have this problem. The external head bears
the case it is assigned by the matrix verb and the relative pronoun bears the case
it is assigned inside the relative clause. The case problem therefore certainly
remains one of the strongest arguments against the HRA.

16 Bianchi (2000a: 58) also uses case attraction phenomena to argue in favor of her late case
assignment theory under government. Case attraction as e.g. in the classical languages
involves a change in case of the relative pronoun: it takes over the case of the external D and
no longer bears the case it is assigned relative clause-internally. Bianchi (2000a: 68ff.) argues
that this follows because the relative pronoun is also governed by the external determiner so
that the case features can be copied onto it in the morphological component. While technically
feasible, the same could be claimed under the HEA (or the MA): in these approaches the
relative pronoun is coindexed with the head NP so that some kind of feature sharing is easy to
model.
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1.2.3.4  Violation of locality constraints

Another issue that is hardly ever touched upon (but see Heck 2005 and the
discussion on German in chapter 2) is the fact that the HRA violates well-
established constraints on movement: almost every implementation of the HRA
violates the Condition on Extraction Domains (CED, Huang 1982): a phrase that
has undergone movement becomes opaque for extraction:

(33) *Who2 do you think [ce t'2 that [pp pictures of _ 2 |1 were painted __1]?

The subject DP is first moved to the subject position. Subsequent extraction of
who violates the CED. But this is exactly what happens in the HRA, at least
under Bianchi’s and Bhatt’s implementation: the head noun is extracted from the
A’-moved DP in Spec, CP:

(34) the [xr [books] [x X° [cp [or Op/which _ o)1 C° [John likes _ 1]]]]

Things are somewhat different under de Vries’ approach as the movement of the
head noun to the spec of the relative pronoun takes place before movement to
Spec, CP. But feature movement from the head noun to the external D still
represents a violation of the CED:

(35) FF2 + the [cr [or book2 [» Op/which _ 2]]1 John likes _ 1]
To my knowledge, there is no satisfactory explanation of this.17. 18

Another problem concerns possessors. As noted by Bhatt (2002: 81ff.), assuming
extraction of the head noun out of the possessor phrase in Spec, CP, implies that
one has to postulate a movement step that is very unorthodox, involving
extractions of unboundedly deeply embedded possessors. Consider the following
example and the corresponding raising structure:

(36) the student whose brother’s band Jonah likes

the [[x student]z [cr [[[Which [w student]z]’s brother]’s band]: C° [Jonah
likes __1]]]

Since it is well-known that English prohibits possessor raising, the HRA is
unlikely to be at work here, even if de Vries’ implementation is adopted. In a
sense, this conclusion endangers the whole HRA derivation because the
possessor case can be subsumed under the CED so that one could use all these
arguments against the HRA.

17 Bianchi (1999: 54ff.) discusses an asymmetry related to this fact: Extraction from material
contained inside the external head is unproblematic in Italian, whereas extraction from
material contained elsewhere in the relative clause leads to ungrammaticality. It seems,
therefore, that the relative CP does not count as a barrier in the first case, but does in the
second. The asymmetry follows naturally under the HEA or the MA because the external head
is not included in the relative clause and therefore transparent. Bianchi offers two tentative
proposals, both of which turn out to have undesired consequences. They either lead to
overgeneration or require almost construction-specific definitions so that it seems fair to
regard the issue as still unresolved.

18 The problem remains even in the light of Chomsky (2005) where it is argued that CED effects
do not occur if the phrase from which extraction takes place has been merged as a
complement since if a non-derived subject is relativized, there will be extraction from a non-
complement position.
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A last problem concerns languages that prohibit preposition stranding. If the
relative pronoun pied-pipes a preposition, the head noun will eventually move
out of the PP. In a language like Dutch, which disallows (certain kinds of)
preposition stranding, this implies that a well-established constraint does not
hold for relatives (cf. Heck 2005):

(87) a) de manz [met wie _ 2|1 ik _ 1 gesproken heb
the man with whom I spoken have
‘the man I spoke with’

b) *[Welke man]: heb je [mee/met _ 1] gesproken?
which man have you with talked
‘Which man did you speak with?’

Strictly speaking this is not exactly preposition stranding because D is also
stranded in addition to the preposition. Still, PPs of the type used above are
generally islands for extraction so that the relative clause derivation is doubly
problematic: it violates the CED and the PP-island.

Bhatt (2002: 76, note 20) suggests that the insensitivity to locality constraints
might be due to the fact that what is raised is an NP and not a DP. However, NPs
are predicates and therefore not referential. It is generally assumed that non-
referential elements are less mobile than referential DPs, cf. Cinque (1990), Rizzi
(1990). For instance, predicates cannot escape weak islands whereas referential
DPs can (the first sentence is from Postal 1998):

(38) a) *What did he ask you whether I nicknamed my cat __:?
b) [Which cat]: did he ask you whether I bought __1?

Bhatt’s argument therefore backfires; it rather predicts that the movement step
in question should be impossible. It seems fair to conclude that this problem for
the HRA cannot easily be solved. Both the MA and the HEA do not have this
problem.

1.2.3.5 Summary

This subsection has shown that the basic derivation of the HRA is still highly
problematic. In some cases (such as the case problem) there are proposals in the
literature that provide descriptive solutions, but these solutions often require
assumptions that are peculiar to the HRA so that they do not achieve any
explanatory force. Since neither the HEA nor the MA suffer from these
shortcomings, the validity of the HRA must be questioned.

1.2.4 Coordination

Probably the biggest challenge for any analysis of relative clauses comes from
coordination phenomena such as multiply headed relatives (so-called hydras)
and relatives with split antecedents. The two types are illustrated in the following
examples (Alexiadou et al. 2000: 13f.):
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(39) a) the man and the woman [who were arrested]

b) John saw a man and Mary saw a woman [who were wanted by the
police].

There is a paradox: plural agreement suggests that the relative clause modifies
the plural conjunction of two singular DPs, which would amount to DP
adjunction. At the same time, both Ds have scope over the relative clause, which
implies NP adjunction. This implies that an HEA (and a MA) face serious
problems already. How the HRA would solve this is quite unclear. Raising a
discontinuous head in reverse Across-The-Board-fashion seems a little far-
fetched. The only vaguely reasonable analysis (Sufier 2001, as cited in Bianchi
2002: 241) involves two relative clauses each modifying one of the head nouns
and subsequent deletion of the first one:

(40) the man [who was/were arrested] and the woman [who were arrested]

While this gets the semantics and the constituency right, it is far from clear how
to get the plural agreement on the verb (and on the relative pronoun in languages
that show such differences). It seems, then, that one cannot really draw any
conclusions from these phenomena because they are equally problematic for all
three analyses.19,20

1.3 Reconstruction data

In this subsection, I will present the relevant reconstruction data that have been
discussed in recent years. I will first discuss idiom interpretation, scope and
variable binding, and the construal of superlative adjectives, which are
straightforward; then Principles A and B, and finally Principle C effects, which
have turned out to be the most intricate ones and will figure prominently in this
thesis. I then discuss correlations between Principle C effects and variable
binding/scope/idiom interpretation. The last two sections are devoted to cases
where there must not be any reconstruction or where there are conflicting
requirements on interpretation.

I will loosely speak of reconstruction in this section without intending to imply a
particular technical implementation. The precise mechanism that I assume, the

19 Interestingly, Heck (2005: 12, ex. 45) argues that one can get reconstruction with hydras.
Unfortunately, most of the examples he gives are somewhat poorly constructed and sound
unfelicitous for independent reasons. I have not been able to come up with really convincing
naturally sounding examples.

20 Henk van Riemsdijk (p.c.) has reminded me that the Split Head issue is much more
widespread. Apart from Control which does not necessarily involve movement, Split
Antecedent phenomena are also found in comparatives which often receive a similar treatment
as relatives:

i) More men; kissed more women; at that party than _ i had ever engaged in such lewd
behavior before.

It seems fair to conclude from this that examples like the one in the text are part of a more

general problem rather than particular analyses of relative clauses.
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interpretation of the lower copy of a movement chain, will be described in detail
in 1.4.21

1.3.1 Idiom interpretation, variable binding and scope

Since the data have been extensively discussed in the literature and since their
theoretical importance is beyond doubt, I will give only two examples each (see
e.g. Sauerland 1998, Bianchi 1999, Bhatt 2002, Aoun & Li 2003 etc., Schachter
1973 for more data). The first pair illustrates reconstruction for idiom
interpretation (the underline indicates the reconstruction site):22

(41) a) the [careful track] that she is keeping __ of her expenses

b) [ was offended by the [lip service] that was paid to civil liberties at the
trial.

For the idiom (or rather: the collocation) to be properly interpreted, the head
noun of the relative clause has to be reconstructed into the relative clause to
form a unit with the verb.23, 24

The following pair illustrates reconstruction for variable binding (see also e.g.
Bhatt 2002: 52, Aoun & Li 2003: 113, ex. 52, etc.)

21 T do not discuss NPI effects because, as pointed out in Sternefeld (2000: 16f.), factors other
than the LF-configuration seem relevant, especially the surface configuration so that NPIs in
dislocated constituents often lead to ungrammaticality.

22 ] have enclosed in brackets only the head NP and not the DP which implies that only the NP is
reconstructed. I have already presented some evidence in favor of this: First, the external D
has scope over the constituent NP + relative clause (see 1.1.1) Second, a definite external
determiner is not incompatible with a gap in the there-construction, cf. 1.2.2.3. The scope
reconstruction facts to be discussed in this section provide further evidence for this.

23 See 1.3.6 for cases where the idiomatic NP must not be reconstructed.

24 As discussed in de Vries (2002: 78ff.), the term “idiom” is somewhat problematic in this
context because real opaque idioms such as kick the bucket cannot be used in relativization
(and also resist other types of A’-movement such as topicalization). Even though it is
sometimes possible to construct relative clauses based on the idiomatic chunk, full sentences
turn out to be unacceptable:

i) *The bucket that she kicked was horrible.

According to de Vries this follows from the double role which the head noun plays in
relativization: it is related both to the matrix clause as well as a relative clause-internal
position and cannot receive conflicting interpretations. In opaque idioms, the components,
especially the NP, lose their literal meaning. If that NP gets an idiomatic interpretation inside
the relative clause as in i) it cannot be used literally as the subject of be horrible. Exceptions
hat have been cited in the literature are usually the result of word play. More generally, the
border between opaque idioms and the collocations that can be split in relative clauses is
anything but sharp. Rather, there is a sliding scale from completely opaque ones to rather
simple collocations like make headway. The more transparent they are the more they are
amenable to A’-operations. In this thesis, I will tend to use only use the simple collocations
even though some intermediate and creative types are sometimes also acceptable in
relativization. For reasons of simplicity, I will continue to speak of “idioms” even though
“collocations” would be more appropriate.

Certain idiomatic expressions like make headway are actually amount relatives and could
therefore be subsumed under scope reconstruction. Others like those in the text and many
more to be discussed, however, are ordinary restrictive relatives.
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(42) a) the [picture of his; girlfriend] that every mani likes __ best

b) The [picture of hisi mother| that every soldieri: kept __ wrapped in a
sock was not much use to him.

For variable binding to be possible, the head noun has to be interpreted in the
scope of the universal, i.e. it has to undergo reconstruction.

As for scope, I will illustrate both distributive and amount readings. Distributive
readings obtain when a quantifier is reconstructed into the scope of a universal
quantifier:

(43) a) the [two patients| that every doctor will examine __ tomorrow
2>V;V>2

b) the [band] which every student likes __ best I>V;3>V

Under the distributive reading, there will be two different patients that every
doctor examines or a different band for every student. A wide-scope reading of
the external head is also possible. Under such a reading, all doctors examine the
same two patients or the same band pleases every student.25

Amount readings obtain when an amount quantifier is reconstructed below
another scope-bearing element such as a modal (Sauerland 1998: 68):

(44) a) No linguist would read the [many books] Gina will need __ for vet
school. many > need;
need > many

b) Mary shouldn’t even have the [few drinks] that she can take _ .
few > can
can > few

Under the amount reading, only the number of books/drinks counts, not
particular ones. In the (44)a, it is likely that no linguist knows all the books Gina
needs for vet school, but he probably knows that there are many; his objection is
directed against the number, but not necessarily against specific books. In (44)b,
the most natural interpretation is that Mary should drink as little as possible, i.e.
not even the small amount one knows that she can take. In both pairs the wide
scope reading of the external head is possible as well even though the amount
reading is much more salient. A wide-scope reading in (44)a) would imply that
there is a set of specific books that no linguist would want to read. In (44)b, a
wide scope reading would imply reference to specific drinks, but this is highly
unlikely in this context. The wide scope reading of amount quantifiers is often
referred to as referential (Cinque 1990, Cresti 1995, Heycock 1995 etc.).

Amount readings occur more generally even in the absence of another scopal
element. Since there is abstraction over a degree, there must be reconstruction
(cf. e.g. Bhatt 2002: 50f.):

25 The wide-scope reading does not necessarily follow from non-reconstruction; instead, it might
also follow from QR of the indefinite inside the relative. I will not be committed to a specific
analysis because this is orthogonal to my concerns.
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(45) a) The [very few books] that there were __ on his shelves were all
mysteries.

b) It would take us the rest of our lives to drink the [champagne| we
spilled __ yesterday.

In both cases, only the amount matters, not specific objects. These three
phenomena are systematic and straightforward instances of reconstruction in
English.

Scope reconstruction is further evidence that what is reconstructed is only the
head NP, but not the external determiner (cf. also footnote 22). If the external
determiner were reconstructed, one would expect relative clauses headed by
definite determiners to lack distributive readings and amount readings — just like
the following simple sentences:

(46) a) Every doctor will examine the two patients tomorrow. 2 >V, *V > 2
b) We spilled the champagne yesterday. v'referential; *amount

For reasons that will become clear later on, it is also interesting to look at the
reconstruction behavior of material inside the relative operator. Idiom cases are
difficult to construct and I have not been able to find a convincing example.
Examples with variable binding are straightforward:

47) the photographer [whose pictures of hisi wife]; every man; adores _ 3

Scope reconstruction is also possible. The following pair gives an example with a
distributive reading and one with an amount reading (in both cases, wide-scope
readings are also possible):

(48) a) aman [a picture of whom|: every woman would like _
I>Vv; V>3

b) an author [many books of whom]|: one needs _ 1 for med school
many > need; need > many

Disregarding the idiom case, material contained inside the relative operator
seems to reconstruct just as systematically as material contained inside the
external head. So far, the pattern is very straightforward.

1.3.2 The construal of superlative adjectives

Bhatt (2002: 56-63) introduces a new reconstruction effect, the interpretation of
adjectival modifiers. The following English sentence is ambiguous between a high
and a low construal of the adjective:

(49) the first book that John said that Tolstoy had written

On the high reading, the adjective applies to say, i.e. this is the first statement by
John about Tolstoy’s writings, the order in which the books were actually written
is irrelevant. On the low reading, the adjective applies to written, i.e. what is
meant is the first book that Tolstoy wrote, the order of saying is irrelevant. This
reading can be paraphrased with the first book Tolstoy wrote — according to John.
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Bhatt argues that the readings come about via reconstruction of the adjective
into the respective clause.2¢6 He corroborates this with the following observations:
first, the types of adjectives used here license negative polarity items (NPIs). They
require their licenser to be in a local relation with it at LF, basically being within
the same clause. Crucially, the interpretation of the adjective can be frozen by
putting the NPI in a particular part of the construction. NPIs in the matrix clause
lead to a high interpretation of adjectives, NPIs in the subordinate clause to a low
interpretation:

(50) a) the first book that John said that Tolstoy had ever written
= low reading

b) the first book that John ever said that Tolstoy had written
= high reading

The different readings correlate with different positions of the adjective at LF.27

1.3.3 Principles A and B

Reconstruction for anaphor binding as in the following example is often used as
an argument in favor of reconstruction in English relative clauses:

(51) the [picture of himselfi] John; likes __ best

However, anaphors in picture NPs behave exceptionally in English. It has been
argued (Pollard & Sag 1992: 263ff., Reinhard & Reuland 1993: 681ff.) that they
are systematically exempt from Condition A and that their antecedent is
determined by discourse considerations such as logophoricity. As a consequence,
one finds examples where picture NP reflexives can be bound across intervening
definite, quantificational, and expletive subjects in English (cf. Kiss 2001 for
discussion, ex. 6a, b/11 a, b; Pollard & Sag 1992: 267, ex. 23a):

(52) a) Billi remembered that the Times had printed a picture of himself;.

b) Bill; thought that nothing could make a picture of himself; in the
Times acceptable to Sandy.

c¢) The meni knew that there were pictures of each otheri on sale.

One might object that these cases involve c-command whereas the putative
reconstruction case in (51) does not. However, logophoric anaphora generally do
not require such structural configurations as the following example shows
(Reinhard & Reuland 1993: 682, ex. 46b, Pollard & Sag 1992: 296, adapted from
ex. 121f):

(53) a) Her; pleasant smile gives most pictures of herselfi an air of confidence.

b) This is the picture of herselfi that was most to Mary’s; taste.

26 Actually, things are more complex; -est-movement is also involved, see Bhatt (2002) and
Hulsey & Sauerland (2002) for the details, and Heycock (2003) for a different view.

27 As shown in Bhatt (2002: 61) the adjective can also apply to the verb of an intermediate
clause, thereby providing evidence for successive cyclicity.
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Reinhard & Reuland (1993) argue that anaphors in this context are exempt from
the Binding Theory because the Ns that they depend on do not have an external
argument. Therefore, those nouns do not count as predicates in their sense, the
predicate being the domain for reflexivity, i.e. reflexives are only necessary if their
antecedent is a co-argument. Consequently, the reflexive can be bound by much
more distant antecedents.

Anaphora inside picture NPs are no longer free when there is an explicit subject
of N:

(54) Johni; likes Mary’s picture of himi/*himself;.

The N picture contains the external argument Mary and therefore counts as a
predicate. Since the domain of reflexivity is the NP/DP, the reflexive has to be
bound within it.

Consequently, whenever there is no external argument, reconstruction for
Condition A should be taken with a grain of salt, at least in English. Since an
independent mechanism is needed to interpret logophoric reflexives,
reconstruction is not necessary to account for the binding possibilities in relative
clauses. Whatever accounts for logophoric use can handle these cases as well.
Some (e.g. Bhatt 2002: 49f.) therefore disregard anaphor binding in their
discussion of reconstruction.

However, there is still a large body of literature that employs these tests for
English (cf. Aoun & Li 2003, Fox & Nissenbaum 2004); in most cases, this is
done without argument. Fox & Nissenbaum (2004: 481), however, explicitly
address the problem (in a somewhat different context): logophoricity is crucially
based on salience, which pretty much correlates with subjecthood or particular
semantic roles (such as experiencer). Objects, however, due to their low salience,
are much less likely to antecede logophoric reflexives. In somewhat simplified
terms, they argue that syntactic reconstruction must still be involved if the
reflexive is bound by an antecedent with low salience. I will not take a position
here and will still present some data from anaphor binding since they might be
relevant after all.

Whatever will turn out to be the correct solution for English, Condition A can still
be considered a valuable test for reconstruction because in many languages,
picture-NP anaphors are subject to Condition A, as stressed e.g. in Bianchi
(1999: 116) for Italian. While logophors do not require c-command as shown
above, reflexives do. This is why the following sentence with the antecedent
embedded within the subject is impossible in Italian:

a [descrizione di se stessoi] che suai moglie ha letto __
55 *La [d izi di t h glie ha 1
the description of herself which his wife  hasread

nel rapporto della polizia € molto accurata.
in.the report of.the police is very accurate

(lit.) ‘The description of himselfi that hisi wife read in the police’s report
is very accurate.’

Once the antecedent c-commands the trace, binding becomes possible:
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(56) La [descrizione di se stessoi] che Giannii ha letto __
the description of herself which John hasread

nel rapporto della polizia € molto accurata.

in.the report of.the police is very accurate

‘The description of himself; that John; read in the police’s report is very
accurate.’

So in order to test anaphor binding, one first has to make sure that the reflexives
of the language in question do not allow for logophoric use. Then, there is
potentially a further case one has to avoid when testing anaphor binding (as
discussed in Bianchi 1999: 199 and Bhatt 2002: 50): normally, reflexives and
pronouns are in free variation within picture NPs in English when there is no
external argument of the noun. This is shown by the following examples (see also
Reinhard & Reuland 1993: 661):

(57) a) John; likes this picture of himi/himself;.
b) Johni heard a story about himi/himself;.
c) John; likes good opinions of himi/himself;.
d) John; heard a rumor about himi/himselfi.

The licensing of anaphors in this context was discussed above; Reuland &
Reinhard (1993: 678, 685) account for the possibility of having a pronoun instead
of a reflexive again with their notion of predicate: since the nouns do not have an
external argument, they are not saturated predicates and therefore Condition B
does not apply: their version of Condition B only rules out pronouns when both
the antecedent and the pronoun are co-arguments:

(58) I like [Mary’s picture of *heri/herselfi].

However, there is one type of picture NP without overt external argument where
reflexives and pronouns are no longer in free variation (Reinhard & Reuland
1993: 685):

(59) a) Johni took [a picture of *himi/himselfi|.
b) Johni; painted [a picture of *himi/himselfi].
c) John; told [a story about *him;/himselfi].
d) Johni has [a favorable opinion of *himi/himselfi|.
e) Johni spread [a rumor about *himi/himselfi|.

In these examples, the agent of the nominal predicate is identical to the agent of
the verbal predicate. It is frequently assumed that these picture NPs contain an
implicit external argument that is coreferential with the agent and the
pronoun/reflexive. There are various ways of implementing this; I will use
Chomsky’s (1986) account where a PRO is postulated in these cases. The
structures of the examples in (59) therefore look as follows:

(60) a) Johni took [a PRO; picture of *himi/himselfi].
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b) Johni painted [a PRO; picture of *himi/himselfi|.

c) John; told [a PRO; story about *himi/himself;].

d) Johnj has [a PRO; favorable opinion of *him;/himself;].
e) John; spread [a PRO; rumor about *himi/himselfi|.

Since there is an external argument, the nouns count as predicates. Because two
arguments are coindexed, only a reflexive is possible. The pronoun is ruled out
by Condition B. Since binding takes place within the NP, such picture NPs inside
the external head of relatives do not require reconstruction for the reflexive to be
bound by the subject.

(61) *the [PRO; picture of himselfi] that Johni took __

Strictly speaking then, such cases do not provide evidence that there is
reconstruction for anaphor binding. However, I think it is wrong to discard these
cases altogether (as does e.g. Bhatt 2002). Even though anaphor binding as such
takes place within the NP, reconstruction still seems to be necessary: the PRO
inside the external head has to be controlled. This is only possible if it is
interpreted in the c-command domain of the agent of the verb inside the relative
clause, which implies that the external head has to be reconstructed. In a sense,
these cases are best assimilated to the idiom cases in 1.3.1: they are mostly
collocations and require some proximity to the verb.

But to avoid this complication, I will follow Bianchi (1999: 118f.) and use picture
nouns where a coreferential PRO can be ruled out. This is certainly the case if the
reflexive realizes the only conceivable theta-role of the predicate as in the
following example:

(62) I poeta descrive il |[riflesso di se stessoi]
the poet described the reflection of himself
che Narcisoi vide __ nella fonte.
which Narcissus saw in.the fountain

‘The poet describes the reflection of himselfi that Narcissusi saw in the
fountain.’

The only role such predicates have is an optional possessor argument. A further
external argument that might be a PRO is impossible. Many nouns, however, do
in principle allow the projection of more than one argument, not only event
nominals such as destruction, but also nouns like rumor where the external
argument would be the one who spreads the rumor. For these types, one has to
make sure that a potential implicit PRO (in many cases it is not clear whether a
PRO would really be projected) would be disjunct from the anaphor. The following
example is of this type (Bianchi 1999: 118f.):

(63) i |[petegolezzi su  di sei] per cui Giannii se ¢& offeso
the gossips aboutof self at which John self is offended
‘the gossips about himselfi at which Johni took offense’

It is highly unlikely in this context that Gianni spread the gossip himself.
Therefore, even if there were an implicit PRO (which would raise difficulties for



28 Reconstruction data

the licensing of the anaphor inside the external head), it would certainly be
disjunct from Gianni so that anaphor binding is only possible via
reconstruction.28

As for Principle B, the only cases where one gets an effect, i.e. where a pronoun is
impossible, are the cases with an implicit PRO that were mentioned above.
Consequently, an example such as the following does not say anything about
reconstruction because the binding violation occurs inside the NP (cf. e.g. Bhatt
2002: 50):

(64) *the [PRO; picture of himi] that Johni took __

Reconstruction is probably still necessary for the PRO to be controlled.

To sum up, anaphor binding in English is a problematic diagnostic for
reconstruction because logophoric interpretation is often, perhaps even always,
possible. In languages like Italian (or German, cf. 2.1.1), reflexives do not allow
for logophoric use and therefore represent important evidence for reconstruction.

1.3.4 Principle C

1.3.4.1 Introduction

Principle C effects have figured prominently in the discussion of relative clauses
in recent years. As we will see presently, this has to do the fact that relative
clauses differ from wh-movement with regard to Condition C effects. That is
somewhat unexpected because reconstruction for other phenomena such as
anaphor binding, variable binding, scope and idiom interpretation was just as
systematic with relativization as with wh-movement. I will first discuss the core
case and then a number of more fine-grained aspects of Condition C effects.

1.3.4.2 The core case

The central observation is that there do not seem to be Condition C effects with
R-expressions contained inside the external head of relative clauses.
Coindexation with a pronoun that c-commands the putative reconstruction site is
grammatical. In the recent literature, one finds examples like the following (taken
from Munn 1994: 402, Sauerland 1998, and Safir 1999):

(65) a) the [picture of Billi] that hei likes __
b) The [relative of John;| that hei likes __lives far away.
c) The [picture of Johni] which hei saw __ in the paper is very flattering.

d) The [pictures of Marsdeni| which he; displays __ prominently are
generally the attractive ones.

e) Ihave a [report on Bob’si division] he; won’t like __.

28 T will come back to implicit PROs in the discussion of binding in German in 2.1.
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f) In [pictures of Ali| which hei lent us __, hei is shaking hands with the
president.

These facts are pretty much undisputed; still, many speakers find these
sentences only natural if the subject pronoun is slightly stressed.2® This
correlates with the observation made in Bianchi (1999: 112-115; 2004: 81) that
Principle C effects in Italian relatives are more clearly absent with a strong (overt)
pronoun, but are still detectable with the empty pro-subject:30

(66) Questo sono i [pettegolezzi su  Giannii
these are the gossips about John
che *proi/?lui; ha sentito .
which pro/he has heard
‘This is the gossip about Johni that he; heard.’

The nature of the contrast is somewhat unclear. To some extent, as argued in
Bianchi (2004: 81), the effect might have to do with the fact that an antecedent
inside the external head might not be salient enough to be referred to by a
weak/zero pronoun.

1.3.4.3 Contrast with wh-movement

The facts from relativization contrast strikingly with wh-movement or
topicalization where reconstruction for Principle C is the default (Munn 1994;
Sauerland 1998, 2003; Citko 2001):

(67) a) *[Which picture of Billi]: does he; like __1?
b) *[Which relative of Johni|: does hei like _ 1?
c) *[Which picture of Johni|: did he; see _ 1 in the paper?
d) *[Which picture of Marsdeni|: does he; display __1 prominently?
e) *[Which report on Bob’si division]: will hei not like __1?
f) *[Which pictures of Alj]: did hei lend us __1?

At this point, one important qualification is in order. The fact that there is a
major difference in reconstruction for Principle C between relative clauses and
other A’-constructions is more or less generally agreed upon (cf. Safir 1999; Citko
2001; Sauerland 2003; Bianchi 2004). However, it has been frequently claimed
that reconstruction effects for Principle C with wh-movement and topicalization
do not always occur, even with material contained in arguments (see below), cf.
Heycock (1995), Kuno (1997), Postal (1997), Fox (1999), Safir (1999), Fischer
(2002, 2004). Safir (1999: 609, ex. 61) provides a representative list of the types
of examples found in the discussion. Here are some of them:

(68) a) [Which biography of Picassoi]1 do you think hei wants to read _ :?

29 In addition, focus particles like himself or in other languages some form of ‘self’ (e.g. German
selbst) modifying the pronoun facilitate coreference.
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b) [Which witness’s attack on Leei|: did he; try to get __1 expunged from
the trial records?

c) [Whose criticism of Leei|: did he; choose to ignore __1?

d) [Whose criticism of Lee’s; physical fitness]: did hei use __1 when he
applied to NASA for space training?

e) [Whose allegation that Leei was less than truthful]: did hei refute _
vehemently?

f) [Most articles about Maryi]: I am sure shei _ 1 hates.

g) [That Edi was under surveillance|: he; never realized _ 1.
h) [That John; had seen the movie]: he; never admitted _ ;.
i)  [Which picture of Johni|: does hei like best __;?

There seem to be both conflicting judgments (most people I consulted only found
e-g somewhere near acceptability) as well as cases where there is indeed no
reconstruction. The principles that govern some of the effects may have to do
with discourse properties such as perspective etc. (see Kuno 1997). In line with
the literature I will continue to assume that there is a systematic difference
between wh-movement and relativization with respect to Condition C effects. The
deviant wh-movement cases will then require a special explanation, which is
desirable anyway with discourse effects.3! Next to these types, there is one type of
exception that seems to be structural, namely, when an R-expression is part of a
phrase headed by an amount quantifier that takes wide scope. These cases are
discussed in 1.3.5.2.

1.3.4.4 No argument-adjunct asymmetries with external heads

Importantly, the R-expressions in the relative clauses discussed above were all
(contained in) arguments of the head noun. This fact is important because it has
been claimed for wh-movement that only R-expressions that are (contained in)
arguments cause Condition C effects under reconstruction whereas there are no
such effects with R-expressions inside adjuncts (cf. van Riemsdijk & Williams
1981; Freidin 1986; Lebeaux 1990; Fox 1999; etc.) The following by now famous
pair is supposed to show the contrast between arguments and adjuncts:

(69) a) *[Which claim that Mary had offended John;]: did he; repeat _ 1?
b) [Which claim that offended Johni|: did he; repeat __1?

This contrast is usually accounted for by assuming that adjuncts such as the
relative clause in (69)b can be merged late after wh-movement has taken place so

30 Natasa Milicevi¢ (p.c.) has pointed out to me that the same asymmetry is found in Serbo-
Croatian.

31 I should point out that Henderson (2005) interpretes the empirical situation the opposite way.
According to him, Condition C effects are more or less equally weak in both relativization and
wh-movement and therefore do not represent a relevant diagnostic for reconstruction. Their
absence is to be explained by the properties of Principle C rather than a particular analysis of
relative clauses.
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that they have never occupied a position in the c-command domain of the
coreferential subject pronoun. With complements as in (69)a, this is not possible:
arguments are selected and if the respective features on the selecting heads are
not checked immediately the derivation crashes. Consequently, they have to be
merged cyclically. Adjuncts are not selected and therefore, it is argued,
countercyclic merger is possible.

The issue has become contested in recent years (see e.g. Heycock 1995; Lasnik
1998; Fischer 2002, 2004: 202ff.). First, (69)a is a strange question in the first
place, and this holds for many examples with complement clauses selected by
nouns. Second, delimiting arguments from adjuncts is not a trivial matter (see
Fischer 2004: 183ff., 221f). While relative clauses are quite uncontroversial
adjuncts, the status of noun complement clauses is disputed (see Stowell 1981).
Furthermore, even among PP-modifiers there are conflicting statements in the
literature. The clearest contrast is probably provided by event nominals which
more clearly select (optional) arguments (and the same is probably true of
sentential complements of event nominals). Safir (1999: 589, note 1) gives the
following example:

(70) a) *[Which investigation of Nixonj|: did he; resent __1?
b) [Which investigation near Nixon’s; house]: did hei resent __1?

The contrast indeed seems to be quite clear. In many other sources, however, PPs
that would normally be classified as arguments — as in picture of John — are taken
to be adjuncts (e.g. in Heycock 1995). It seems that at least for some speakers,
PP-complements of nouns that are not as clearly relational as event nominals can
be analyzed as adjuncts. This might explain the variation that is found with
respect to Principle C, cf. (68). Still, the tendency remains that coreference is
much easier with straightforward adjuncts like relative clauses or locative PPs
than with complements of picture.

A more fundamental argument against the argument-adjunct approach is
presented by Fischer (2004: 202ff., 221f.). She claims that the argument/adjunct
distinction is the wrong cut. There is one type of example that is indeed very
problematic: adjuncts that are not dependent on another constituent apparently
cannot be merged late (Fischer 2004: 203):

(71) *In Ben’s; office, he; lay on the desk.

In Ben'’s office is certainly an adjunct and nothing so far rules out merging that
constituent in some higher position outside the c-command domain of he.
Obviously, cyclic merger is necessary to derive the ungrammaticality — but why?
The only reason I can think of is that the locative adjunct has to be merged lower
to be properly interpreted. It is related to the event and therefore has to occupy a
vP-related position at LF. Its surface position, however, is in the left periphery,
where it cannot be interpreted as an event modifier.

Another aspect Fischer (2004: 206f.) mentions is the depth of embedding. This
does indeed seem to play a certain role because many of the examples that are
surprisingly good for some speakers even though the R-expression is contained



32 Reconstruction data

in an argument involve embedding, see again the data in (68). This is arguably
more of a parsing effect rather than a grammatical one and since many of the
examples are still rejected by many speakers, I remain skeptical about the
validity of this factor.

The last and (for her) the most crucial observation is that adding a disjunct
possessor to the dislocated noun seems to alleviate Condition C effects (Fischer
2004: 207). Since she only discusses German I will give the English equivalents
with her judgments:

(72) a) [Mary’s punishment for Peter’s: being late]:, he; accepted _ 1.
b) *[The punishment for Peter’s; being late]:, he; accepted __i.

The contrast does not seem all that clear in English, which might have to do with
the different status of topicalization. I will briefly come back to the issue in the
discussion of the German data in 2.2.6.3.

Despite all these complications, I will assume that the argument/adjunct
distinction does play an important role in the context of Condition C. The basic
contrast as in (70) is clear. Next to the straightforward cases, there is a large
number of cases where the vagueness of the argument/adjunct distinction, the
depth of embedding and aspects like perspective and logophoricity obfuscate the
basic contrast. In this thesis, I will therefore always attempt to use contexts that
avoid any of these additional factors.32

1.3.4.5 Semi-idiomatic cases

The early literature (Schachter 1973) assumed that there is reconstruction for
Principle C and used the following examples to prove the point:

(73) a) *The [opinion of John;] that hei has __ is unfavorable.
b) *The [portrait of Johni] that hei painted __ is extremely unflattering.

However, as discussed in 1.3.3, these are exactly the expressions where one
might posit an implicit PRO so that reconstruction is unnecessary to derive the
ungrammaticality (see also Bhatt 2002: 50):

(74) *the [PROi portrait of Johni| that hei painted __

Again, as discussed in 1.3.3, this is strictly speaking not correct because
reconstruction is still necessary to control the PRO. But then, the Condition C
effect will be due to the PRO, and not due to the coreferential subject pronoun.

As soon as these expressions are slightly altered to avoid a coreferential implicit
PRO, Condition C effects are no longer observed as in the following example, cf.
Safir (1999: 597, note 11):

(75) The [opinion of Johni| that hei thinks Mary has __ is unfavorable.

32 More cases of late merger are discussed in 1.3.5.2. The precise derivation and LF-
representations will be dealt with in 1.4.1.
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Even if there were an implicit PRO, it would certainly be disjunct from John
because it would be controlled by Mary, not by John.

1.3.4.6  Asymmetry between the external head and the relative operator

An interesting asymmetry obtains with R-expressions inside the external head
and those inside the relative operator phrase: in the latter, there is
reconstruction for Principle C (Safir 1999 via Sauerland 2000: 355):

(76) a) *Irespect any writer [whose depiction of Johni]: he;i’ll object to _ 1.
b) Irespect [any depiction of John;] he;i’ll object to __.

Interestingly, with R-expressions inside the relative operator, one finds an
argument-adjunct asymmetry: in the following example, there is no Condition C
effect even though the trace is c-commanded by the coreferential pronoun (Safir
1999: 600, ex. 30a):

(77) The guys [whose pictures in Sam’s; office]: I am sure hei is most proud
of __1 are the guys from his home town.

The contrast with (76)a is best explained by the assumption that the adjunct has
been merged late so that Sam does not occupy a position c-commanded by he at
any point of the derivation.

1.3.4.7 Strong Crossover effects and possessive relativization

For reasons that will become clear later on, it is also important to discuss Strong
Crossover effects and in this context more generally the structure of the relative
operator. Whenever a relative pronoun moves across a coreferential pronoun we
get a (Secondary) Strong Crossover effect:

(78) a) *the mani whoi/i he; likes _
b) *the mani; [whosei father]: hei likes __

Strong Crossover effects are often subsumed under Condition C effects so that
these data can be interpreted as evidence for reconstruction. While it seems clear
that material contained inside the relative operator phrase is reconstructed, it is
interesting to test how exactly the relative operator is linked to the external head
with respect to reconstruction. This is particularly interesting with whose in the
following example, cf. Cresti (2000: 153, ex. 1b):

(79) the [friend of Bobi]; [whose; sister]: hei loves __;

Whose is coreferential with the entire external head friend of Bob so that in a
sense it also contains the R-expression Bob which makes it available inside the
relative clause so that a Condition C effect is expected. But no such effect is
observed, and it seems that the same mechanism that prevents Principle C
effects in relatives is also at work here.
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1.3.4.8 R-expressions vs. quantifiers

Another interesting aspect concerns the behavior of quantifiers: as opposed to R-
expressions, they lead to Principle C effects when contained inside the external
head (Safir 1999: 611, ex. 66a, 612, ex. 68a):

(80) a) *[Pictures of anyonei] which hei displays __ prominently are likely to be
attractive ones.

b) *[Anyone’s; pictures] which he; displays __ prominently are likely to be
attractive ones.

Importantly, the position of the trace is crucial: if the reconstructed position c-
commands the coreferential pronoun, the example is fine, showing that the
ungrammaticality in (80) is indeed due to reconstruction (Safir 1999: 611, ex.
66a/b ):33

(81) a) *[Pictures of anyone;] [which he; displays __ prominently] are likely to be
attractive ones.

b) [Pictures of anyone;] [which __ put him; in a good light] are likely to be
attractive ones.

Furthermore, with quantifiers, the argument-adjunct asymmetry reemerges: the
following example is grammatical even though the trace position is c-commanded
by the coreferential pronoun (Safir 1999: 612, ex. 67a):

(82) [Pictures on anyonei’s shelf] [which he; displays __ prominently| are
likely to be attractive ones.

The following pair makes the same point for quantifiers inside the relative
operator phrase (Safir 1999: 602, ex. 39a, 40a):

(83) a) *Irespect [any writer] [whose depiction of everyonei|: he; will
object to __1.
b) ?Can you think of [a single politician] [whose picture in any civil
servant’s; office|: hei is truly proud of _ 1 7?
These facts imply that whatever process is responsible for the absence of

Condition C effects in relatives with R-expressions fails to apply when quantifiers
are involved.

1.3.5 Correlations

The pattern of Condition C effects surprisingly changes once reconstruction is
forced for some other reasons, such as variable binding (84), idiom interpretation

33  Safir’s data are very complex and unacceptable for some — I think because scoping of the
quantifier out of the DP is not readily available to everyone. The corresponding base sentences
are supposed to show the same contrast (Safir 1999: 601, ex. 34a/c):

i) *He; tries to forget some review of every poet’s; book.
ii) ? Some review of every poet’si book is bound to upset himi.
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(85) and scope (86)3* (Munn 1994: 402, ex. 15c; Heycock 1995; Romero 1998:
90ff.; Fox 1999: 168ff.; the examples are from Sauerland 2003: 213ff.):

(84) *The [letters by Johni to herj that hei told every girl; to burn __ were
published.

(85) a) *the [picture of Billj] that he; took __

b) *The [headway on Mary’si project] that shei had made __ pleased the
boss.

(86) a) *The [many books for Gina’s; vet school] that she; needs __ will be
expensive.

b) *I visited all [the relatives of Mary’si] that shei said there are __ left.

Whatever mechanism prevents Condition C effects in normal relative clauses
must be absent here. With the exception of the variable binding cases, which I
think are uncontroversial,35 I believe that there are problems with most of the
data cited in the literature so that the evidence for the correlation is actually less
compelling than usually assumed.

1.3.5.1 The idiom cases

The first problem concerns the idiom data. Examples like (85)a are of the semi-
idiomatic type and most likely contain an implicit PRO as already discussed in
1.3.3. Reconstruction is necessary to control the PRO and Condition C effects are
therefore expected. The mechanism that normally prevents Condition C effects
apparently cannot apply here.

The example (85)b, however, does not show what it is supposed to show: in my
view, headway on Mary’s project is no felicitous external head because it cannot
form a constituent in this context:

In the expression headway on Mary’s project the PP on Mary’s project is not
dependent on headway, but rather on the entire expression make headway (or
just the verb). Such a dependence would yield the wrong semantics: on Mary’s
project does not restrict headway. This becomes clear if a non-idiomatic context
is used:

(87) Among the positive developments it cites the headway on the issues of
participation of developing countries in the WTO system and
implementation of Uruguay round commitments.
www.hinduonnet.com/businessline/2001/05/24 /stories/01242001.htm

Here, on the issues of participation of developing countries in the WTO system is
dependent on headway and restricts it.

34  The scope examples have an amount interpretation and therefore require reconstruction, cf.
1.3.1.

35 In 1.4.1, I will discuss cases where Condition C effects can be alleviated if an intermediate
landing site is available above the coreferential pronoun but below the QP.
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One can also test this syntactically: if the PP in (85)b were a complement of
headway, one would expect it to be inextractable when headway is headed by a
definite determiner because definite DPs normally disallow extraction of their
complements. But this prediction is not borne out: wh-moving the allegedly
dependent PP is unproblematic:

(88) On which tasks did Peter make the most significant headway?

Conversely, in cases where headway is used non-idiomatically and can take
complements, it bars extraction of complements:

(89) *On which tasks did Peter praise the significant headway?

Consequently, if an external head as in (85)b is possible, the constituency must
be different, it cannot simply be the NP headway with a PP depending on it.
Headway and on his project would have to form a larger constituent, perhaps
similar to some projection of VP as with double objects. However, restrictive
relatives cannot modify non-NPs, cf. de Vries (2002: 185). It seems safe to
conclude that (85)b is therefore out for independent reasons. This seems to be
refuted by Sauerland’s (2003: 214, ex. 24b) claim that the sentence becomes
good if the R-expression is replaced by a pronoun:

(90) The [headway on her; project] that Mary: had made __ pleased the
boss.

However, I have found several speakers who find this sentence still degraded,
arguably for the above-mentioned reasons. The much more acceptable way of
saying this is by leaving the PP inside the relative clause:

(91) The [headway] that Mary: had made __ on her: project pleased the
boss.

I tentatively conclude that data as in (85)b must be taken with a lot of care and
should not be considered decisive arguments that the Condition C pattern
changes if reconstruction is forced by other means. The situation in German to
be discussed in chapter 2 will turn out to argue even more clearly against the
constituency that is claimed for these cases.

1.3.5.2 The scope cases

A similar objection can be raised against many of the cases discussed in the
context of scope reconstruction, more precisely amount readings. I will discuss
these facts in quite some detail because they will turn out to be important later
on. I mentioned at the end of the section on Principle C effects that there is one
case where the absence of reconstruction for Principle C in wh-movement is
somewhat clearer, at least in English. This case involves the ambiguity of amount
quantifiers like how many, discussed e.g. in Heycock (1995), Romero (1998), and
Fox (1999). Such phrases show systematic ambiguities when they interact with
scopal elements (e.g. modals or propositional attitude verbs). Consider the
following sentence from Fox (1999: 165, ex. 15):

(92) [How many people]: did Mary decide to hire _ ;?
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This sentence is ambiguous between a wide-scope reading of the quantifier,
which is also referred to as referential, and a narrow-scope reading, which is the
amount reading. Under the wide-scope reading, such a sentence is felicitous if
there is a set of seven specific people that Mary has decided to hire (e.g. people
that impressed her during the interview). Under the amount or narrow-scope
reading, only the sheer number counts, for instance, when Mary simply knows
that she needs 50 people and decides on this amount before the interviews have
taken place. If the how many-phrase contains an R-expression coreferential with
the subject, the referential/wide-scope reading is expected to bleed Principle C
whereas the amount reading, which corresponds to the reconstructed reading,
feeds Condition C. The latter case is the one I am interested in here. Since the
difference between the two readings is subtle in the example above, it is helpful
to use a context where only one of the readings is possible. The context normally
used are verbs of creation (invent, come up with, build, publish), which when used
in the appropriate tense only allow a narrow-scope reading. The following pair
makes the contrast quite clear (Fox 1999: 166):

(93) a) [How many houses|: does John think you should build __;?
think > many; *many > think

b) [How many houses|: does John think that you should demolish _ ;?
think > many; many > think

A verb of creation in the non-past tense only allows an amount reading whereas a
verb such as demolish allows both readings. Other contexts that force an amount
reading are there-sentences and amount relatives. A referential reading, on the
other hand, can be triggered by extracting a how many phrase from a weak
island.

The prediction is that with an amount reading, an R-expression inside the how-
many phrase will lead to a Principle C effect, c-commanded by a pronoun in the
dependent clause at LF, but not with a referential reading. It is somewhat
difficult to find clear examples because some verbs of creation (invent, come up
with) probably have an implicit PRO in the Spec of their complement (cf. Fox
1999: 167, note 24, but Heycock 1995: 558, note 15 for a different view; see also
footnote 49) so that Condition C effects result form independent factors. One type
of contrast that avoids this complication and is often cited in the literature (cf.
Fox 1999: 167) is the following:

(94) a) *[How many houses in John’s; city]: does he; think you should
build __:? think > many; *many > think

b) [How many houses in John’s; city|: does hei think you should
demolish _ 1? *think > many; many > think

(94)a only allows an amount reading because of the verb of creation. This forces
reconstruction and leads to a Condition C effect. (94)b, on the other hand, allows
both a referential and an amount interpretation of the amount quantifier. But
since only the wide-scope interpretation avoids a Condition C effect, this is the
only possible interpretation in this case.
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Relatives seem to pattern the same:

(95) a) *the [many houses in John’s; city] that he; thinks you should build __
think > many; *many > think

b) *the [many houses in John’s; city] that he; thinks you should
demolish __ *think > many; many > think

The question is whether this actually shows what it is supposed to show. In both
cases, the PP containing the R-expression is clearly an adjunct. In (95)b, it is
argued, the PP can be merged late whereas in (95)a), this is impossible because of
reconstruction, i.e. the adjunct must be interpreted where the head noun is
interpreted to yield a coherent interpretation (cf. Heycock 1995: 561; Fox 1999:
190, note 55).36 However, I believe there are independent reasons for the
ungrammaticality of the a-examples: as discussed above with respect to (85)b,
there is something wrong with the constituency of the external head. The
external head together with its modifier has the wrong constituency for its
interpretation: one cannot build something that is already located in space by a
modifier (which is the interpretation one gets if the modifier is dependent on
house). Rather one can build something, and this happens in some location. The
PP is therefore not syntactically dependent on house. In (95)b, there is no such
problem because the houses exist already, and their denotation is restricted by
the PP-modifier. Fox (1999: 168, ex. 22b) claims that a pronoun would be fine
inside the adjunct, which would refute the argument just made:

(96) [How many houses in his; city]: does John; think you should build __;?

However, several people I have consulted do not share this judgment. Even
though the sentence is not downright ungrammatical, it does remain strange.
The same holds for the corresponding relative clause:

(97) ??the [many houses in his; city] that Johni thinks you should build __

All speakers prefer to put the PP-modifier in the embedded clause, both in wh-
movement and in relative clauses:

(98) a) [How many houses]: does John think you should build __; in his city?
b)??the [many houses] that Johni thinks you should build __ in his; city

As we will see below (299), the corresponding German example is quite
unacceptable as well. I believe therefore, that (94)a and (95)a are out for
independent reasons.

I think that the same problem explains the ungrammaticality of (86)a: again,
something is wrong with the constituency. The string need something for
something as such is structurally ambiguous; for something can be dependent on
the first noun and restrict it or can be independent (the two interpretations are
differentiated by different stress patterns; the independent interpretation seems
only possible with an indefinite article). Depending on the context, both
construals are felicitous. Consider the following sentence:

36 T will discuss the workings of reconstruction in these examples in more detail in 1.4.1.
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(99) I still need a present for Mary.

Depending on what is focused, the speaker either needs a present, and this
present is for Mary so that the PP is independent or the speaker needs a present
of a particular type, namely one that is characterized by being for Mary. The
latter construal is, however, not particularly natural in the current context.
Consider the following base sentence to the relative in (86)a:

(100) Gina still needs many books for her vet school.

The most natural construal of this sentence is that Gina needs many books and
she needs them for her vet school. The other construal with the PP dependent on
books is unlikely here. But this is exactly the constituency for the external head
in (86)a to be well-formed. Evidence for this comes from the fact that the
sentence does not improve markedly if the R-expression is replaced by a
pronoun:

(101) ??the [many books for heri vet school] that she; needs __

The only really natural way of expressing such a content would be to leave the
modifier inside the relative clause:

(102) the [many books] that shei needs __ for her: vet school

A context that avoids these constituency problems are existential sentences, (Fox
1999: 168, ex. 24a/b):

(103) a) *[How many people from Diana’s; neighborhood]: does she; think there
are __1 at the party?

b) [How many people from Diana’si neighborhood]: does she; think _ ; are
at the party?

(103)a), which only has an amount reading, leads to a condition C effect, whereas
(103)b), which also allows a wide-scope reading, has no such consequence. The
question is whether the corresponding relatives behave the same. According to
Sauerland (2003: 215) they do, cf. (86)d, but Safir (1999: 613, note 22) questions
the correlation and claims for the there-case that the following example is fine:

(104) the [number of pictures of Dianai| that shei thought there were __ in
the envelope

Safir does not address the other correlations, unfortunately, so that the point
remains moot. So we still do not have clear evidence. Probably the best example I
have been able to find is the following (Romero 1998: 94, ex. 40a):

(105) *[How much of John’s; Merlot]: do you think hei drank __; last night?

Here, the of-PP is certainly dependent on much so that there is no constituency
problem. How much only allows an amount reading and therefore involves
reconstruction, which leads to a Condition C effect. However, this example
cannot be translated into a relative clause very easily because of much. One has
to resort to the expression many bottles, which seems to have the desired
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properties (there is no explicit statement in the literature about relatives,
unfortunately):

(106) *the [many bottles of Peter’s: Merlot] that he; drank __ in just one
evening

1.3.5.3 Correlation with construal of superlative adjectives

Correlations between the interpretation of adjectival modifiers and Principle C
have not been tested for English to my knowledge (but see Heck 2005: 5, ex. 33,
and the discussion in (306) below), although the expectation is, of course, that
the low reading triggers a Condition C effect and the high reading does not. To
the extent I have been able to test this, the facts seem to go in the right direction,
but the results should be considered provisional. I use an NPI to trigger a specific
reading:

(107) a) the [first book about Johni| that I ever said he;i liked __ =» high
reading

b) *the [first book about Johni| that I said he; ever liked __ =» low reading

Under the low construal, coreference between John and he seems more difficult
than under the high reading.

1.3.5.4 Summary

So what can be concluded from this section? The evidence that the Condition C
pattern changes in relatives if reconstruction is forced by other means is not too
strong, certainly weaker than claimed in the literature. Only the cases with
variable binding are analytically watertight; more empirical work would be
needed to find out whether the correlations really obtain. For the time being, I
will assume that reconstruction for variable binding and scope does lead to
Principle C effects, at least in English. As we will see in 2.2.7, the German facts
are different.

1.3.6 Obligatory non-reconstruction of the external head

So far, we have seen a lot of evidence in favor of reconstruction in relatives. There
are cases, however, that suggest that at least in limited circumstances,
reconstruction must be blocked. It is uncontroversial that the head noun can
form an idiom with the matrix verb, cf. McCawley (1981):

(108) John pulled the [strings| that __ got Bill the job.
For idiom interpretation to be possible, the idiom must not reconstruct.

One can also construct similar examples with anaphor binding: since the binder
is located in the matrix clause, the external head must not be reconstructed into
the relative clause because the anaphor contained inside the external head would
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be too far away from its binder. Here are a number of naturally occurring
examples:37

(109) a) It’s got to be a person whoi likes that part of himselfi that __ touches
people that way. TW: Why do you love playing Wes Anderson’s
characters?
www.thewavemag.com/pagegen.php?pagename=article&articleid=25147

b) Gloria: He’si just got a confident air about himselfi that I think
matches Leo’s.
allmychildren.about.com/cs/recaps/a/bl20040312d.htm

c) He; didn't tell me details about himselfi that I needed to know __ to
make informed choices about the relationship.
www.cedarfire.com/newsletter.shtml

d) ...Ilent a sympathetic ear, but quickly realized that he; was prone to
revealing intimate details about himselfi that I would prefer to never,
ever hear _ .
www.workingfortheman.com/bossdivorce.html

e) He claims that now hei likes all those disheartening things about
himselfi that as a young man he thought __ were so repulsive:. his
prosaic name, his red,
dx.doi.org/10.1111/0036-0341.00007

f) So far the Search for the real Howard, whoi likes to intimate things
about himselfi that __ are not quite what they seem, has revealed the
following: Contrary to ...
nypdconfidential.com/newsday/1999/991122.html

In a language like English, such examples are perhaps of limited force because,
as discussed in 1.3.3, anaphors can be used logophorically so that one could
conclude that picture NPs are exempt from the Binding Theory. Consequently,
the anaphors in the examples above might be licensed even if they are
reconstructed into the relative clause. However, in languages where such
anaphors are subject to Condition A, examples like those above do represent
evidence against reconstruction. The idiom case also remains relevant for
English. The following subsection discusses a related issue.38

1.3.7 Conflicting requirements

One can also find examples with conflicting reconstruction requirements. In the
following example, the anaphor seems to be bound in the matrix clause and at
the same time has to be reconstructed for idiom interpretation:

37 All examples from the internet that appear in this thesis have been corrected with respect to
orthography.

38 Citko (2001: 134f.) discusses a similar case with external heads containing NPIs that must not
be reconstructed in order not to violate the Immediate Scope Constraint (Linebarger 1987:
338).
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(110) I will never forget Somi, his sunken eyes, and the way he crawled into
my arms as he; showed me the picture of himselfi that one of my fellow
students took _ .
www.textbooksforafrica.org/19438.html?*session*id*key*=*session*id*val*

One might again assume that reconstruction of the external head causes no
problems for anaphor binding because the anaphor can be interpreted
logophorically. However, it is questionable whether logophoric use would be
possible in such a case: take a picture is the kind of semi-idiomatic expression
where one would posit an implicit PRO (cf. 1.3.3); in that case, the N picture
counts as a predicate so that the reflexive contained in it is no longer exempt
from the Binding Theory and would have to be bound by that PRO, which it isn’t
(it is the subject of the relative clause that controls the PRO). Reconstruction
would therefore possibly predict the sentence to be ungrammatical, see Reinhard
& Reuland (1993: 686, note 29) for discussion. Such examples therefore indicate
that the external head has to be interpreted in two different places. In languages
where anaphors cannot be used logophorically this fact is even clearer.39

Setting the problem of anaphors aside, there are more straightforward examples
(first mentioned for German in Heck 2005: 14, ex. 54): One can construct
examples where idiom formation requires a matrix-clause internal
representation, but where the idiomatic chunk also contains material that has to
be reconstructed such as for variable binding:40

(111) I always try to take [pictures of his; wife] that every mani likes __.

Such examples clearly show that the reconstruction behavior in relatives is
generally more complex than in wh-movement or topicalization where
reconstruction (almost) always takes place.

1.3.8 Overview

Let me briefly summarize the findings. Reconstruction in English relatives
displays an interesting pattern. With material contained inside the relative
operator phrase, reconstruction is as systematic as in wh-movement: there are
straightforward reconstruction effects for variable binding, scope reconstruction,
Condition A and Condition C. With material contained inside the external head,
however, things are somewhat different: while there is reconstruction for idioms,
variable binding, scope and Principle A, there is no reconstruction for Principle C
in the simple case. Interestingly, Condition C effects re-emerge once
reconstruction is forced for other reasons (such as variable binding). Another
peculiarity of English relatives is that there are configurations where the external
head must not be reconstructed at all or where it has two be interpreted in two

39 Actually, the case at hand is particularly difficult because if there is an implicit PRO, it must
only be represented inside the relative clause, but not inside the external head. Otherwise, the
PRO would block binding by the binder in the matrix clause.

40 Henk van Riemsdijk (p.c.) has pointed out to me a somewhat different case, where an NP
receives an idiomatic interpretation both in the matrix clause and relative clause-internally:

i) John never pulled the strings that his mother told him should be pulled.
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different positions. There is thus something special about the external head of
relative clauses that any analysis of relative clauses has to explain. For obvious
reasons, the intricate Condition C pattern will turn out to be decisive in the
evaluation of the different analyses.

(112) phenomenon relativization wh-
movement
external relative
head operator
idiom formation (41) + -
variable binding (42), (47) + +
scope reconstruction
(43)-(45), (48) : : :
low construal of . na. na
adjectives (49)
if argument (65), (67), R-expression -
(76)a, (81), (83)a, quantifier + + +
if adjunct (70)b, (77), (82), | R-expression - - -
(83)b quantifier - — Z
¢ |semi-idiomatic cases (73) + n.a.
o [SCO and SSCO (78) n.a. + +
'% correlation with variable . . .
£ |binding (84)
& [correlation with scope . . .
reconstruction (106)
correlation with low
construal of adjectives + n.a. n.a
(107)
non-reconstruction of + na. na
external head (108), (109)
conflicting requirements + na. a1
(111)
1.4 The implementation of reconstruction

In this section, I will lay out the precise assumptions that the three analyses of
relative clauses make with regard to reconstruction. But before I proceed, I will
briefly sketch how reconstruction is generally handled in A’-chains within the
Principles & Parameters framework.

1.4.1 Reconstruction in A’-chains
Consider the following example:

(113) [Which picture of hisi mother]: does every boy: like __1 best?

41 Safir (1999: 592) constructs a case where interpretation in several positions is necessary in
wh-movement as well, but normally, this does not seem to be the case.
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It is generally agreed upon that the fronted constituent, at least the restriction of
the wh-phrase, has to be interpreted in the lower position so that the bound
variable is c-commanded by every boy. Before the Minimalist Program, it was
assumed that there was an explicit operation called reconstruction that moves
the fronted constituent back into its theta-position.42

The perspective on reconstruction changed substantially with the advent of the
Minimalist Program; this mostly has to do with the revival of the Copy Theory of
Movement. Movement is no longer thought to leave a trace but a full copy of the
antecedent. In the case at hand, this yields the following representation after wh-
movement has taken place:*3

(114) [Which picture of his; mother]: does every boy: like best [Which picture
of hisi mother]:?

This structure cannot be interpreted, however, because it is not a proper
operator-variable structure. The wh-operator certainly has to be interpreted in
Spec, CP and it has to bind a variable.44 That means that at least part of the tail
of the chain has to be converted into a variable. There are in principle two
conceivable LF-representations for such a sentence, either with restricted or with
unrestricted quantification. Under restricted quantification, the restriction of
which is interpreted in the head of the chain and the entire lower copy is
converted into a variable. Under unrestricted quantification, the restriction is
interpreted in the tail of the chain and only the lower copy of the operator is
converted into a variable (LF-deletion is marked by strike-through):

(115) a) [Which picture of hisi mother]: does every boy: like best [x]:?

b) [Which pieture-of-hisimeother|1 does every boyi like best [x picture of
his; mother]:?

Clearly, only unrestricted interpretation derives the right result in this case
because the bound variable has to be interpreted in the reconstructed position.
The question is what determines which copy is interpreted. One could argue that
the grammar simply chooses the LF that derives a grammatical result. However,
this cannot be correct because of the following sentence:

(116) *[Which picture of Billi]: does hei like __1?

42 There were alternatives, which, however, never received widespread acceptance, namely the
concept of layered traces or the L-model of van Riemsdijk & Williams (1981).

43 For reasons of presentation, I will continue to coindex members of a movement chain even
under the Copy-theoretic notation. This will help tease apart the derivations of the HRA and
the MA below.

44 With topicalization, things are somewhat less clear. Consider the following example from
Sportiche (2003: 42, section 3.3.2. his ex. 68):

i) A book, it is obvious everyone will buy.

This sentence clearly allows for an interpretation of the whole preposed constituent in the
scope of everyone, which suggests that there is not partial reconstruction as with wh-
movement but total/radical reconstruction. At the same time, it is not clear what that would
mean for the information structural properties of the moved constituent. Plausibly, movement
for topic or focus also involves clause-typing, and it is not clear what would happen if the
whole constituent, which arguably bears the relevant information structural features, would be
reconstructed.
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This sentence has again two possible LFs:45
(117) a) §[Which picture of Billi]: does he; like [x]:?
b) *[Which pieture-ef Billi]: does he; like [x picture of Billi]:?

(117)a incorrectly predicts the absence of a Condition C effect. (117)b must
therefore be the correct interpretation. But how can this be derived? Chomsky
(1995: 209) proposes the Preference Principle to cover such cases. The Preference
Principle requires minimally restricted quantifiers. This will always prefer
unrestricted quantification.+6

There are also deletion operations that apply at PF. In the default case, the upper
copy is retained, the lower one is deleted (see Nunes 2001 for an elaborate theory
of PF-deletion). In the following representation, I have also added the PF-deletion
operations. PF-deleted constituents appear in outline:

(118) [Which pieture-of-hisimeother|: does every boyi like best
[x picture of hisi mother]:?

This yields the right result for most of the cases. Reconstruction is the default in
A’-chains. This is exactly what the Preference Principle means.

However, it is just a preference, not an absolute principle. There are well-known
cases where restricted interpretation is possible. Consider the following example
with anaphor binding (for the sake of argument, let us assume that anaphors are
subject to the Binding Theory):

(119) John; wondered [which picture of himselfi/j]1 Bill; saw __1.

According to the Preference Principle picture of himself should be reconstructed
so that only the lower subject can bind the anaphor, contrary to fact:

(120) §John; wondered [which pieture-of-himselfisj]: Billj saw [x picture of
himself./j]:.

Apparently, the Preference Principle can be overridden so that the upper copy
can be exceptionally privileged. Chomsky (1995) argues that this follows from the
exceptional properties of the anaphor. It undergoes LF-movement to cliticize onto
its antecedent which yields the two following options:

(121) a) Johni self-wondered [which picture of _ seif]1 Billj saw [which picture of
himself]:.

b) John; wondered [which picture of himself]: Bill; self-saw [which picture
of _ seifl1.

Movement of self restricts the deletion possibilities: Chomsky assumes that the
copy that contains the trace of self cannot be deleted. This implies that the

45 T use the symbol “§” for representations that predict the wrong grammaticality, both when they
wrongly predict a sentence to be bad or when they incorrectly predict it to be well-formed.

46 See Fox (1999: 182) for a somewhat different implementation of the Preference Principle.
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Preference Principle is not an option in (121)a; consequently, the entire upper
copy is retained and we get restricted quantification:

(122) John; self-wondered [which picture of __ sei]1 Billj saw [x]1.

In (121)b, however, the upper copy does not contain a trace of the anaphor and
therefore the Preference Principle can apply:*7

(123) John; wondered [which pieture-of himself]: Bill; self-saw
[x picture of __ seif]1.

The same reasoning will account for binding in intermediate positions as in the
following example (see Barss 1986):

(124) [Which picture of himselfi/;] does Johni think that Bill; likes?

The wh-phrase can be interpreted both in the theta position or in the
intermediate Spec, CP depending on which copy contains the trace of self:

(125) a) [Which pieture-of-himselfis|1 does Johni self-think [cr [x picture of _ seif]1
that Bill; likes [x]1 ]?

b) [Which pieture-of-himselis|1 does Johni think [cr [X pietare-of-himselfis|1
that Bill; self-likes [x picture of __self]: |?

There is another case where a copy other than the lowest one is privileged for
interpretation, but as far as I can see, it is not covered by the assumptions so far.
Fox (1999: 173), citing Lebeaux (1990) discusses questions where the wh-phrase
is modified by a relative clause that contains both a bound pronoun and an R-
expression. The wh-phrase has to reconstruct together with the relative clause
for variable binding to be possible. Additionally, there is a pronoun coreferential
with the R-expression that c-commands the lowest copy of the wh-phrase.
Interestingly, we do not always get a Condition C effect:

(126) a) [Which of the papers that he; gave to Ms. Browni|: did every student;
hope she; will read __1?

b) *[Which of the papers that hej gave to Ms. Browni|: did she; hope that
every student; will revise __1?

Clearly, the wh-phrase has to reconstruct below the QP. In (126)b, there is only
one option, the theta-position, and since this position is c-commanded by she,
the lower copy of Ms. Brown will trigger a condition C effect:

(127) *[Which efthe papers-that-hergave-to-Ms-Browni|: did she; hope that

every student; will revise [x of the papers that he; gave to Ms. Brown;|:?

47 If the interpretation of anaphors is governed by discourse properties (cf. 1.3.3), this is not
necessary. Rather, the restriction would be retained in the lowest copy only and the anaphor
could take various antecedents depending on their salience, cf. Pollard & Sag (1992), Safir
(1999: 595). This would make it possible to adopt a stricter version of the Preference Principle.
Interestingly, languages where anaphors cannot be licensed logophorically do not seem to
allow (121)a. This might be an indication that there is indeed only reconstruction to the lowest
position. I will come back to this issue in the next chapter when discussing the German facts
(2.1).
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But how is a Condition C violation avoided in (126)a? Fox argues that this is due
to reconstruction into an intermediate landing site, the embedded Spec, CP
position. This position guarantees variable binding (it is c-commanded by the QP)
and at the same time avoids a Condition C violation because that position is
outside the c-command domain of the coreferential pronoun:

(128) [Which efthe-papers-that-hejgaveto-Ms-—Brown;|1 did every student;
hope [cr [x of the papers that hej gave to Ms. Browni|: she; will
read [x]1]?

Fox presents this as a possibility, but does not explain why it is possible to
privilege a copy other than the tail. Clearly, this option must not always be
available because otherwise we expect the general absence of Condition C effects
once one level of embedding is involved. This is clearly wrong as the following
example shows:

(129) *[Which picture of Johni|: do you think [c __1 hei likes __1 best]?

To derive the ungrammaticality, reconstruction has to target the lowest position,
not the intermediate Spec, CP position. Why this is exceptionally possible in (128)
remains unaccounted for. One cannot derive this from a locality requirement on
variable binding simply because there is no such requirement: bound variables
can be arbitrarily far away from their antecedent. I will leave this issue here
unresolved even though it shows that the Preference Principle does not cover the
entire range of reconstruction effects.

There is one more case where interpretation of the higher copy is often thought to
be required. These are the cases of late merger, briefly discussed already in
1.3.4.4. I repeat a relevant contrast:

(130) a) *[Which investigation of Nixon;|: did he; resent __1?
b) [Which investigation near Nixon’si house]: did hei resent __1?

Abstracting away for the moment from the difficulty to distinguish arguments
from adjuncts, the asymmetry with respect to Condition C seems to be a problem
for the Preference Principle because it would predict a Condition C effect in both
cases. Chomsky (1995) adopts Lebeaux’s theory of late merger according to
which adjuncts can be merged non-cyclically, in the present case after wh-
movement has taken place. Therefore, there is no representation of the adjunct in
the theta-position. Adjuncts, on the other hand, have to be merged cyclically and
therefore leave a copy:

(131) a) *[Which investigation of Nixoni|: did hei resent [Which investigation of
Nixoni|:?
b) [Which investigation near Nixon’s; house]: did hei resent [Which
investigation]:?

The Preference Principle can apply straightforwardly to (131)a so that we get
unrestricted quantification, and the presence of Nixon in the tail of the chain
triggers a Condition C effect:
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(132) *[Which investigation-of Nixeni]: did hei resent [x investigation of

Nixoni|:?

In (131)b, however, the Preference Principle cannot apply because that would
delete the adjunct and since it is not present in the lower copy it could not be
recovered. The only option is therefore restricted quantification:*8

(133) [Which investigation near Nixon’si; house]: did hei resent [x]1?

Importantly, late merger is an option that is not always available. It is not
available in two configurations. First, if the adjunct contains an element such as
a bound pronoun that is not licensed in Spec, CP, late merger is not possible
because the pronoun would remain unbound and the derivation would crash.
Consider the following example (Fox 1999: 189; see also Romero 1998: 154ff.):

(134) *[Which book that he; asked Ms. Brown; for]: did she; give
every studentj __1?

The wh-phrase contains the bound pronoun he, which has to be reconstructed to
be bound by every student. Under late merger, however, this would not be
possible. Consequently, the adjunct has to be merged cyclically. As a
consequence, there will be a copy of Ms. Brown in the c-command domain of she
so that a Condition C violation obtains.

The other case where late merger is impossible concerns some of the cases with
amount quantification from Heycock (1995) and Fox (1999) already discussed in
1.3.5.2. Recall that in those cases, the higher copy can exceptionally be privileged
at LF because this yields a semantic effect, a difference in scope — e.g. when a
quantifier inside the wh-phrase interacts with another scopal element. I repeat a
relevant example from above:

(1395) [How many people]: did Mary decide to hire _ ;?

In this example, the quantifier many interacts with decide. In principle, both a
wide-scope and a narrow-scope interpretation are possible. The following
examples give the respective LF-representations (how is a pure question marker
and does not reconstruct):

(136) a) [How manypeople|: did Mary decide to hire [x many people]:?
decide > many

b) [How many people]: did Mary decide to hire [x]1?
man > decide

Example (136)a with scope reconstruction directly follows under the Preference
Principle. (136)b, however, does not, in fact, it violates it. I will assume that the
wide-scope cases are another instance where the Preference Principle can be
overridden. This might not be entirely faithful to the sources that have discussed

48 Interestingly, Hornstein et al. (2005: 264, ex. 76d) seem to assume that it is possible to
interpret the restriction in the tail of the chain, but the adjunct in Spec, CP. Fox (1999: 190)
explicitly states that this is impossible. I will come back to this below when the correlation
between scope and Condition C is discussed.
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these data (Heycock 1995, Fox 1999) as they make somewhat different
assumptions about reconstruction, but for my purposes, this will be sufficient.

Importantly, late merger interacts in intricate ways with these amount cases. As
discussed in 1.3.5.2., if an adjunct is added that contains an R-expression
coreferential with the subject of the embedded clause, these sentences are
disambiguated in favor of the wide-scope reading as in the following example (Fox
1999: 169, ex. 28a):

(137) [How many slides of Jonathan’s; trip to Kamchatka]: did he:1 decide to
show __1 at the party? (many > decide; *decide > many)

The only possible answer to this question is the specific set of slides he has
decided on; the narrow-scope reading under which only the amount counts (e.g.
before looking at the slides, Jonathan thought that 100 would be about the right
amount) is not available. Importantly, Fox (1999: 167, note 23) argues that the
obviation of the Condition C effect does not follow from the fact that only the
higher copy is interpreted, but rather from the fact that the R-expression is
contained in an adjunct that can be merged late. As discussed above, once we
have late merger, only the higher copy can be interpreted:

(138) [How many slides of Jonathan’s; trip to Kamchatka]: did he1 decide to
show [x]: at the party? (many > decide; *decide > many)

This conclusion (which is shared by Heycock 1995: 558) is actually somewhat
surprising because in the case at hand it is not so clear that we are really dealing
with an adjunct. Furthermore, the possibility to interpret only the higher copy if
it makes a scopal difference would avoid a Condition C effect even if the of-PP is
merged cyclically. The reason why both Heycock (1995) and Fox (1999) still prefer
a late merger account presumably (they are not explicit about this) has to do with
the fact that late merger also covers the cases where scope is not involved as in
(130) above.

The second case where late merger is ruled out concerns configurations where
the semantics of the verb force scope reconstruction, as in the following example
(Heycock 1995: 558, note 15):49

(139) *[How many stories about Dianai|: does shei want Charles to invent __1?

Crucially, the adjunct cannot be merged late in this case. If it were, it would be
interpreted in a different position than the NP which it modifies, as in the
following putative LF:

(140) *[How meny stories about Dianai|: does she; want Charles to invent
[x many stories]1?

This would avoid the Condition C effect, contrary to fact. Heycock (1995: 561)
and Fox (1999: 190, note 55, Sportiche 2003: 7759)) argue that late merger is

49 By adding a further level of embedding, a coreferential implicit PRO can be ruled out that is
probably present in DPs selected by verbs of creation, cf. Heycock (1995: 558, note 15, Fox
1999: 167, note 24).



50 The implementation of reconstruction

ruled out in this case because it would lead to an incoherent interpretation if the
adjunct is not interpreted in the same position as the NP it modifies.
Consequently, the adjunct has to be merged cyclically and will be represented in
the lower copy. The Preference Principle then derives the right result:

(141) *How meany-stories-aboutDianai]1 does she; want Charles to invent

[x many stories about Dianai|:?

In other words, scope reconstruction forces cyclic merger of the adjunct. As
discussed in 1.3.4.4, the success of any approach that makes crucial use of the
argument/adjunct asymmetry depends on the correct delimitation. While it
seems unproblematic to treat relative clauses as adjuncts, this seems less likely
in expressions like stories about Diana, slides of Jonathan’s trip, pictures of John
etc. It seems indeed to be the case that speakers find coreference in the latter
cases more difficult; the fact that the difference between arguments is not always
sharp and might be subject to speaker variation could explain the contradictory
statements that are often found in the literature, cf. the examples in (67)—(68).
The German data to be discussed in chapter two will confirm this tendency. For
more discussion of the argument-adjunct asymmetry, see Heycock (1995: 557,
note 13) and Fischer (2004: 183ff.).

These are more or less the standard assumptions about the PF- and LF-
representations of A’-chains and the mechanisms that are needed to reach them.
As always, there are more complex cases and some of the approaches in the
literature are more elaborate, but the assumptions presented above are sufficient
for my purposes. For further discussion see e.g. Munn (1994: 398ff.), Chomsky
(1995: 252), Heycock (1995) Romero (1998), Safir (1999: 590ff.), who has a
different view, Fox (1999), Sauerland (2003: 208f.), Sportiche (2003), Bianchi
(2004: 84ff.) and Fischer (2004).

The default assumption is, of course, that reconstruction in relative clauses is
modeled exactly the same way since we are also dealing with an A’-chain. But
since relative clauses where shown to exhibit a somewhat different
reconstruction behavior than wh-movement, some modifications will turn out to
be necessary to capture all the facts. The extent to which this is successful will

50 Sportiche (2003: 50ff., ex. 78) also discusses a case where reconstruction is necessary for
reciprocal binding but where a relative clause that contains an R-expression and modifies the
phrase with the reciprocal is not reconstructed with it:

i) [Which pictures of each other; [which John; likes]]: does he; think they; like __1?

This sentence is grammatical according to Sportiche. According to Fox’ reasoning,
reconstruction of the NP pictures of each other is necessary to guarantee binding. But as with
scope, this would force cyclic merger of the relative clause so that we expect a Condition C
effect, contrary to fact. Sportiche assumes — contrary to what he says later on (2003: 77) — that
the adjunct can be merged late and does not have to be interpreted together with the
reconstructed NP pictures of each other:

ii) [Which pictures of each other; [which John; likes]]: does he; think they; like [x pictures of

each other];?

Unfortunately, he does not address this contradiction. The only possibility seems to be to
assume that the top copy of pictures of each other is also retained, but then the reciprocal is
not licensed in that position. A similar problem obtains with Sportiche’s (2003: 52, ex. 81).
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determine which of the analyses of relative clauses to be discussed below fares
best.

1.4.2 The Head External Analysis

Even though the HEA was the standard analysis of relative clauses up to the
mid-nineties, it was never spelled out in much detail how reconstruction of the
external head into the relative clause should be handled. Since there is no direct
movement relationship between the external head and the reconstruction
position, reconstruction effects cannot be modeled by simply undoing a
movement operation as with wh-movement. Instead, reconstruction has to be
mediated via the relative operator. How this should be done was mostly left
implicit, except for loose reference to predication: operator movement in the
relative clause turns it into a predicate. Through predication the operator is
coindexed with the external head (it binds the predicate variable) and “somehow”
makes the content of the external head available inside the relative clause.

This quandary was accentuated by the introduction of the Minimalist Program
and the way it handles reconstruction effects. To model reconstruction, it is
necessary to have a full copy of the antecedent in the reconstruction site.
Obviously, this is strictly impossible under the HEA since all there is inside the
relative clause is a copy of the relative pronoun or the null operator (whose status
is unclear anyway in a Copy Theory system):

(142) the man [who/Op]: I like [who/Op|

There is no relative clause-internal representation of the external head and
reconstruction can no longer be captured by means of the Copy Theory. One
could argue, of course, that in addition to the Copy-theoretic treatment, there is
also another mechanism for reconstruction that makes use of feature transfer
through the coindexation between the head NP and the relative operator. This is,
in principle, a viable option, but the recent literature has interpreted the
situation differently and considers the Copy Theory together with the Preference
Principle the only option to model reconstruction. As a consequence, the
literature (most prominently Bhatt 2002) assumes that the HEA cannot model
reconstruction in relatives.

Admittedly, this move has been theory-internal to some extent, but since there
are no convincing proposals how reconstruction effects would have to be handled
with the HEA, I will adopt that position and assume that whenever there is
reconstruction, the HEA is not an option.

1.4.3 The Head Raising Analysis

One of the major boosts for the revival of the HRA was certainly the fact that it
provided a simple and straightforward way of modeling reconstruction within a
minimalist setting: There is a movement chain and reconstruction is obtained by
interpreting the lower copy of the A’-chain according to the Preference Principle.
This is very straightforward under simpler versions of the HRA with only one
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movement step (as e.g. Kayne (1994) and Bianchi (1999) propose for that-
relatives): quantificational material is retained in the landing site, the restriction
is deleted from the upper copy and only appears in the lower copy thereby
accounting for reconstruction as in the following example:

(143) a) the [picture of hisi mother]; that every boyi likes best __;

b) the [cr [Op pieture-of-hisimether| that every boyi likes best
[x picture of hisi mother]:]

In versions of the HRA that involve additional extraction of the head NP from the
operator phrase (as in Bianchi’s derivation for wh-relatives, but also in Bhatt’s
and de Vries’ derivation, cf. 1.1.2), there is an additional copy, but that copy is
generally assumed to be deleted as well:

(144) the [xr [pictare-ofhisimother]s [x X°[cr [or Op/which [picture-o
mother]1 C° [every boyi likes [x picture of hisi mother]: best]]]]

I will always use this type of derivation for the HRA, which is based on Bhatt
(2002) in the ensuing discussion, but nothing would change with respect to
reconstruction under Bianchi’s or de Vries’ versions.

As described for wh-movement in the previous section, reconstruction in A’-
chains is partial and obeys the Preference Principle. Even though this is seldom
spelled out, it is generally assumed that reconstruction works the same in
restrictive relative clauses. The restriction of the relative operator is
reconstructed by default. The exceptions where the higher copy is privileged and
we get restricted quantification are the same ones as with wh-movement. The
first exception concerns the wide-scope cases discussed in (44) and more
generally the wide-scope data discussed in 1.3.5.2; I repeat one example for
convenience:

(145) No linguist would read the [many books] Gina will need __ for vet
school. many > need; need > many

Under a wide-scope reading, the amount quantifier and the restriction are not
interpreted in the scope of the modal, and are therefore in the higher copy, not in
the lower one:5!

(146) the [xr [manybooks|2 [cr [Op [many books|2]: that Gina will need [x]:
for vet school]]

Interpreting the higher copy instead of the lower one is thus exceptionally
possible because it yields a different interpretation, where - importantly —
different interpretation means scopally different. The other exception involves
cases of late merger where scope does not play a role as in (131).

51 [ assume that the amount quantifier is interpreted in the operator phrase and not higher up;
at this point, I cannot work out the implications of Bianchi’s (2004: 87f.) assumption that the
NP is interpreted in its final landing site outside the scope of the relative operator.
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As a consequence of this, it is always only one copy (perhaps spread over two
chain links) that is interpreted, but by assumption never both. This aspect of the
HRA will become relevant in the discussion below.

The predictions that the HRA makes with regard to reconstruction in relatives is
therefore straightforward: Unless wide scope or adjuncts are involved we expect
systematic reconstruction. This will become crucial in the case of Condition C
effects.

1.4.4 The Matching Analysis

The assumptions that are made in the literature with regard to reconstruction
with the MA are somewhat confusing. Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland (1998, 2003)
state that a MA can in principle handle reconstruction effects because it has a
relative clause-internal representation of the external head. However, they apply
the MA only in cases where there is no reconstruction. This mostly has to do with
the fact that they doubt (cf. e.g. Bhatt 2002: 52) whether the MA derives the right
semantics because the external head also has to be interpreted. As we will see
presently, this is not a necessary assumption.

In other words, whenever the external head contains material that needs to be
reconstructed, i.e. material that is not licensed in that position such as
anaphors, idiom chunks or bound pronouns, the HRA applies. In all other cases,
the MA applies. They make by and large the same assumptions for the MA as for
the HRA in terms of interpretation of copies: only the operator of the higher copy
in Spec, CP is interpreted whereas the restriction is interpreted in the lower copy.
The external head is retained:>52

(147) the [picture]j [cr [Op [pietare]i]: that John likes [x picture]:]

This means that under their implementation of the MA there will be a relative
clause-internal representation of the external head. This will become important
for the discussion of Condition C effects. As we will see, their absence in relatives
does not follow without special provisions even under the type of MA assumed by
Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland (1998, 2003).

So in Bhatt’s (2002) and Sauerland’s (1998, 2003) system, either a HRA or a MA
is in principle possible. Which one is chosen depends on which one converges. If
the external head contains material that is not licensed there, only the HRA
converges whereas the MA crashes since the external head is interpreted as well,
which leads to a clash. If the external head does not contain material that has to
be reconstructed, both derivations are in principle possible. In the case of
Condition C effects, only the MA converges, as we will see in the next section.

Munn (1994) and Citko (2001), on the other hand, employ a MA to account for
the entire reconstruction pattern in English. Since Munn’s (1994) account is less
explicit, my presentation is based on Citko’s (2001) account. As a starting point,

52 Notice that the external head is coindexed with its representation inside the operator phrase
by means of a letter to indicate that there is only coreference but no movement relationship,
whereas numbers were used in the representations above for the HRA.
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there are two representations of the external head inside the relative clause, one
in the operator position and one in the theta-position (and possibly one in
intermediate positions in case there is long-distance relativization):

(148) the [picturej] [cr [Which picturej]: John likes [which picture]i]

The lower copy is completely PF-deleted together with picture in Spec, CP. As for
the LF-interpretation, the Preference Principle applies: the restriction is LF-
deleted in the operator phrase (i.e. it undergoes reconstruction) and the lower
representation of the operator is converted into a variable. There are still two
representations of picture, one is the external head, the other one is within the
lower copy. Citko (2001: 137) assumes that either one can in principle be LF-
deleted, subject to independent principles. We thus get the following possible
representations:

(149) a) the picture;j [cr [Which pieturej]: John likes [x picture]1]
b) the pieture; [cr [Which pieturej]: John likes [x picture]:]

This deletion process is exceptional in that it involves two copies that are not part
of the same chain. Citko argues that this is possible because the content of one
copy can be recovered from the other copy.

Deletion of the lower copy must certainly be prevented if there is reconstruction.
It is clear that at least one copy has to be retained. Since anaphors, bound
variables and idiom chunks are not licensed inside the external head if there is
reconstruction, the internal copy has to be retained and the external head is LF-
deleted as in the following example:

(150) The headway she had made pleased her boss.
[oprThe [ve headway][cr [Op [headwvay|j: she had made [x headway]i]]

pleased her boss.

The converse option where the external copy is retained and the internal one is
deleted applies when the external head contains material that is licensed there
(i.e. elements that do not have to be interpreted inside the relative clause) as e.g.
in (149)a above. This option will become important in the discussion of Condition
C effects.

An important consequence of this implementation of the MA is that it is argued to
be sufficient to capture the entire reconstruction behavior of the language
whereas on Bhatt’s (2002) and Sauerland’s (1998, 2003) approach, both HRA
and MA derivations are necessary.

1.5 Reconstruction and its implications

In this section, I will discuss how the three analyses of relative clauses cope with
the reconstruction facts discussed in 1.3. I will discuss both the patterns
presented in 1.3. as well as a few more contexts that have figured prominently in
recent work. Naturally, since Principle C effects are the locus where relatives
differ from wh-movement, they will receive most of the attention.
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1.5.1 Variable binding, idiom interpretation and Principle A

Reconstruction for variable binding, idiom interpretation and Principle A was
shown to be straightforward in relative clauses.53 I repeat a few examples for
convenience:

(151) a) the [careful track] that she is keeping __ of her expenses
b) the [picture of his; girlfriend] that every man; likes __ best
c) the [picture of himselfi] Johni likes __ best

Since I have adopted the widely held view that the HEA fails to capture
reconstruction effects, it cannot be an option for these cases. Furthermore, it is
also confronted with the problem that there are elements inside the external head
that are not licensed there. The reconstruction facts follow straightforwardly
under the HRA as proposed in Bhatt (2002): reconstruction is obligatory, only the
lower copy is interpreted. They also follow under the version of the MA employed
by Citko (2001): As discussed above, idiom chunks, variable bound pronouns
and anaphors are not licensed inside the external head so that only the relative
clause-internal copy is retained, cf. (149)b.5*

1.5.2 Reconstruction for scope and adjectival interpretation

Relative clauses allow scope reconstruction and also allow the low construal of
adjectival modifiers. (Needless to say, an individual reading and the high
construal are available as well.) I repeat two relevant examples for convenience:

(152) a) the [two patients| that every doctor will examine __ tomorrow
V>2,2>V

b) the first book that John said that Tolstoy had ever written.
vlow reading

Again, for reasons by now familiar, the HEA is not an option here. The
reconstruction effects follow under the HRA where the retention of the lower copy
is the default. The wide-scope reading and the high reading of adjectival modifiers
follow under the assumption that the higher copy can exceptionally be privileged
to achieve a semantic effect which is scopal in nature.

53 I ignore the complications concerning the logophoric use of anaphors here. In other languages,
the issue is clear.

54 Sharvit (1999) argues that variable binding can also be handled by QR of the QP out of the
relative clause. This may indeed be necessary for cases where the QP additionally binds a
pronoun in the matrix clause:

i) The [woman] that every man; invited __ thanked himi.

In this example, there is a reading under which there is a different woman per man who
thanks the respective man. Reconstructing the external head into the relative clause will not
explain how the relative clause-internal QP can bind the pronoun in the matrix clause. Several
speakers I have consulted find these examples somewhat degraded so that I am not so sure
how strong the argument is. But even if QR out of the relative clause were an option to handle
variable binding, it would not be sufficient to capture other cases of reconstruction. It could
extend to scope but not to anaphor binding and idioms.
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It is not so clear, however, how this can be achieved under the MA proposed by
Citko (2001). In the cases in the previous subsection, reconstruction, i.e.
retention of the lowest copy, was forced because certain elements were not
licensed inside the external head. However, this does not work straightforwardly
for scope because a scopal element simply gets a wide scope reading if it is not
reconstructed, and this is normally an option. The same goes for superlative
adjectives, which are probably also licensed without reconstructing into the
relative clause (cf. Bhatt 2002). One could claim for these cases that if an
element is licensed inside the external head, both deletion of the external head or
deletion of the lowest copy are an option. In principle, this works quite well.
However, as we will see in the next subsection, this assumption threatens Citko’s
(2001) account of the lack of Condition C effects so that at least one problem
persists.

1.5.3 The Condition C pattern

The Condition C pattern found in restrictive relatives, especially the widespread
absence of Condition C effects, has become the piéce de résistance in recent
years. I will provide a very detailed discussion here because it will be of great
importance for the rest of the thesis. But first, I will briefly discuss the
implications of the absence of Condition C effects of material contained in the
external head.

1.5.3.1 The core case

I repeat one example to illustrate that R-expressions inside the external head do
not seem to reconstruct:

(153) the [picture of Billi] that hei likes __

The fact that there is no Condition C effect seems to imply that there is no
relative clause-internal representation of Bill. This is expected under the HEA,
and seems to argue in favor of it. However, considering the fact that
reconstruction is pervasive elsewhere, the scope of the HEA would still be very
limited, and it would be unclear why it would only apply in this particular case. I
will therefore disregard the HEA in what follows.

As for the HRA, the absence of Condition C effects presents a serious problem.
Since there is a regular A’-chain, and since in A’-chains it is by default the lower
copy that is interpreted, there is a full copy of the external head with the R-
expression Bill in the c-command domain of the coreferential pronoun he so that
the sentence is predicted to be ungrammatical, contrary to fact:

(154)  §the [x [pieture-of Billi]2 [cr [Op [picture-of Bill]2]: that he; likes
[x picture of Bill]] |

Without special provisions, the HRA derives the wrong result. Safir (1999) (and
Henderson 2005, who by and large follows Safir) is the only approach that
discusses the absence of Condition C effects in the context of the HRA. Both
Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland (1998, 2003) assume that the MA applies instead in
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these cases. Safir assumes an extra operation, called Vehicle Change, that is
supposed to handle the Condition C cases. The notion Vehicle Change goes back
to work on ellipsis by Fiengo & May (1994). They observed that an R-expression
in the antecedent of ellipsis can correspond to a pronoun in the elided material
and can thereby avoid a Condition C violation. Consider the following examples:

(155) a) *John likes Mary; and she; does (like lhem ), too.
b) John likes Maryi, and shei knows that I do (like Jhem: ), too.

In (155)a, the R-expression Mary corresponds to her in the ellipsis site. This does
not lead to an improvement because there is still a Principle B effect. In (155)b,
however, where an extra level of embedding is added, turning the R-expression
into a pronoun derives the desired result: the sentence is correctly predicted to
be grammatical.

Safir (1999) assumes that Vehicle Change is also possible outside the domain of
ellipsis and uses it to account for the absence of Condition C effects. He assumes
that Vehicle Change can freely turn the lower occurrence of Bill into him. Since
pronouns inside picture NPs can be coreferential with a binder in the same
clause (cf. 1.3.3), Vehicle Change derives a grammatical sentence, the relative is
as grammatical as the base sentence in (156)b.

(156) a) the [x [pictare-of Bilk|2 [cr [Op [picture-ef Billi|2]1 that hei likes
[x picture of himag)1]]

b) Bill; likes a picture of himi.

Safir’s (1999) approach is undoubtedly very powerful and will turn out to
overgenerate. But it should be clear that in the absence of such an invasive
operation like Vehicle Change, the absence of Condition C effects remains
unsolved under the HRA.

Sauerland (1998, 2003), on the other hand, uses the MA to account for the
absence of Condition C effects. But this does not solve the problem yet. As
described in the previous section, his implementation of the MA assumes that by
default the lower copy inside the relative clause is retained. As the following
representation shows, this means that there is still a relative clause-internal
representation of the external head, and therefore, Condition C effects are
predicted:

(157)  8§the [picture of Billi]j [cr [Op [pictus
[x picture of Bills]: |

ilk]i]1 that he; likes

Sauerland (1998, 2003) solves this problem in a way similar to Safir (1999): he
also assumes that Vehicle Change applies. However, he restricts Vehicle Change
to the ellipsis operation that links the external head with the copy in Spec, CP.
Furthermore, he assumes two types of Vehicle Change (for reasons I will discuss
below): either the entire NP comprising the external head is turned into the NP-
anaphor one; alternatively, an R-expression inside the external head can be
turned into a personal pronoun. For our purposes, both operations have the
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same effect: no copy of the external head inside the relative clause contains the
offending R-expression:>5s

(158) a) the [picture of Billi]j [cr [Op [eme]i]1 that he; likes [x one]: |

b) the [picture of Billi]j [cr [Op [picture-of
himg]

iJjl1 that he; likes [x picture of

To be precise, Sauerland would only use the first type of Vehicle Change in this
case because he assumes a different grammaticality for pronouns inside picture
NPs (Sauerland 2003: 223):

(159) *Johni brought a picture of himi.

This would be the output of the Vehicle Change operation that targets R-
expressions. Therefore, Sauerland argues, the one that targets the entire external
head has to apply. Vehicle-changing an R-expression into a pronoun would only
be possible if the R-expression were more deeply embedded. This aspect of his
analysis is somewhat peculiar in that it is in conflict with the literature, cf. the
discussion in 1.3.3. I will mostly ignore this complication because with the
standard judgments, normal Vehicle Change of an R-expression into a pronoun
derives the right result.

Since under both types of Vehicle Change there is no R-expression anymore
inside the relative clause, Condition C effects are correctly predicted to be absent.
Another interesting difference between Safir’s (1999) and Sauerland’s (1998,
2003) implementation of Vehicle Change is that on Sauerland’s approach, it can
only affect material contained inside the external head of relatives and is
therefore more restrictive. This aspect will be important in the discussion below.

Munn (1994) and Citko (2001) explain the absence of Condition C effects by their
notion of recoverability. Recall that they assume that when the external head
contains material which is licensed there, e.g. R-expressions, the lowest copy can
exceptionally delete because its content is recoverable from the external head.
This means that there is no R-expression inside the relative clause anymore so
that the absence of Condition C follows:

(160) the [picture of Billi]; [cr [Op pie #s);]1 that hei likes

)1 |
In other words, the absence of Condition C effects in relatives directly follows

from the way the MA is implemented. Additional mechanisms such as Vehicle
Change are not necessary.

55 To be more precise, Sauerland does not assume that the copies inside the relative are both
modified; rather, he seems to adopt Merchant’s (2004) theory of ellipsis where Vehicle Change
is re-interpreted as a relaxed identity requirement for ellipsis. The pronominal elements are
therefore base-generated in the relative clause and moved to the operator position where they
can be related to more complex antecedents. Safir (1999) on the other hand assumes indeed
that a copy can simply be altered.
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In the following subsections, I will discuss the fine-grained properties of the
Condition C pattern and evaluate to what extent the various accounts can handle
them.

1.5.3.2 Semi-idiomatic cases

Once the core case is covered, we need to test to what extent the approaches can
handle the semi-idiomatic cases, especially the following contrast (repeated from
above), cf. Schachter (1973), Safir (1999: 597, note 11):

(161) a) *The [opinion of John;] that he; has __ is unfavorable.
b) The [opinion of John;| that hei thinks Mary has __ is unfavorable.

This contrast can help us find out whether we actually need the PRO account. A
coreferential PRO is likely to present in (161)a, but not in (161)b. The agent of the
predicate containing the semi-idiomatic expression is coreferential with the
possessor of the opinion only in the former, but not in the latter. Under the HRA,
the contrast with regard to Condition C is, of course, unexpected. In both cases,
there is a full copy of the external head inside the relative clause and since the
lower copy inside the relative clause is interpreted one expects a Principle C effect
in both cases, regardless of whether there is a coreferential implicit PRO or not:

(162) a) *The [x [opinion-ofJohni] [cr [OP |

[x opindon of Johmi]1] is unfavorable].

nilo]1 that he; has

b) 8§The [xr [opinion-ofJohni)> [ [Op [opinden-oefJohni)o]: that he; thinks

[ce Mary has [x opinion of Johni1]] is unfavorable].

Does Safir's HRA with Vehicle Change yield the right result? Probably yes:
Suppose that Vehicle Change applies to the R-expression inside the lowest copy:

2] that hei has

[x opinion of himil:] is unfavorable].

b) The [XP [ep}meﬂ—ef—Jehm]z [CP [Op [

efJehmi)o|1 that hei thinks
[ce Mary has [x opinion of him;]i1]] is unfavorable].

The relatives are predicted to be equal in grammaticality to the following simple
sentences:

(164) a) *Hei has a good opinion of himi.
b) Hei thinks that Mary has a good opinion of himi.

The correlation is very neat and supports the Vehicle Change approach. However,
this arguably does not follow without the postulation of an implicit PRO, at least
not in (164)a), because unless one can find independent reasons for the deviance
of the pronoun, it remains mysterious why it is impossible. With the postulation
of a PRO, the sentence is ruled out by Principle B. The correct derivations
therefore will look as follows:

(165) a) *The [x» [PRO:opinionofJohnila [cr [Op [PROs-opinion-ofJohm)2]: that
hei has [x PRO; opinion of hims]i] is unfavorable].
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b) The [x [opinien-efdehni]: [ [Op [opin

[ce Mary has [x opinion of him;]:]] is unfavorable].

i]2]1 that he; thinks

Sauerland’s implementation of the MA is very similar, in fact the reasoning is the
same, the only difference being that the external head is not related to the
operator phrase via movement, but via ellipsis. The rest remains the same, and
Vehicle Change derives the right result:

(166) a) *The [PRO; opinion of Johni]; [cr [Op [PRO-ep
has [x PRO; opinion of himi]i] is unfavorable.

b) The [opinion of Johnj]; [cr [Op | i1 that he; thinks
[ce Mary has [x opinion of himy]:]] is unfavorable.

Under Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approach the absence of Condition C
effects follows from the exceptional deletion of the lower relative clause-internal
copy of the relative clause. Without the postulation of an implicit PRO, this would
derive the wrong result for (161)a: there is no copy of the external head inside the
relative clause anymore and a Condition C effect is therefore expected to be
absent, contrary to fact. (161)b, on the other hand, is correctly predicted to be
grammatical:

(167) a) §The [opinion of Johni]; [cr [Op [epinie
opinien-oef Johni|1] is unfavorable.

b) i1 that he; thinks

i1]] is unfavorable.

As in the other approaches, only with the postulation of a PRO in (161)a can the
right result be derived. Once a PRO is postulated, it is, however, no longer clear,
whether the lower relative clause-internal copy can be deleted at all: since the
external head contains a PRO that is not controlled in that position (cf. 1.3.3), it
is most likely necessary to retain the lower copy and delete the external head:

(168)  *The [PROsopinien-of Johni|j [cr [Op [PRO:-opini

has [x PRO; opinion of Johni1] is unfavorable.

The semi-idiomatic cases show quite clearly that the postulation of a PRO is
necessary in all three different approaches to derive the correct result, regardless
of whether the otherwise systematic absence of Condition C effects is handled by
Vehicle Change or the exceptional deletion of the lower copy. Once a PRO is
adopted, reconstruction is forced so the PRO can be controlled. Once this is
accepted, the semi-idiomatic case in (161)a will require the same kind of
derivation as all other configurations in 1.5.1 where reconstruction is forced
because the external head contains an element that is not licensed there.
Incidentally, this will imply that Sauerland actually would not apply an MA to
these cases, but rather the HRA.56

56 Citko (2001: 144) tries to use one of the semi-idiomatic cases with an implicit PRO to argue
against Vehicle Change. The argument starts with the following sentence where the implicit
PRO has to be coreferential with the external argument of the verb:

i) *He/Picassoi painted [PRO; self-portraits of himi] in the Blue period.
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1.5.3.3 The difference between relatives and wh-movement

An important conclusion of section 1.3.4 was that while reconstruction for
Principle C is systematic in wh-movement (abstracting away from the wide-scope
cases discussed in 1.3.5) it is absent in relatives. I repeat a pair for convenience:

(169) a) the [picture of Billj] that he; likes__
b) *[Which picture of Billi]: does he; like __ ;?

This asymmetry is unexpected under the HRA. As discussed in the previous
subsection, relatives have basically the same structure as questions as far as
their A’-chain is concerned. In both cases, the lower copy is interpreted and
should lead to a Condition C effect. Safir’s (1999) Vehicle Change approach does
not derive this difference, because on his account, Vehicle Change is in principle
possible in all A’-chains, not only in relatives. It is not linked to an ellipsis
operation as Sauerland’s. A consequence of this is that it leads to massive
overgeneration in that the absence of Condition C effects should be the default in
A’-movement, contrary to fact. Safir (1999) does not consider this a problem
because he bases himself on somewhat different empirical facts. He does indeed
assume that Condition C effects are much more limited than previously thought
and even considers most of the contested examples with wh-movement in (68)

There is no doubt that this sentence is ungrammatical. In a next step, she uses such an
idiomatic DP with an R-expression instead of a pronoun and tests reconstruction for Principle
C. According to her, the following sentence is grammatical:
ii) The [self-portraits of Picasso;| that he; had painted __ in the Blue period are in the Met
now.
On a Vehicle Change approach, she argues, ii) should be equally ungrammatical as i): the
lower copy inside the relative clause is retained and Picasso would be turned into him, but
would still be c-commanded by the implicit PRO so that a Principle B effect obtains, contrary
to fact:
iii)§ The [self-portraits of Picassoi; [cr [Op [PRO;i-self-portraits-of hisey)]: that hei had painted [x
PRO; self-portraits of hfimai]: in the Blue period] are in the Met now.
Under her recoverability approach, however, things are different because the lower copy can be
deleted under identity with the external head so that not even a Principle B effect obtains:
iv) The [self portraits of Plcasso.]J [CP [Op [PRO;-self-portraitsof 24 Jij1 that hei had painted
[x PR setrees |1 in the Blue period] are in the Met now.

This seems indeed to argue in favor of Citko’s approach. However, I do not think that the
argument goes through. First of all, some speakers I have consulted do not share the judgment
that ii) is grammatical. We will see in chapter 2 that the German facts point even more clearly
in that direction. A probably more serious problem concerns the structure of the external
head: Citko either seems to assume that it does not contain an implicit PRO at all or seems to
have overlooked that fact. If there is indeed an implicit PRO inside the external head, the
sentence is predicted to be ungrammatical, contrary to her judgment, because it locally binds
the R-expression Picasso:

v)§ The [PRO: self-portraits of Plcasso,]J 3 [Op [PRO;—self-pertraitsof Jil: that he; had
painted [x PRO;-self-port J1 in the Blue period] are in the Met now.

Additionally, as discussed in the main text, deleting the lower relative clause-internal copy is
probably not possible because the PRO has to be reconstructed to be properly controlled.
Perhaps, Citko assumes that the implicit PRO is outside the NP and therefore not included in
the external head (which is indeed just an NP). However, this seems unlikely because the PRO
is not in complementary distribution with the determiner as in the following example:

vi) *He /Picasso; painted again a [PRO; self-portrait of himj|.

The PRO must therefore be lower than D, and since it is standardly assumed that the external
head of relatives contains everything but the highest layer of the DP, the implicit PRO will have
to be included in it so that v) is indeed the correct representation and Citko’s argument fails.
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grammatical. He does not make explicit what exactly governs the application of
Vehicle Change (see Safir 1999: section 5, 609ff.). Except for the case of
quantifiers that I will discuss below, Vehicle Change applies sometimes in wh-
movement and relative operators, but practically always when R-expressions
inside the external head of relatives are involved (Safir 1999: 614). This is a very
unsatisfactory conclusion, but at least from his perspective inevitable since
according to him, the empirical facts are different.5”

Sauerland (1998, 2003) has a straightforward account for the difference with
regard to Condition C effects between wh-movement and relatives. In wh-
movement, interpretation of the lower copy leads to a straightforward Condition C
effect. In relatives which do not contain unlicensed material in their external
head the MA applies. Crucially, since Sauerland restricts Vehicle Change to the
ellipsis operation between the external head and the copy in the operator
position, absence of Condition C effects is only predicted in exactly this case.
Here are again the representations of a MA with the two types of Vehicle Change:

(170) a) the [picture of Billi]; [cr [Op [eme]j]1 that hei likes [x one]: ]

b) the [picture of Billi]j [ce [Op [picti
Tdmni] 1]

imi)i]1 that hei likes [x picture of

Since I have been assuming that there is a systematic difference between external
heads of relatives and wh-movement, Sauerland’s approach derives the right
result. One has to admit, though, that it would fail if the empirical basis of Safir
(1999) were used where there is no longer a neat division between wh-movement
and relatives. Unfortunately, Sauerland does not discuss Safir’s data.

In Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approaches, the notion of recoverability
correctly derives the asymmetry between wh-movement and relatives with respect
to Condition C effects. In wh-movement, there are only two copies; the restriction
of the higher copy is LF-deleted by default so that it has to be retained in the
lower copy. Deleting the lower copy is impossible because its content cannot be
recovered from anywhere else. Condition C effects are the direct consequence:

(171) b) *[Which picture of Johni]: does he; like __1?
b) *[Which pieture-ef Johni|1 does he; like [which picture of Johmn;]:

As shown in the previous subsection, things are different in relatives in that there
is an extra copy — the external head — which makes the deletion of the relative
clause-internal copy recoverable. I repeat the relevant representation:

(172) the [pic

[x piet

4]i]1 that hei likes

The same caveat applies here as with Sauerland’s implementation of the MA: the
approach directly derives the differences with respect to Principle C between wh-
movement and external heads of relatives, but this is only an advantage if that

57 Henderson’s (2005) approach does not fare much better in this respect. The distribution of
Condition C effects is essentially left unexplained.
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generalization is indeed empirically solid. Citko (2001) unfortunately does not
take Safir’s data into account.

Summarizing briefly, as far as the difference with regard to Condition C effects
between wh-movement and external heads of relatives is concerned, both
Sauerland’s (1998, 2003) as well as Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approaches
make the right empirical cut. However, if Safir (1999) should turn out to be right
with his claim that the distribution of Condition C effects is different, the various
MA-approaches can no longer be considered superior. I will continue to do so
here, mostly because the literature predominantly seems to adopt the clear
division and because it is reflected in the judgments of people I have consulted.
Further research will eventually have to clarify the empirical situation.

1.5.3.4 Asymmetry between external head and the operator phrase

A similar difference as in the previous section was observed above between R-
expressions contained inside the external head and those inside the relative
operator phrase. I repeat the minimal pair for convenience from (76), (Safir 1999
via Sauerland 2000: 355):

(173) a) *Irespect any [writer] [whose depiction of Johni|: he;i’ll object to __1.
b) Irespect [any depiction of John;] he;i’ll object to __.

As discussed in the previous section, such an asymmetry is unexpected under an
unmodified version of the HRA because in both cases, there is a trivial A’-chain
where by default the lower copy is interpreted:58

(174) a) *Irespect any [x [writer]2 [cr [[Op [writer]o}s depiction-ofJohni|1 heill

object to [[x writer]’s depiction of Jolkhms]1]].

b) 8I respect any [x» [depiction-of-Jehni]: [c» [Op [depiction-of-Jehni]2]: that
hei’ll object to [x depiction of Jelhmys]:]].

Under the assumption that the HRA can be applied to possessive relatives, whose
must be reanalyzed as [Op+X]’s, in the case at hand as [Op+uwriter]’s.5 Safir does
not have the tools to derive this difference. Since he assumes that Vehicle
Change applies basically freely, he cannot prevent it from applying to R-
expressions inside the relative operator phrase. After Vehicle Change, the
derivations look as follows:

(175) a) 8§l respect any [xe [writer]2 [cr [[Op [writerlo}'s depiction-of- Johni|: heilll
object to [[x writer]’s depiction of himy]i]].

b) Irespect any [x [depiction-of-Jehni]: [c» [Op [depiction-of-Jehni]2]: that
he;i’ll object to [x depiction of him;]1]].

58 This presupposes that the HRA is applied to possessive relatives. Bhatt (2002: 82) explicitly
rejects this because of the problems with possessor extraction, cf. 1.2.3.4, and since
superlative adjectives do not reconstruct in that context.

59  Munn (1994: 399) and Safir (1999: 590ff.) show that whose or rather the operator part of it
has to move out of the DP in order to take scope. I will ignore this complication here because it
does not affect the discussion.
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The structure in (175)a predicts (173)a to be grammatical, contrary to fact. It
should be just as fine as the following base sentence:

(176) He; will object to someone’s depiction of himi.

Safir probably does not even want to prevent the application of Vehicle Change in
this case because — as mentioned in the previous subsection — he assumes that
the absence of Condition C effects is more widespread. However, all examples he
gives with R-expressions as complements inside the operator phrase do show a
Condition C effect (cf. Safir 1999: 600, ex. 29a).

Sauerland (1998, 2003) derives this asymmetry without much ado. Vehicle
Change is restricted to that part of the operator phrase that undergoes ellipsis. In
the example where the R-expression is inside the external head, this is no
problem as the following structure shows: The copy in Spec, CP undergoes
ellipsis under identity with the external head. Vehicle Change can therefore apply
and turn the entire copy into one or the R-expression into a personal pronoun:

(177) a) Irespect any [depiction of Johni]; [cr [Op [eme]j]1 that heill object to

[x one]1].
b) Irespect any [depiction of Johni]; [cr [Op | gl

object to [x depiction of Inimmg]:].

As a consequence, no R-expression is found inside the relative clause and no
Condition C violation occurs.

With operator phrases, however, things are different: in the current example, it is
only whose or, more precisely, just a part of it that is identical to the external
head, but crucially not depiction of John. It is therefore not even clear whether
there is an ellipsis operation in the first place. But suppose there is; this would
mean that one has to adopt an abstract analysis of whose, as shown above for
the HRA. Whose would correspond to [Op+uwriter]’s. The ellipsis operation then
only targets writer. The complex [Op+awriter/’s is spelled out as whose and the
rest of the relative operator remains unaffected. Vehicle Change cannot apply to
depiction of John or John so that the offending R-expression is retained in the
lower copy and triggers a Condition C effect:60

(178) *] respect any [writer]; [ce [[Op [writer];]’s depiction-of Johns|: hei’ll object
to [[x writer|’s depiction of Jolhma]1]].

The recoverability approach by Munn (1994) and Citko (2001) also accounts for
this difference in a straightforward way. As for R-expressions inside the external
head of relatives, exceptional LF-deletion of the lower copy inside the relative
clause is possible because its content can be recovered from the external head.

(179) I respect any [depiction of Johni]; [cr [Op [depiction—ofJoiz:j]1 heill
object to [x depiction-of Jolkms|1].

60 Vehicle Change could only apply to writer. It could turn it into one but it is unclear if that
would derive the spell-out whose.
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Things are different with R-expressions contained inside the relative operator.
Since the external head only contains writer, but not depiction of John, the lower
copy inside the relative clause cannot be LF-deleted because that would be
irrecoverable. Consequently, the copy is retained and triggers a Condition C
violation:

(180) *I respect any [writer] [ce [Whose depietion-of-Johni|: heilll object to
[x depiction of Jolhma]1].

As in Sauerland’s approach, there also might be an ellipsis operation involving
part of the relative operator if an abstract analysis of whose is adopted. But this
would not affect the Condition C effects. Only writer is recoverable from the
external head, but crucially not depiction of John. Even if writer is deleted (which
is not so clear because that might lead to interpretive problems), John will still be
present in the lower copy:

(181) *I respect any [writer]; [ce [[Op [writer]]’s depietion-efJohni|: heilll object
to [[x wwriter]’s depiction of Jekhsmy|:1].

Neither Munn (1994) nor Citko (2001) discuss these cases, but it can be safely
assumed that they make the right predictions.

1.5.3.5 (S)SCO Effects

(Secondary) Strong Crossover effects were shown to be systematic in English
relatives. I repeat the relevant examples for convenience:

(182) a) *the mani whoi/i hei likes __ 1
b) *the man; [whosei father]: hei likes __

The (S)SCO cases are normally subsumed under Condition C effects, and I will do
so too. This means that there is a copy of the offending operator in the c-
command domain of the coreferential pronoun. Important in the present context
is the precise analysis of operator phrases.

Under the HEA, there is nothing but the operator in the c-command domain of
the coreferential pronoun, which is sufficient to trigger the violation:

(183) a) *the man; [whoi]: hei likes [whes]:
b) *the mani [whose; father] hei likes [whese: father]:

The operators are interpreted in the operator position, the lower occurrence of
the operator is translated into a variable, and this causes the Condition C effect:
(184) a) *the [man]i [whoi]: he; likes [xi]:

b) *the [man]i [whose; father]: hei likes [xi’s father]:
Under the HRA, things are a little different because the external head is
represented inside the relative clause. For the SCO effects this means that it is

not simply the variable left behind by who, but rather [x, man/ that causes the
violation. In the case of SSCO, if the HRA is applied at all in these cases (see
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footnote 58), a more abstract form of whose, something like [x, man/’s father will
be the offending copy:

(185) a) *the [xr [mran]2 [cr [Who [man]2]1/i hei likes [x mamn]iyi]]
b) *the [x [man]2 [[Op [mean].]’sfather]: hei likes [[x man]s father]1]].
(S)SCO effects thus follow straightforwardly under the HRA.

Under Sauerland’s (1998, 2003) approach, pretty much the same would obtain (if
we assume again an abstract analysis of whose):

(186) a) *the [man]j [who [maea®]j]1/: hei likes [x mamn]i/i
b) *the [manl]j [cr [[Op [mrem]|i’s-father|: hei likes [[x man]’s father]i]

Could potential Vehicle Change remove the Condition C effect? The only type of
Vehicle Change possible in this context would involve changing man into one as
this is the only material that is deleted — there is no full DP that could be Vehicle-
changed into a personal pronoun. But even if man were turned into one, the
lower copy would still contain the variable, so that the Condition C effect would
(presumably) still obtain.

In Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approach, (S)SCO effects follow for similar
reasons: the part of the relative operator that is deleted does not involve the
operator. Consequently, the operator (or rather its trace converted into a variable)
will remain in the c-command domain of the coreferential pronoun. Exceptionally
deleting the variable is not possible because its content would not be recoverable
from the external head. It is therefore correctly predicted that we get SCO and
SSCO effects:

(187) a) *the [man]j [ce [Who [maem]j]1/i hei likes [x mamn]1/i]

b) *the [manl]j [cr [[Op [mam]lis father]: he likes [[x mean]’s father]]

1.5.3.6  An abstract analysis of whose?

In the previous sections, I have tentatively discussed an abstract analysis of
whose, but in all these cases the same result would have been obtained if whose
had been taken at face value. I will therefore discuss another example in this
subsection to clarify this issue. Due to independent properties of English, the
result will be inconclusive, but the potential reasoning will become important
later on for German. The test sentence contains an R-expression embedded
inside the external head which is identical to (part of) the possessive relative
operator. It is repeated for convenience:

(188) the [friend of Bobi]; [whose; sister]: hei loves __1

The absence of a Condition C effect suggests that there is no relative clause-
internal representation of the external head, including the R-expression Bob. An
analysis that takes whose at face value trivially derives this fact: whose is not
coreferential with Bob but with the entire external head. This holds for the HRA
and the two different implementations of the MA discussed here.
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However, as soon as an abstract analysis is used, things are different: whose
would correspond to something like [Op friend of Bob]’s under any analysis. There
would consequently be a relative clause-internal copy of Bob in the c-command
domain of he. The following structure illustrates the HRA:

(189)  §the [x [friend-ofBob|: [cr [[Op [fries
[[x friend of Bobi]’s sister]1]]

ybije]’s-sister|1 he; loves

To avoid a Condition C effect, Safir (1999) would have to assume Vehicle change
to turn Bob into him:

(190) the [xr [friend-efBebi)> [cr [[Op [fiendofBobilo|’s-sister]: hei loves

[[x friend of himj;|’s sister]1]]

The final spell-out of [[x friend of him/’s sister] would arguably be something like
his friend’s sister so that the relative is correctly predicted to be just as
grammatical as the following sentence:

(191) He loves his friend’s sister.

Things are similar under Sauerland’s approach. This is irrespective of what kind
of Vehicle Change applies. Either Bob is turned into him as just described or
friend of Bob is turned into one. The following examples illustrate the latter
derivation:

(192) the [friend of Bobi)j [cr [[Op [friend-ef
[[x friend of Bobi]’s sister]:]

the [friend of Bobil; [cr [[Op [ere]i}’'s-sister]1 hei loves [[x one]’s sister]]

bifil’s-—sister], he; loves

The relative then correctly has the same grammaticality as the following
sentence:

(193) He loves someone’s sister.

The situation is similar under Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) analysis. Since
the relative clause-internal representation of friend of Bob is recoverable from the
external head, the lower copy can exceptionally be deleted, thereby avoiding the
Condition C effect:6!

(194) bi);]’s-sister|: he; loves

So far, both an abstract and a surface-oriented analysis of whose derive the right
result. Which one is correct boils down to the question of whether there has to be
a relative clause-internal representation of the external head at all in these cases.
The test case would therefore involve possessive relatives with elements inside
the external head that have to be interpreted inside the relative clause, such as
bound variables, idiom chunks, or anaphors. Unfortunately, there are reasons
internal to English why this cannot easily be tested: for many speakers,

61 This presupposes, however, that it is possible to retain only part of the restriction in the lower
copy. For the analysis to work, it must be possible to interpret that part together with the
external head. This is certainly not trivial, but I will not pursue the issue here.
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reconstruction is generally disfavored with wh-pronouns, a fact I will come back
to in 1.5.6 below. Aoun & Li (2003: 244, note 15) star the following example with
a bound variable inside the external head:

(1995) *I saw the [girl of his; dreams]; [whose;j pictures]: every boyi was
showing off _ 1.

So English is probably not the ideal language to test this. We will see in (346)
below that one does get reconstruction effects with possessive relatives in
German so that an abstract analysis of whose is required. Both the HRA in
Safir’s implementation as well as the two versions of the MA discussed here
handle the various types of possessive relatives correctly.

1.5.3.7 The difference between R-expressions and quantifiers

Another important aspect concerns the asymmetry between R-expressions and
quantifiers, a fact brought into the discussion by Safir (1999). I repeat the
relevant contrast from above:

(196) a) *[Pictures of anyonei] which hei displays __ prominently are likely to be
attractive ones.

b) the [picture of Bill;] that he; displays __ prominently

Safir (1999) is the only one who addresses this contrast. On his approach, the
asymmetry between quantifiers and R-expressions implies that Vehicle Change
only applies to the latter, but not to the former. The impossibility of applying
Vehicle Change to quantifiers, Safir argues, is an independent fact. The argument
starts with the following pair (Safir 1999: 605):

(197) a) Jones recommended several chorus girls to the producer and then
Smith did too.

b) Jones recommended several chorus girls to the producer and then
Smith recommended them to him too.

In (197)a, a quantified expression is elided, in (197)b, it is resumed by a pronoun.
(197)b has an E-type reading (Evans 1980): chorus girls refers to the same set
whether it is Jones or Smith who recommends them. This reading is difficult to
get in (197)a), but it is not logically ruled out because it could accidentally be the
case that the set of chorus girls that Smith recommends is the same set that
Jones recommends. The following minimal pair shows, however, that this is not
the E-type reading, and that in fact the E-type reading is not possible in an
elliptical structure. Instead, an overt pronoun is necessary for an E-type reading
(Safir 1999: 606):

198) a) *Jones recommended several chorus girls to the producer and then
g p
Smith did a second time.

b) Jones recommended several chorus girls to the producer and then
Smith recommended them to him a second time.
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c¢) Jones recommended the chorus girls to the producer and then Smith
did a second time.

The adverbial a second time forces the E-type reading because this must involve
the same set of girls. If there was Vehicle Change of the quantified expression,
one would expect (198)a to be just as acceptable as (198)b, contrary to fact.
(198)c shows that names permit Vehicle Change. “Thus an E-type reading with
an overt pronoun them can ‘resume’ the same set of chorus girls picked out by
several chorus girls, but a pronoun that would result from Vehicle Change
cannot.” (Safir 1999: 606) Furthermore, if Vehicle Change could apply freely to
quantifiers, sentences like the following should be grammatical (as shown by the
partial LF in (199)b, contrary to fact (Safir 1999: 67, ex. 54a):

(199) a) *No one loves everyone’s; mother as much as hei does.
b) ... as much as hei [loves his; mother]

Safir’s version of Vehicle Change therefore correctly derives this difference.62

Sauerland (1998, 2003) does not assume that there is a systematic difference
between R-expressions and quantifiers. The ungrammaticality of (196)a is argued
to follow from independent reasons: Sauerland (2003: 222) argues that Vehicle
Change of the entire external head pictures of anyone to one is impossible
because the NP contains a variable: pictures of x (Sauerland assumes that the
quantifier QRs out of the NP). There is no constant relation an NP-anaphor could
refer to which is consistent with the external head-NP pictures of x. Sauerland
also entertains the possibility of Vehicle Changing the variable x that is left by QR
into a pronoun. He therefore assumes that Vehicle-Changing quantifiers is in
principle possible. As mentioned above, he bases himself on different judgments
for coreferential pronouns inside picture NPs (see the remarks in 1.5.3.10) and
therefore argues that this type of Vehicle Change derives the wrong result:

(200) ??Johni/hei displays a picture of him;.

Since his assumptions about the grammaticality of such structures are at odds
with the literature, it seems that he fails to account for the contrast between R-
expressions and quantifiers. However, part of the problem are again the
judgments. Sauerland could in principle follow Safir in assuming that Vehicle
Change simply cannot apply to quantifiers and would get the right result. But he
does not opt for that possibility because of the following contrast (Sauerland
2003: 223):

(201) a) *Mary exhibited the [picture of every boyi] that he; brought _ .
b) Mary exhibited the [picture of every boy’si father| that he; brought __.

62 However, it is not fully clear to me how the Condition C effect obtains. Quantifiers cannot be
interpreted in a theta-position. Therefore they cannot really be reconstructed. Rather, it must
be the variable that the quantifiers leave after QR that will cause the SSCO violation in the
lower copy.
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Sauerland argues that in these cases, Vehicle Change targets the variable left by
the quantifier; the relative clauses in the sentences above will have an LF akin to
those of the following sentences (the judgments are again his):

(202) a) *Johni brought a picture of him,;.
b) Johni brought a picture of his; father.

In (201)a, Vehicle Change does not lead to an improvement because what we get
in (202)a is still out under Principle B (according to Sauerland). If, however, the
NP is further embedded as in (201)b, the resulting LF corresponding to (202)b is
well formed. It is difficult to evaluate Sauerland’s reasoning. On the one hand his
assumptions about the grammaticality of certain picture NPs clash with the
literature (e.g. Chomsky 1986, Reinhard & Reuland 1993) and therefore argue
against his approach. If, on the other hand, the contrast in (201) is indeed
relevant, he might have a point. Unfortunately, the crucial pair in (201) is
discussed nowhere else so that it is no longer clear whether there is indeed a
clear distinction between R-expressions and quantifiers in the first place. The
point therefore remains moot, at least for English. The German equivalents to be
discussed in chapter 2 do not support Sauerland’s position, both are
ungrammatical, cf. 2.2.6.

The difference between R-expressions and quantifiers with respect to Principle C
is a problem for both Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approach. On their
account, the absence of Condition C effects in relatives is not due to Vehicle
Change but rather to the exceptional deletion of the lower copy. This process is,
of course, not sensitive to the difference between R-expressions and quantifiers;
and since the quantifier is licensed inside the external head (it can scope out of
the DP to bind the pronoun inside the relative) nothing rules out deleting the
lower copy that contains the offending quantifier:

Pietures-of asmswe
FICEHFeS 6t g

(203) a) §[Pictures of anyoneil; [c» [Which emes)]1 hei displays
[x Pletures-ofem s1)1] prominently are likely to be attractive ones.

In other words, quantifiers are predicted to behave like R-expressions. Whether
this is actually a serious problem is difficult to tell because it is still unclear
whether the basic division is correct at all. The German facts I will discuss in
Chapter 2 will not help to clarify the issue because of independent properties of
the language.

1.5.3.8 The Argument-adjunct asymmetry

The argument/adjunct asymmetry with regard to Condition C observed with
quantifiers inside external heads is important in that it provides a different
argument against the HEA. I repeat the relevant data for convenience (Safir 1999:
611f., ex. 66a, 67a):

(204) a) *[Pictures of anyonei| [which hei displays __ prominently| are likely to be
unattractive ones.
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b) [Pictures on anyonei’s shelf] [which hei displays __ prominently] are
likely to be attractive ones.

Even though the HEA fares generally badly when it comes to reconstruction, this
asymmetry actually shows that there are more principled reasons to reject it (the
ensuing discussion draws heavily on Bhatt 2002: 53ff.). Under the HEA, there is
no relative clause-internal representation of the external head. The fact that the
quantifier is inside an adjunct in the latter case and inside an argument in the
former should therefore not make a difference. Both sentences should be equally
(un-)grammatical. Even if the predication relation that co-indexes the relative
operator with the external head could somehow handle reconstruction, it has no
means of distinguishing between arguments and adjuncts inside the external
head because the coindexation (or whatever expresses the predication relation)
arguably takes place after the merger of the adjunct.

Under the HRA or the MA, however, this asymmetry follows straightforwardly if
combined with Lebeaux’s (1990) proposal that adjuncts can be merged
countercyclically while arguments cannot. In the argument case, the quantifier is
part of the external head and consequently represented inside the relative clause.
Reconstruction effects are therefore expected under both analyses of (204)a as
described in the previous section:

(205) a) *[xr [Rictures-of anyonei|: [cr [Which [Rictures-ofes =1]2]1 he; displays
[x Pictures of amyomes]: prominently]] ... HRA

b) *[Pictures of anyoneil;j [cr [which [Bi esof o si]1 hei displays
[x Pictures of amyomes]1 prominently] ... MA

To be more precise, only a MA along the lines of Sauerland is able to handle this
case because as discussed in the previous subsection, Munn (1994) and Citko
(2001) predict the absence of Condition C effects with quantifiers.

The adjunct case (204)b is different in that the adjunct is not merged together
with the external head inside the relative clause. Rather, it is either directly
adjoined to the external head as in the MA or to the head NP after it has
undergone A’-movement as in the HRA. The adjunct quantifier is therefore not
represented inside the relative clause and does not trigger a Condition C effect.
The first example illustrates a HRA derivation, the second one a MA derivation:63

(206) b) [xr [[Pietares} on anyonei’s shelf] [cr [Which [Bietures]o]: he; displays
[x Pictures]1]] ... HRA

b) [[Pictures]; on anyonei’s shelf] [cr [Which [Rietures]j|1 hei displays
[x Pictures]:] ... MA

63 I am not sure if the representations below are actually correct. As discussed in 1.4.1, late
merger leads to restricted quantification, but this does not yet answer where exactly the
adjunct is merged. I have adjoined the adjunct to the external head (MA) or the highest copy
(HRA). But it would be just as possible to adjoin the adjunct to the operator phrase right after
wh-movement. This would still avoid a copy of the R-expression in the c-command domain of
the pronoun and therefore avoid a Condition C effect. Since I cannot assess the differences this
might have, I will not be committed to one or the other solution.
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It is important to note that late merger of adjuncts in relatives is only an option
but not the rule. In some cases, it is systematically prohibited, e.g. when the
adjunct contains an element that is only licensed inside the relative clause, such
as a bound pronoun, cf. the following example:

(207) the [books in hisi house] that every scientisti worships __

Both the HRA and Sauerland’s version of the MA capture all these cases whereas
a HEA has no way of accounting for the basic asymmetry in (204) and the case
where cyclic merger is required (207). One would have to stipulate that it can
somehow ignore adjuncts (i.e. when they are not reconstructed), but not always
(i.e. when they contain e.g. a bound pronoun). This would be entirely stipulative,
however.64

1.5.3.9 Condition C and variable binding/scope reconstruction

The structures where Condition C effects reemerge because reconstruction is
forced by variable binding or scope have played a prominent role in the
discussion and will turn out to be one of the crucial aspects in the analysis of
German relatives in chapter 2. I repeat two relatively uncontroversial examples
for convenience:

(208) a) *The [letters by John; to herj] that hei told every girlj to burn __ were
published.

b) *the [many bottles of Peter’s; Merlot] that hei drank __ in just one
evening

The HRA can in principle derive these cases: since the external head contains
material that needs to be reconstructed (bound pronouns and an amount
quantifier that is most likely to be interpreted non-referentially in this context),
the entire external head is represented inside the relative clause so that the R-
expressions end up in the c-command domain of the personal pronoun and
trigger a Condition C effect:

(209) a) *The [xr [letters-by-Jehnito-her)2 [cr [Op [letters by-Johnte-her]]: that
hei told every; girlj to burn [x letters by John; to herj]1] were published].
b) *the [xr [many bottles-of Peter’si Merlot]z [cr [Op [many bottles-of Peter’s;
Mesrlot]o]1 that he; drank [x many bottles of Peter’si Merlot]: in just one
evening ||

However, every version of the HRA that handles these cases fails to explain the
absence of Condition C effects in the core cases. Whatever implementation of the
HRA one adopts, it will always fail to cover one of the two cases. If Safir’s
implementation of the HRA is adopted, Vehicle Change should alleviate Condition
C effects across the board and not just in the core cases, contrary to fact. The

64 The argument-adjunct asymmetry is also found with quantifiers inside the operator phrase, as
shown in (76)a/(77). This can be handled by the HRA and the MA because the quantifiers are
part of the phrase that undergoes movement. Late merger is therefore possible and will have
the desired effect.
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sentences above should therefore have the following structure and be
grammatical:

(210) a) 8§The [xr [letters-by-Jehnito-her]s [cr [Op [letters by-Jehnte-her]o): that
hei told every girlj to burn [x letters by him; to her]1] were published].

b) §the [xr [many bettles-of Peter’si Merlot]z [cr [Op [many botiles-of Peters;
Meslst]2]1 that he; drank [x meny bottles of hisi Merlot]: in just one
evening]|

It must be admitted that, as noted in 1.3.5 above, Safir (1999: 613, note 22)
questions the validity of the correlation and indeed seems to assume that
Condition C effects do not reemerge if reconstruction is forced for other reasons.
Pending clearer empirical results it remains moot whether the HRA captures the
relevant data. Since the rest of the literature assumes different judgments, I will
base myself on those judgments and conclude that Safir’s (1999) approach faces
problems.

As described in 1.4.3, Sauerland (1998, 2003) assumes that whenever the
external head contains material that is not licensed there, the HRA applies. This
yields the correct result for the correlation cases. Since the MA applies in the core
Principle C cases, he derives the right distribution of Condition C effects, albeit at
the cost of having to adopt two different analyses of relative clauses.

Munn (1994) and Citko (2001) can also account for the correlation cases: as
described in 1.4.4, either the external head or the lower copy inside the relative
clause can in principle be deleted as long as one survives. The absence of
Condition C effects in the core cases follows from the possibility of deleting the
lower copy inside the relative clause since its content can be recovered from the
external head. This is, however, not possible in the correlation cases because the
external head contains material that is not licensed there. Accordingly, it is the
external head that must be deleted and the internal copy is retained so that a
Condition C effect obtains:

(211) a) *The [letters-by-Jehnite-her|k [cr [Op [lettersbyJohni-te-her||: that he;
told every girl; to burn [x letters by Johmn to her; |1 | were published.
b) *the [many beottles-of Peter’si Merlot|j [cr [Op many bottles of Peter’s;
Mesrlot]j]: that he; drank [x many bottles of Peter’si Merlot]: in just one
evening]|

The major advantage of this approach is that the reemergence of Principle C
effects follows naturally under this particular implementation of the MA. As
opposed to Sauerland’s version, it is not necessary to evoke another — different —
analysis of relative clauses. The German correlation facts to be discussed in
Chapter 2 will, however, argue for yet a different analysis of relative clauses.

1.5.3.10 Overview and evaluation

The preceding subsections have shown that the Condition C facts are extremely
delicate, often leading to conflicting judgments. Pending further descriptive work,
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any evaluation of these approaches will have to assume a particular empirical
basis which might not do justice to all of them. In this thesis, I base myself on
the assumptions about Condition C represented in Munn (1994), Citko (2001),
and Sauerland (2003). This implies that Safir (1999) represents the marked case.
The only area where I base myself on his judgments are the quantifier data since
he is the only one who discusses them in some detail. Still, this will mean that
his approach fares more badly in many cases than the others simply because his
judgments are different.

Once this is accepted, Condition C effects or rather the almost systematic
absence thereof clearly show that a HRA is confronted with serious problems.
Safir’s Vehicle Change approach is too powerful in that the absence of Condition
C effects is predicted for A-movement in general even though most sources claim
that it should be limited to R-expressions contained in the external head of
relative clauses.

Even though Sauerland’s implementation of the MA derives by and large the right
results, his assumption that one needs two different types of Vehicle Change
seems unnecessary. Once the standard judgments for coreferential pronouns
inside picture NPs are adopted, Vehicle Change of an NP into one is no longer
necessary. One drawback of his approach is the necessity to use the HRA in
certain configurations to capture the entire Condition C pattern.

Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approaches fare somewhat better than the
others because they not only capture practically the entire range of facts (except
for the re-emergence of Condition C effects with quantifiers), but also manage to
handle the entire Principle C pattern with just one type of derivation, their
implementation of the MA where recoverability plays a crucial role. This
advantage only holds, of course, if one can show that a different derivation is not
needed anywhere else, a fact to be discussed in the following subsections.

Another issue that is not resolved yet is which basic mechanism lies at the heart
of the absence of Condition C effects. Both Vehicle Change and deletion of the
lower copy under identity with the external head are empirically almost
indistinguishable so far. The German facts to be discussed in the next chapter
will provide a means of teasing them apart, cf. 2.4.5.4 and 2.4.5.5. The following
table gives an overview over the relevant facts for reconstruction for Principle C. A
“+” means that a particular approach can account for a given phenomenon
whereas “-” means that it cannot:
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(212) phenomenon Munn/ Citko Sauerland Safir

reconstruction of quantifiers in + + +
operator phrase (83)a/b

reconstruction of names in + + 65
operator phrase (76)a

reconstruction of quantifiers in - +/-66 +
external head (80)
non-reconstruction of names in + + +
external head(65)

argument-adjunct asymmetry +/-67 +/- +

with quantifiers inside the
external head (204)
difference wh-movement + + -

relative clauses (169)

difference relative operator — + + -
external head w.r.t. names (76)

correlation Principle C-Variable + + -
Binding/ scope/idioms (84)-

(86)

reconstruction of semi- + + +

idiomatic cases (73), (75)

possessive relatives (SSCO), + + +
(78)b, (79)
1.5.4 Obligatory non-reconstruction of the external head

While reconstruction generally favors the HRA and the MA, cases of non-
reconstruction like those discussed in 1.3.6 do the opposite. I repeat two
representative examples (ignoring for the sake of the argument the complications
with logophoric reflexives in English):

(213) a) John pulled the [strings] that __ got Bill the job.

b) Gloria: Hei’s just got a [confident air about himselfi] that I think __
matches Leo’s.
allmychildren.about.com/cs/recaps/a/bl20040312d.htm

The external head must not be interpreted inside the relative clause for the idiom
or the anaphor to be properly interpreted. This follows in principle quite

65 Since Safir does not really restrict Vehicle Change, I will assume that his approach fails
wherever we get Condition C effects with names.

66 Sauerland’s assumptions clash somewhat with Safir’s data; since he assumes that Vehicle
Change can in principle apply to quantifiers, I will tentatively assume that he cannot capture
the full range of facts.

67 Even though the approach can handle argument-adjunct asymmetries in principle, it cannot
account for the asymmetry with quantifiers inside the external head because it cannot handle
Condition C effects with quantifiers inside the external head in the first place: the deletion of
the lower copy is possible with quantifiers.
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straightforwardly under the HEA because the external head is structurally part of
the matrix clause and is also interpreted there:

(214) a) John pulled the [strings]i [cr [Opi]: that [xi]:1 that got Bill the job].

b) Hei’s just got a [confident air about himselfi]j [cr [Opj]1 that I think [xj]1
matches Leo’s].

At least the idiom case is problematic for the HRA — at least for the version laid
out in 1.4.3 where reconstruction of the external head is the default. Since the
higher copies are deleted and only the lowest one survives, the idiom chunk is
not adjacent to the matrix verb:

(219) §John pulled the [xr [strirngs]2 [cr [Op [strings]o]: that [x strings]: that got
Bill the job]].

Privileging the higher copy is only exceptionally possible, as discussed extensively
in 1.4.1, but none of those cases can be applied to idioms. Except for the wide-
scope cases, there was only the option of late merger. But neither one could
apply here to save the idiom case.

The anaphor case, however, can be dealt with the same way as the following wh-
case from 1.4.1:

(216) John; wondered [which picture of himselfi/j]1 Bill; saw __ 1.

The derivation for the relative will be parallel to the embedded wh-case where the
anaphor is bound by the matrix subject. If the anaphor moves to its antecedent,
the higher copy can no longer be deleted, but has to be retained at the expense of
the lower one:68

(217) Hei’s just self-got a [x» [confident air about __selfi]> [c» [Op [confidentair
abeut-himselfio]ithat I think [x]: matches Leo’s]].

Sauerland (1998, 2003) and Bhatt (2002) apply the MA in all cases where there is
no reconstruction. It is unclear to me, though, whether their version derives the
right result. The interpretation of the idiom and the anaphor inside the matrix
clause is not a problem because there is an external head that is interpreted as
well. However, there is also a relative clause-internal copy, and this will lead to
an uninterpretable structure:69

(218) a) §John pulled the [strings]; [cr [Op [strings]i]: that [x strings]: that got
Bill the job].

b) §Hei’s just got a [confident air about himselfi); [c» [Op [confidentair
abeut-himselfi]j]: that I think [x confident afiz about himself]: matches
Leo’s].

68  As discussed in footnote 63, it is not so clear which of the two upper copies is interpreted in
this case. I have arbitrarily chosen the highest copy.

69 Bhatt (2002: 47f., note 1) argues that the MA can perhaps handle these cases with certain
extensions, but he does not address the problem of the lower copy inside the relative clause. In
the idiom case, this could perhaps be accommodated by the assumption that the idiom chunk
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Munn’s (1994) or Citko’s (2001) version of the MA, however, seems more
promising in this regard. The derivation used to account for the absence of
Condition C effects (cf. 1.5.3.1) will work here as well: since the external head
does not contain any material that is not licensed there, it is retained and the
internal copy is exceptionally deleted because its content is recoverable from the
external head. This derives the desired result:

(219) a) John pulled the [strings]; [cr [Op [strings]i|1 that [x st=izgs]: that got
Bill the job].

b) Hei’s just got a [confident air about himselfi]j [cr [Op [confidentair
abeuthimself]j]; that I think [x 2es8ertam s m e
Leo’s].

The importance of these facts should not be underestimated: as admitted by
Bhatt (2002: 47, note 1), such examples show that the HRA is not sufficient to
capture the entire range of reconstruction facts in English. This does not hold for
Munn’s and Citko’s version of the MA, which can handle these cases as well as
those where there is reconstruction, as shown in the previous subsections.

1.56.5 Conflicting requirements: interpreting more than one copy

The examples with conflicting demands on interpretation discussed in 1.3.7 are
even more problematic. I repeat the crucial example for convenience:

(220) I always try to take [pictures of his; wife] that every mani likes __.

The only possibility to interpret this is by interpreting two copies, both the
external head and the lowest relative clause-internal copy. A HEA cannot handle
this because it cannot handle reconstruction quite generally.

The version of the HRA that I have based the discussion on also cannot handle
these cases. Even though variable binding in the example above is not a problem
because reconstruction is the default, the idiomatic expression cannot be
properly interpreted because the upper copies are deleted:

(221) 81 always try to take [x» [pictares-ofhis;wife]s [cr [Op [pie
wife]2]: that every man; likes [x pictures of his; wife]1]].

A MA is generally better suited to cope with such cases because there is both an
external head and a relative clause-internal copy that can in principle be
interpreted. However, the implementations discussed so far cannot handle this
case, I believe, at least not without extensions. Sauerland (1998, 2003) and Bhatt
(2002) assume that the HRA applies as soon as the external head contains
material that is not licensed there. Since in the example at hand, there is a
bound variable that needs to be reconstructed, the HRA will have to apply and as
a consequence, the interpretation of the idiom will remain unaccounted for.

gets a different interpretation inside the relative clause and that the ellipsis operation that
links it to the external head can somehow take care of this mismatch.
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It is not completely clear what would happen under Munn’s or Citko’s approach:
since the external head contains an element that is not licensed there, namely
the bound variable, it has to be reconstructed, so that the lower copy has to be
retained. This would argue for retaining the lower copy and deleting the external
head:

(222) 8l always try to take [pietures-of-hisi-wife|z [cr [Op [pict
that every man; likes [x pictures of hisi wife]:].

However, this fails to account for the idiomatic interpretation of take pictures. An
alternative that interprets the external head but deletes the lower copy fails to
account for variable binding:

isy-wide]o]1

(223) 8I always try to take [pictures of hls, Wlfe]z [cp [Op [pictus
that every man; likes [x pi ot

[
It is therefore necessary to retain both the external head and the lower copy
inside the relative clause. Whether this is possible at all under Munn’s or Citko’s
approach is unclear since they do not discuss the case at hand. Citko (2001:
137) states that ,one of them can delete at LF“, which seems to imply that both
can be retained.’0 But even if that is possible, there would still be problems:

(224) 81 always try to take [pictures of his; wife]2 [cr [Op [piet
that every man; likes [x pictures of his; wife]:].

Now the upper copy contains an unlicensed bound variable and the lower copy
and unlicensed idiom chunk. Consequently, what is needed is some kind of
partial deletion as indicated schematically in the following example:

(225) [ext head idiom preneuwsi;j [cr [Op [& iljj1 every man; [x idion

pronoun;]:]

In chapter 2, I will propose a new analysis of relative clauses that provides an
account for these cases, cf. 2.4.7.

1.5.6 that vs. wh-relatives

Another issue that has been discussed for some time in the literature concerns
the difference between that-relatives and wh-relatives. Recently, Aoun & Li (2003:
109ff.) have argued that the two types of relatives should be assigned completely
different derivations. They propose a HRA for that-relatives and a HEA for wh-
relatives. They confusingly refer to the latter as ,matching relatives“. Their
variant of the HEA differs from the one outlined in 1.1.1 in that the relative
clause is analyzed as a complement of the external D, it is not adjoined to the NP.

The crucial aspect for the present discussion is that they claim that that- and
wh-relatives differ from each other with regard to reconstruction: only that

70 This seems sufficient for the case mentioned in footnote 40 where an NP is idiomatically
interpreted in both positions.
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relatives show reconstruction effects as in the following example (2003: 113, ex.
52):71

(226) The [picture of hisi mother| that/?*which every student; painted __in
art class is impressive.

If the facts are indeed correct, the HRA is definitely no option for wh-relatives. It
is unclear to me whether a MA would derive the right result.

Under Munn’s or Citko’s approach, it probably would not unless one would force
deletion of the lower relative clause-internal copy whenever there is a wh-
pronoun, but that seems highly unlikely.

Sauerland’s (1998, 2003) and Bhatt’s (2002) general approach assumes two
different derivations depending on whether the external head contains material
that is licensed there or not. However, it remains unclear how to connect this
with a particular relative structure (i.e. that vs. wh). At the point of merge there
should not be any problems merging a wh-pronoun with an NP that contains e.g.
a bound variable — unless the wh-relative pronoun cannot take complements, but
then we would no longer be dealing with an MA.

It is not clear to me whether Aoun & Li (2003: 122) actually derive the difference
or just describe it. In certain cases, a HRA can be independently ruled out
because relative operators are often incompatible with a complement — such as
who boy — (1.2.3.1) that would be necessary for a HRA. But then there are also
combinations like the book which. Under a HRA this would require which to be
merged with book, but that should not be a problem. Consequently, a HRA has to
be prevented for those. Perhaps the locality problems discussed in 1.2.3.4 would
help: a HRA with relative pronouns always requires subextraction of the external
head in violation of the CED. If that constraint is taken seriously, we might get
the right cut.”2

Evidently, it seems very difficult to derive the difference technically. I will not
dwell on this because the distinction itself is contested (Bhatt 2002 for instance
assumes that there is no relevant difference with respect to reconstruction).
Furthermore, as we will see in the chapter on German, the crosslinguistic validity
of the thatrelative vs. wh-relative dichotomy is very limited — at least when it
comes to reconstruction effects. Many languages only have relative pronouns but
still allow reconstruction quite straightforwardly in relatives.”3

71 But they acknowledge (p. 244, note 15) that this does not hold for all speakers.

72 This only works if there is no subextraction in that-relatives, but that is exactly what is
proposed e.g. by Bhatt, cf. (18). Furthermore, Bianchi’s (1999) structure for that-relatives,
which Aoun & Li (2003) adopt, involves incorporation of the relative pronoun into the external
D, cf. (14) so that this might eventually not work.

73 An interesting case in this context are adverbial relatives. Aoun & Li (2003: 124) argue that
there is no reconstruction as in the following reason relative:

i) *We imitated the [method advocated by hisi father-in-law] whereby every mechanic; fixed the

car __.
Under their approach, this is little surprising given that they assume that all wh-relatives
disallow reconstruction (perhaps except the cases with bare NP-adverbs discussed in 1.2.2.4).

But the restriction seems to hold more generally. I have not been able to come up with fully
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1.5.7 Extraposition

Another context where the HRA seems unavailable (in English) are extraposed
relative clauses. As Hulsey & Sauerland (2002: 6/7, ex. 9a/13a) show, relative
clause extraposition in English rules out reconstruction:

(227) a) *Mary praised the [headway] last year that John made _ .
b) *I saw the [picture of himselfi] yesterday that John; liked __.

They argue that this follows directly from the theory of extraposition by Fox &
Nissenbaum (2000) when applied to the MA: For extraposition of adjuncts, they
assume that it is derived by first covertly moving the source DP to some higher
position and then adjoining the adjunct to the silent copy by late merger. When
applied to relative clauses under the MA, this implies covert movement of the
head noun with subsequent late merger of the relative clause. Late merger is only
possible with adjuncts, but not with complements. But since the relative clause
is a complement under the HRA, it is not available here. Only a MA is possible,
where the relative clause is adjoined to NP. Since Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland
(1998, 2003) assume that a MA is only possible when reconstruction is not
forced, reconstruction effects are predicted to be absent.

However, the argument is based on the assumption that extraposition cannot be
handled at all with the HRA. Hulsey & Sauerland (2002: 11) argue that this is
impossible because the relative clause does not correspond to an XP. But this is
exactly the kind of problem that was already addressed by Bianchi and Bhatt
(recall the discussion in 1.1.2) who proposed slightly different derivations where
the head noun moves out of the CP:

(228) the [xr [booka] [x X°[cr [op Op/Which _o]1 C° [Johnlikes _ 1]]]]

The relative CP is a constituent so that it should be possible to extrapose it and
get reconstruction. The absence of reconstruction therefore remains puzzling.

The fact that there is no reconstruction under extraposition seems quite robust
though even though the examples that Hulsey & Sauerland (2002) use are not
particularly natural (I saw the picture yesterday that John liked sounds strange in
the first place). But the following example, which controls for this fact, seems still
unacceptable:

(229) ??I saw a [picture of himselfi] in the newspaper that John; probably
would not like __.

convincing examples and the same seems to hold for German (see chapter 2), at least not for
manner and reason relatives. The best results are achieved with temporal and locative relatives
but even there impeccable examples are not easy to come by. At this point it is unclear to me
whether this is really a fundamental structural property of adverbial relatives or just a
semantic problem. A definitive answer to this question will, however, ultimately determine
whether the HEA is still needed. If there is no reconstruction in adverbial relatives and if this
cannot be reduced to semantic anomaly we have to conclude that they cannot be handled by
either the HRA or the MA and that this is one of the residues — perhaps the only one — where
the HEA is still required.
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The non-reconstruction is also a problem for Munn’s or Citko’s approach because
the lower copy inside the relative clause is retained in these cases, cf. 1.4.4.
Extraposition should not really affect this. Perhaps, there is a problem with the
deletion of the external head (which is necessary when it contains material that
has to be reconstructed). Deletion takes place up to recoverability. It could be
argued that deletion of the external head is no longer possible under
extraposition, perhaps because extraposition makes it impossible to recover the
relevant content.

I will leave this issue basically unsolved here because it is problematic for both
the HRA as well as the two implementations of the MA. The only derivation that
yields the right result is the HEA. But why it should be the only derivation that
can apply in case of extraposition is unclear. I will leave this issue open here
because at this point it cannot be used to argue in favor of or against a particular
analysis of relative clauses.”*

1.6 Conclusion

So where does this leave us? It should have become clear that the correct
analysis of (English) relative clauses cannot be pinpointed so straightforwardly as
the literature of recent years is trying to make one believe.

This chapter has shown that despite its wide acceptance the HRA still faces
serious problems. The basic derivation requires a number of assumptions that
are clearly non-standard and often peculiar to relative clauses, cf. 1.2.3. Most of
the arguments cited in the literature turn out not to be decisive, cf. 1.2.2. Apart
from its compatibility with Antisymmetry, reconstruction effects have probably
been the strongest argument in favor of the HRA. It is indeed correct that a direct
movement relationship between the external head and the relative clause-internal
position allows a very straightforward explanation of reconstruction effects.
However, since there are cases where there is no reconstruction, such as the
absence of Condition C effects (1.5.3) and the cases where an idiom or an
anaphor has to be interpreted in the matrix clause (1.5.4), an unmodified version
of the HRA cannot capture the entire reconstruction pattern.

Safir (1999) adopts a powerful Vehicle Change mechanism that partly takes care
of the Condition C effects, but at the price of massive overgeneration. He
furthermore has nothing to say about the cases where the external head has to
be interpreted in the matrix clause (1.5.4).

Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland (1998, 2003) solve the problem by adopting two
different derivations, depending on whether there is reconstruction. A MA
handles at least the Condition C problem, the HRA applies to the structures with
reconstruction, but that still leaves the cases of non-reconstruction in 1.5.4
unexplained. Furthermore, it is quite uneconomical having to use two
derivations.

74 The facts are somewhat different in German. Reconstruction is at least partially possible under
extraposition, cf. footnote 123.
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The traditional HEA is less problematic with respect to its basic derivation than
the HRA (1.2). However, since there is no straightforward way of handling
reconstruction on such an approach, it cannot be an option for a wide range of
data. It would be limited to cases of non-reconstruction in 1.5.4 and the
Condition C cases. The HEA would basically have the function which the MA has
in Bhatt’s and Sauerland’s approach and except for the data discussed in 1.5.3.8
would derive the right results in combination with the HRA. But again, having to
adopt two derivations is undesirable.

It is for the last reason that I believe that Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001)
implementation of the MA is the most promising approach to relative clauses: it
accounts for reconstruction effects just as straightforwardly as for the absence of
Principle C effects and for the cases of non-reconstruction in 1.5.4. Furthermore,
it seems to be the only approach that gives us a handle on the cases where there
are conflicting requirements on interpretation (1.5.5): it is in principle possible to
interpret both the external head as well as the lower relative clause-internal copy.

This result goes against the thrust of much of the literature in recent years and is
therefore very important. The German facts to be discussed in chapter 2 will in
fact provide even more convincing evidence for the MA. The following table gives
an overview over the various properties.75

(230) HEA HRA MA
M
Bhatt Safir 1.1nn/ Sauerland
Citko
relative pronoun cannot . e e e e
_. % | take NP complement
B case on the external
v g + +/- +/— + +
§ 2 | head
o0 8. | locality constraints76 + - - + +
coordination facts - - - - -
idiom reconstruction
- + + +
g (41)
5 variable binding (42) - + + + does not
£ | Binding A (51 - n T ¥ apply; HRA
8
g scope reconstruction . N . is applied
S (43), (44) instead
— N N
+ adjectival
. - + + +
reconstruction (49)

75 The HRA-column with “Bhatt” gives the properties for a HRA that does not make extra
assumptions as e.g. Safir. Even though Bhatt (2002) would not apply it to all the cases in the
table (i.e. not to the cases without reconstruction), I have still evaluated it with respect to all
reconstruction properties to show where a HRA is in principle successful and where it is not.

76 A plus in this category means that a particular derivation does not lead to locality problems.
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83

Principle C

quant arg (83)a

quant adj (83)b

R-exp arg (76)a

operator
phrase

R-exp adj (77)

+/-
"

+| +| +|+

+| 4|+ +

quant arg (80)

+

quant adj (82)

+

|+ |+ +]+

i

R-exp arg (65)

+

+/-

external
head

R-exp adj

+

+| +| +

asymmetry wh-
movement — relatives
(65), (67)

arg-adj asymmetries
(204)

+/_77

+/_78

asymmetry operator-
phrase external head
(76)

correlation Principle C -
variable
binding/scope/adjectiv
es (84)-(86)

HRA
applies
instead

reconstruction of semi-
idiomatic cases (73),
(75)

SCO effects and
possessive relatives,
(78)b, (79)

fine-grained
reconstruction

properties

non-reconstruction for
idiom formation (108)

non-reconstruction for
anaphor binding (109)

+/-

2 copies interpreted
(111)

wh-relatives (226)

extraposition (227)

77

78

I have chosen ,+/-, because the MA can in principle account for the asymmetry, but since the
asymmetry only surfaces with quantifiers and neither Munn’s nor Citko’s approach can handle
the exceptional behavior of quantifiers, there is still a residual problem.

Sauerland has the same problem as Munn and Citko: Even though an MA can in principle
model the argument-adjunct asymmetry, Sauerland has principled problems with quantifiers

in that he allows them to be Vehicle-changed.






2 The syntax of relative clauses in German

This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the syntax of restrictive relative
clauses in Standard German.” I intend to make both an empirical as well as a
theoretical contribution. On the empirical side, this is to my knowledge the first
in depth study of the properties of German relatives.80 I will strongly focus on
reconstruction effects because as chapter one has shown this is the crucial area
for the evaluation of the various approaches. On the theoretical side, I argue in
favor of a Matching Analysis for German relatives. The MA provides the best
result because it not only avoids many difficulties the HRA is faced with, but also
because it captures the intricate pattern of Principle C effects in a
straightforward manner.

Before presenting the analysis, I will first provide the necessary background.
Section one describes in some detail how binding works in German. This is
important because German differs from English in the domain of reflexives so
that reconstruction for Principle A will turn out to be a much more important
diagnostic than in English. Section two contains the reconstruction data. I will be
quite exhaustive, mainly because the data have never been presented in much
detail so that I cannot refer to other sources. I will also include reconstruction
data for wh-movement and topicalization to bring out relevant differences.
Furthermore, some of those data will become important in chapter three. Section
three shows that the Head Raising Analysis has undesirable effects for German.
In section four, I present my analysis. Section five discusses previous approaches
and shows that they are inferior to the analysis presented here. Section six
concludes the chapter.s8!. 82

2.1 Binding in German

Since reconstruction and reconstruction for binding in particular will play a
prominent role in this thesis, it is necessary to first have a look at the relevant
binding data in German. Since reconstruction of entire anaphors can only be
tested with topicalization (Himself, John likes), I will have to focus on coreferential
elements inside picture NPs, which provide the largest empirical basis for
reconstruction. I will try to put together what can be considered more or less the
communis opinio to the extent that this is possible. Binding judgments are
notoriously delicate so that it is quite likely that individual speakers will disagree
with parts of the data presented below (even though most of them are either

79 I will neither discuss free relatives nor appositive relatives.

80 Heck (2005) is a recent contribution that anticipates both some of the empirical as well as the
theoretical results. Thanks to that paper, much of this chapter has been rethought and
improved.

81  To the extent that I have to be able to verify it, Dutch relatives pattern like their German
counterparts. This is important because I will discuss Dutch data alongside with German data
in chapter three and will argue that the two languages behave identically in the so-called
proleptic construction whose derivation presupposes some of the results of chapter two.

82 A shorter version of this chapter appears as Salzmann (to appear b).
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taken from the literature or the internet). I will try to indicate which facts are
more contested than others. I will not present a new theory of binding in German,
but will solely mention some of the assumptions that have been made and have
proved useful. This will eventually not turn out to be a fully coherent system, but
it will be sufficiently explicit to guarantee that the reconstruction effects
discussed later on are relevant.

I will first show that anaphor binding in German differs from English in that
anaphors are subject to the Binding Theory. Logophoric use is not attested.
Anaphors have to be bound by the highest argument of a saturated predicate
they are part of, which is the subject in the absence of an external argument of
N; this is discussed in subsection two. Subsection three shows that — as in
English - anaphors and pronouns are normally in free variation within DPs
except for cases where an implicit PRO is present. In the last subsection, I will
argue that binding cannot be reduced to thematic relations even though
reference to the highest argument is often sufficient. But there is a
configurational residue and this implies that reconstruction for Principle A,
which will play a prominent role in this chapter, has to receive a syntactic
treatment, possibly contrary to the English facts (cf. 1.3.3).83

2.1.1 Anaphors are subject to the Binding Theory

One important starting point is the fact that German and Dutch differ from
English in that the use of anaphors is more limited, especially when it comes to
uses that are not syntactically triggered. German sich84 and Dutch zichzelf do not
have an intensifying function like himself:

(231) John solved the problem himself.

Furthermore, logophoric uses of the anaphor sich do not seem to be attested:85
As opposed to the English facts discussed in 1.3.3, picture NP reflexives cannot
be bound across intervening definite, quantificational, and expletive subjects (cf.
Kiss 2001 for discussion; his ex. 11 a, b):

83 ] am grateful to Daniel Hole for help with binding in German. Needless to say, he is not
responsible for any shortcomings of this part.

84 1 will not discuss German sich selbst, which is sometimes (Fischer 2004) mistaken as the
equivalent of Dutch zichzelf. The former is only an intensifier, but does not have the
systematically different status that zichzelf has with respect to zich in Dutch. In the examples
below, nothing changes by replacing sich with sich selbst.

85 This is probably an overstatement. Hole (in prep.) shows that in certain cases where both an
anaphor and a reflexive are possible, the use of a self-form is preferred if ,the (typically third
person) protagonists who have thoughts in their minds, are reported to make utterances or
perceive things, are identical to the referents referred to by the self-forms in the linguistic
representations of their thoughts, utterances, or perceptions” (Hole 2002: 2). Importantly, even
if there is residual logophoric use in German, it would never license binding across an
intervening DP as in English. With the notable exception of Hole (in prep.), the issue of
logophoricity is heavily under researched in German, and I will therefore leave this for further
research.
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(232) a) *Gernoti erinnerte sich daran, dass die Zeit ein Bild von sichi
Gernot remembered self there.on that the Z. a pictureof self
veroffentlicht hatte.
published had

‘Gernot; remembered hat ,the Zeit“ published a picture of himselfi.’

b) *Gernot; dachte, dass niemand ein Bild von sich;
G. thought that no.one a pictureof self
verdffentlichen wollte
publish would

‘Gernot; thought that nobody would publish a picture of himself;.’

One also does not find any cases without c-command as the following contrast
shows (Pollard & Sag 1992: 278, ex. 62a):

(233) a) The picture of himself; in Newsweek dominated John’s; thoughts.

b) *Das Foto von sichi in der Zeit beherrschte Petersi Gedanken
the pictureof self in the Zeit dominated Peter’s thoughts
‘The picture of himself in the “Zeit” dominated Peter’s thoughts.’

Due to the differences mentioned above, an analysis treating anaphors inside
picture NPs as exempt from the Binding Theory is insufficient (Kiss 2001). In
other words, picture NP reflexives (and reflexives in general) are not exempt from,
but are subject to the Binding Theory. This fact is generally agreed upon.

2.1.2 Distribution of anaphors

Another clear fact is that picture NP anaphors can only be bound by the highest
argument of a given predicate, whereas in English, objects are possible
antecedents in the presence a higher argument as well (Kiss 2001, Frey 1993:
124):86

(234) a) Hansi las ein Buch Uber sich.
John read a book about self
‘John read a book about himself.’

b) Hansi gab Maria; ein Buch tber sichi /.
John gave Mary a book about self
‘John; gave Mary; a book about himselfi/herself;.’

c) John; gave Peter; a book about himselfi;.

For simplicity, I will refer to the highest argument of a predicate as the
SUBJECT. The SUBJECT is not necessarily the syntactic subject. Datives that
are the highest arguments of a given predicate can also function as SUBJECTS:87

86 When it comes to binding between objects, there is a lot of controversy that I gladly leave up to
the interested reader to cherish, see e.g. Grewendorf (1988), Frey (1993: 112).

87 Importantly, there are no dative subjects in German.
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(235) a) Der Maria; wurde ein Spiegelbild von sich; gezeigt.
the.DAT Mary was a reflection of self shown
‘Mary; was shown a reflection of herselfi.’

b) Dem  Peter; gefallt dieses Bild von sichi.
the.DAT Peter pleases this pictureof self
‘This picture of himselfi pleases Peter;.’

c) Es graut dem  Peteri vor schlechten Nachrichten tiber sich.
it dreads the.DAT Peter before bad news about self
‘Peter; is afraid of bad news about himselfi.’

Binding of an anaphor is also subject to a proximity requirement (as in English).
It has to be bound by the closest possible binder. If a noun projects an external
argument, this will count as the highest argument of the predicate and will serve
as a SUBJECT for an NP-internal anaphor:

(236) Hansi mag Peters; Bild von sichsij
John likes Peter’s pictures of self
‘John; likes Peter’s; picture of himselfs;.’

Here, the agent/possessor Peter is a closer possible binder and, therefore, binds
the reflexive. For coreference with the syntactic subject, a pronoun must be used
— as in English.

(237) Hans; mag Peters; Bild von ihmi/x
John likes Peter’s pictures of him
‘John; likes Peter’s; picture of himi,+.’

The generalization of these facts is straightforward (a version of Principle A, see
Kiss 2001, ex. 15):

(238) Anaphors have to be bound by the closest SUBJECT.

If there is no SUBJECT inside the DP, the binding domain is extended up to the
clause as in (234) and (235).88 Pronouns must be free in the minimal binding
domain which is captured by a version of Principle B along the following lines
(similar to Kiss 2001, his ex. 21):

(239) Principle B: A pronoun must not be bound by a coargument.

If N projects an external argument, the DP counts as a binding domain and the
pronoun has to be disjunct from the external argument as in (237).

2.1.3 Implicit arguments, anaphors vs. pronouns

The next point is somewhat more controversial. German and Dutch resemble
English (cf. Reinhard & Reuland 1993: 661, the examples in (57) above) in that

88 For reasons that I will not discuss, extension across a clause-boundary is not possible if there
is no SUBJECT available as e.g. when the reflexive is contained in the syntactic subject.
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the complementary distribution between anaphors and pronouns breaks down in
picture NPs without a specifier (Kiss 2001: ex. 7):89

(240) Ulrichi las ein Buch tber ihni/sichi.
Ulrich read a book about him/self
‘Ulrich; read a book about him;/himself;.”

On the other hand, one also finds the class of predicates as in English where only
a reflexive is possible, cf. the examples in (59), Reinhard & Reuland 1993: 685)

(241) a) Peteri machte ein Foto von *ihmi/sichi.
Peter took a picture of him/self
‘Peter; took a picture of *himi/himselfi.’

b) Peter; hat eine Geschichte tiber *ihn;i/sich; erzahlt.
Peter hasa  story about him/self told
‘Peter: told a story about *himi/himselfi.’

c) Peteri hat eine gute Meinung von *ihm;/sichi.
Peter has a  good opinion of  him/self
‘Peter; has a good opinion of *him;/himselfi.’

d) Peteri hat ein Gerticht iber *ihni/sich; verbreitet
Peter hasa rumor about him/himself spread
‘Peter spread a rumor about *him;/himselfi.’

e) Peteri hat ein Buch tber *ihni/sich; geschrieben
Peter has a book about him/self written
‘Peter; wrote a book about *him;/himself;.’

In these examples, the agents of the verb and the noun are identical, and this
relationship has been modeled by means of an implicit PRO that is projected as
the external argument:

(242) a) Peteri machte ein PROi Foto von *ihmi/sichi.
Peter took a picture of him/self
‘Peter; took a picture of *him;/himself;.’

b) Peteri hat eine PRO: Geschichte tber *ihni/sichi erzihlt.
Peter hasa story about him/self told
‘Peter; told a story about *himi/himselfi.”

c) Peteri hat eine PRO; gute Meinung von *ihmi/sich.
Peter hasa good opinion of  him/self
‘Peteri has a good opinion of himselfi.’

d) Peteri hat ein PRO: Gerlicht Uber *ihni/sich; verbreitet
Peter hasa rumor about him/himself spread
‘Peter spread a rumor about *himi/himself.’

89  Fischer (2004: 107) assumes without argument that only reflexives are possible, Frey (1993:
168) assumes that the optionality is only apparent: Whenever a pronoun is possible, he
assumes that there is a disjunct implicit PRO, see below.
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e) Peteri hat ein PRO: Buch uber *ihni/sichi geschrieben
Peter hasa book about him/self written
‘Peter; wrote a book about *him;/himself;.’

Since the nominal predicate is saturated in these cases, it counts as the binding
domain. Consequently, only anaphors are possible here. Pronouns, however,
must not be bound within the minimal binding domain. That is why they cannot
corefer with the matrix subject here. They are ruled out by Principle B. The
postulation of a PRO nicely derives this asymmetry.

Once a PRO is possible, the question is whether it also appears in other contexts.
In the following examples anaphors and pronouns are again in free variation
(again subject to speaker variation):90

(243) a) Peteri sah ein Foto  von ihmi/sich; in der Zeitung.
Peter saw a picture of him/self in the newspaper
‘Peteri sah a picture of himi/himselfi in the newspaper.’

b) Peter; hat eine Geschichte tiber ihni/sich; gehort.
Peter has a  story about him/self heard
‘Peter; heard a story about himi/himself;.’

d) Peter; findet dieses Gerticht Uber ihni/sich; unfair.
Peter finds this rumor about him/self wunfair
‘Peter; finds this rumor about himi/himselfi unfair.’

e) Peteri hat ein Buch Uber ihni/sich; gelesen
Peter hasa book about him/self read
‘Peter; read a book about him;/himself;.’

An implicit coreferential PRO is certainly impossible in these cases because the
agent of the noun is different from the matrix subject. An implicit disjunct PRO
would cover the pronoun cases, but it must not be projected in the case of the
anaphor. Needless to say, the distribution of PRO under such an approach would
be entirely circular, basically restating the distribution of anaphors and
pronouns. Rather, one should limit the use of an implicit argument to the cases
in (241) where the external arguments are identical.

For (240) and (243), I will assume no implicit PRO. This means that the anaphor
is minimally bound by the closest SUBJECT, the syntactic subject. The pronouns
are possible because they are free in the minimal binding domain.9!

This approach also nicely accounts for the possible interpretations of the
following example (Frey 1993: 168):

90 For some speakers, the choice between anaphor and pronouns determines whether the
argument is interpreted e.g. as the possessor (pronoun) or the object on a picture (anaphor).

91  See Frey (1993: 125, ex. 46) for a different view. I do not share his judgments, though.
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(244) Peter; hat diese Nachforschungen tber ihn;/sich;
Peter has these investigations about him/self
vor mir verheimlicht.
before me concealed

‘Peteri concealed these investigations about himi/himself; from me.’

With an anaphor, the preferred interpretation is that Peter did the investigation
himself. With a pronoun, it is most natural if the investigator is a different
person, but it could also be Peter. Again, this follows if there is an implicit
coreferential argument of N when the two agents are the same. This will require
the anaphor and rule out the pronoun. When the agents are not identical, both
an anaphor or a pronoun are possible.

Implicit PROs have also been postulated for event nominals. In the following case,
it is assumed that there in a disjunct implicit argument. This is supposed to
explain the impossibility of an anaphor in the following example (Frey 1993: 131):

(245) Hans; horte bei Bemerkungen Utber ihni/*sich; weg.
John heard at comments about him/self away
‘John; didn’t listen to comments about himi/himself;.”

An disjunct implicit PRO would limit the binding domain to the arguments of N,
and the anaphor would fail to be bound by the closest SUBJECT (PRO). The
pronoun, however, would be free and therefore licensed. While I tend to agree on
this particular judgment, one can find counterexamples with event nominals on
the internet where an anaphor is fine:

(2406) Er sucht Herzls Memoiren, "Mein Kampf" betitelt, in denen er:
he looks.forHerzel’s memoires my fight titled in which he

abfallige  Bemerkungen Uber sich; beflrchtet.
derogatory remarks about self fears

‘He is looking for Herzel’s memoirs titled ,my fight“ in which he; fears
he will find derogatory remarks about himself;.’

http:/ /www.sim-kultur.at/?sub=archiv&subl=werke&sub2=schauspiele&s
ub3=&sub4=&id=1829

If there were an implicit PRO in such examples, it would be disjunct (since the
subject is afraid of somebody else’s remarks), which in turn would not license the
anaphor. This casts doubt on a prolific use of implicit arguments and suggests
that disjunct implicit arguments should be dispensed with.

For the purposes of this thesis, I only use coreferential implicit PROs, and I
assume that they only appear where the agents of the verb and the noun are
identical as in (242). Such coreferential PROs are possible with picture nouns
and event nominals. Furthermore, I submit that there are no disjunct implicit
PROs. Cases like (245) are perhaps better ruled out by the lack of agentivity on
the part of the subject, to be discussed in the following subsection.
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2.1.4 Thematic hierarchy or syntax?

So far, there has been frequent reference to argument structure: Only SUBJECTS
qualify as antecedents of picture-NP reflexives, and in addition, there is a strong
preference for the binder to be agentive or at least to be relatively high on the
argument structure.9? This is why in the following example, a pronoun seems
preferred:93

(247) Hans; wurde durch ein Buch tber ihn;i/?-??sich; verletzt.
John became by a book about him/self offended
‘John; was offended by a book about himi/himself;.’

One may therefore ask to what extent binding should be handled by syntax.
Some (e.g. Kiss 2001/2003) conclude from these facts that binding should be
done purely by argument structure. There are several reasons against this. First,
the binding options between objects are subject to c-command (Frey 1993:
112ff.). Second, scrambling can lead to new (operator) binding options as in the
following examples (Frey 1993: 112, ex. 1d, Haider 1993):

(248) a) Ich habe [die Leutei: einanderi __1 vorgestellt.
I have the people each.other introduced.to
T introduced the peoplei to each otheri.’

b) weil [leden  Botschafteri]: sein; Ubersetzer 1 begleiten  sollte.
because every.ACCambassador his interpreter  accompany should
‘because every ambassadori should be accompanied by hisi interpreter.’

In (248)a), the direct object has scrambled across the indirect object and binds it
even though on the argument structure, it would be lower than the direct
object/theme. In b), the direct object has scrambled across the subject and binds
a pronoun in it, again against the thematic hierarchy. Another case concerns
ECM constructions. There are cases where the binding domain is extended even
though there is a SUBJECT (Frey 1993: 128, ex. 55b):

(249) Hans; horte den Professor neben sichi sprechen.
John heard the professor next self talk
‘John; heard the professor talk next to himi.’

The external argument of the embedded predicate Professor is projected and
therefore expected to bind the reflexive, contrary to fact. So being an external
argument is not enough. Obviously, finiteness also plays a role, which clearly
argues for a syntactic treatment.

While these points are not directly related to picture-NP reflexives, they do show
that syntax plays a role in German binding so that it would be strange if parts of
the binding theory would be handled exclusively without syntax.

There is one more issue that is important in this respect, namely the possibility
of getting bound in a derived position as in the following English example:

92 This would account for the experiencers in (235).
93 The example was pointed out to me by Daniel Hole.
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(250) John; wonders [cr [Which picture of himselfi]: I like _ 1 best].

Here the matrix subject binds a reflexive in the embedded Spec, CP position. The
picture NP belongs to a different predicate; if English were subject to the
requirement that an anaphor must be bound by the highest argument of its
predicate, the sentence should be ungrammatical because the highest argument
of the embedded predicate, I is not the binder. Interestingly, corresponding
examples are bad in German and Dutch with an anaphor. Only a pronoun is
possible:

(251) a) Hanmsi fragt sich, [ [welches Foto von *sichi/ihmi|;
John asks self which picture of self/him

ich am besten _ 1 mag].
I the.best like

b) Peteri denkt, [cr [dieses Buch tber *sichi/ihni|:
Peter thinks this book about self/him
fande ich __1 interessant].
find.suBJ 1 interesting

‘Peter; thinks that this book about him; I find interesting.’

This can be considered another strong argument in favor of a thematically-based
theory of binding. There is one more set of data that has figured prominently in
the discussion (Frey 1993: 136, Kiss 2001, ex. 12b): reconstruction into
intermediate positions. Both authors claim that this is impossible, in contrast to
English:94

(252) a) [Dieses Buch Utber sichsi/j]i glaubt Peter;,
this book about self believes Peter
mag der Hans; _ 1 schon sehr.
likes the John indeed a.lot

‘This book about himselfi/j, Peter; thinks John; likes a lot.’
b) [This book about himselfi/j|1, Peteri thinks that John; likes __i.

As opposed to English, the fronted reflexive can only be bound by the lower
subject, but crucially not by the higher one.95 Again, this suggests that the
anaphor is simply bound by the highest argument of the predicate it belongs to.
For coreference with the higher subject, a pronoun is necessary. While I tend to
agree on that particular example, I think that one can construct examples where
an A’-moved anaphor can be bound by the matrix subject. This is much clearer if
one uses an embedded subject that cannot serve as binder (because it differs in
phi-features):

94 The same is claimed for Dutch in van de Koot (2004).

95 Pollard & Sag (1992: 296, ex. 121) and Reinhard & Reuland (1993: 683ff.) argue that the
multiple binding options in English are due to the logophoric nature of reflexives and do not
provide any evidence for reconstruction into intermediate positions. See also footnote 47.
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(253) a) [Diesen Wesenszug von ihmi/?sichi]i glaubt Peter;,

this trait of him/himself believes Peter
fande ich 1 attraktiv.
find.suBJ I attractive

‘This trait of himi/himselfi Peteri thinks I would find attractive.’

b) [Welchen Artikel Uber ihni/?sichi]; glaubt Peter;,
which article about him/himself believes Peter
dass ich __1 gelesen habe?
that 1 read have

‘Which article about himi/himselfi does Peter: believe that I have read?’

c) [Welches Bild von ihmi/?sichili denkt Peter;,
which picture of him/himself thinks Peter

dass ich __1 am besten finde?
that I the best find

‘Which picture of himi/himselfi does Peter think I like best?’

While I concede that this is a delicate matter, several people I have consulted
have supported the judgments given here. I do not intend to explain why binding
in a final landing site of A-movement as in (251) is impossible. It is sufficient for
my purposes to have shown that binding in German is (at least partially)
governed by syntactic structure. This conclusion is important because it implies
for the reconstruction effects for Principle A to be discussed in the next section
that they do provide evidence for a transformational relationship between landing
site and theta-position.

2.2 Reconstruction in German A’-movement

In this section, I will discuss reconstruction effects in German A’-movement.
Even though this chapter is about relative clauses, I will also provide data for
wh-movement and topicalization because there are certain interesting
asymmetries and because the data will be relevant for later chapters.

I will first discuss variable binding, scope and idiom interpretation where all
types of A’-movement pattern the same. Thereafter, I will discuss the
interpretation of superlative adjectives and finally binding. As in English, relative
clauses differ from the other constructions with respect to Principle C effects
when the R-expression is contained inside the external head. Other than that,
reconstruction is as robust as in the other types of A-movement. In later
subsections, I discuss cases where the external heads of relatives must not be
reconstructed or must be interpreted in more than one position. Subsection ten
deals with reconstruction into intermediate positions and subsection eleven
concludes the section.

I will employ the same notation as in the first chapter: the reconstruction site is
marked with an underline. In cases where it is beyond doubt that movement is
involved (as in wh-movement and topicalization) the gap is coindexed with the
antecedent by means of a number index. In the case of external heads of
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relatives, there is no coindexation to avoid a prejudgment of the analysis.
Coreference between categories is marked by coindexation with letter indices.

2.2.1 Idiom interpretation

The following examples show reconstruction for idiom interpretation:9¢. 97

(254) a) die [Rede], die er __ geschwungen hat eine Rede schwingen =
the speech which he swung has ‘give a speech’
‘the speech he gave’

b) [Eine Rede]: hat er _; geschwungen.
a speech has he swung
‘A speech, he gave’

c) [Was fiir eine Rede|: hat er gestern wohl ;1 geschwungen?
what.kind.of speech has he yesterday PRT swung
‘What kind of speech did he give yesterday?’

To be properly interpreted, an idiom has to form a constituent at LF. This is
achieved if the fronted constituent is interpreted in the complement position of
the idiomatic verb.

2.2.2 Scope

Reconstruction for scope is straightforward in German A’-movement. I will first
give examples that illustrate distributive readings:98

(255) a) die [Band], die  jeder Student __ am besten findet
the band which every student the best finds

‘the band that every student likes best’ I>V;Vv>13
b) [Welche Band]: findet jeder Student _ ; am besten?

which band finds every student the best

‘Which band does every student like best?’ wh > V; V > wh
c) [Zwei von den Bands|: findet jeder Student _ ; gut.

two of the bands finds every student good

‘Two bands, every student likes.’ 2>V;V>2

9% As in English, the head noun of the relative clause only contains the NP; the determiner is
external to it and is not reconstructed. The scope data in this section and reconstruction into
there-sentences in footnote 100 will prove that point.

97 As discussed in footnote 24, only relatively transparent collocations can be used in
relativization. The head noun more or less retains its meaning in these examples. See de Vries
(2002: 78f.) for many Dutch examples some of which can be translated into German.

98 Scope reconstruction of material contained in a relative operator phrase is impossible to
construct in German because the possessive relative pronoun makes it definite so that it
always takes wide-scope with respect to other quantifiers:

i) ein Fotograf, [dessen Bilder von einem Madchen]: jeder Mann_ 1mag 3 > V; *V > 3
a photographer whose pictures of a girl every man likes
‘a photographer whose pictures of a girl every man likes’

Pied-piping with an indefinite as in English (cf. (48)) is not possible in German
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A distributive interpretation implies that the fronted DP can be interpreted in the
scope of the universal quantifier, and is therefore reconstructed. For the
examples at hand, this means that there are different bands per student.

The following triple illustrates scope ambiguities with amount quantifiers.
Amount readings, i.e. reconstructed readings are found in all types of A’-
movement.9

(256) a) die [vielen Biicher|, die Hans fars  Medizinstudium __ braucht
the many book which John for.the med.school needs

‘the many books John needs for med school’ many > need;

need > many

b) [Wieviele Biicher|: braucht Hans furs Medizinstudium _ ;?
How.many books needs John for med.school
‘How many books does John need for med school?’ many > need;
need > many

c) [Viele Biicher|: braucht Hans firs Medizinstudium _ ;.
many books needs  John for med.school
‘Many books, John needs for vet school.’ many > need;
need > many

On the reconstructed reading, the amount reading, the pure amount is focused
on, not specific books. The wide-scope or referential reading implies that there is
a given specific set of books. (256)b, for instance, would have a wide-scope
reading in the following context: A has bought a number of books and B asks
how many (of them) A needs for med school. The narrow-scope reading would be
more salient in a context where someone compares the amount of books one has
to read for different subjects and then wonders if one needs more for med school
or less than e.g. for literature. A natural answer would be a number such as 100.
Since viele ‘many’ can be construed in the scope of the modal, we have further
evidence for reconstruction.

German also has the type of amount relatives discussed for English where there
is no additional scopal element (cf. e.g. Bhatt 2002: 50f. and 1.3.1). The first
triple involves an existential context:100

99 Again reconstruction of scopal elements inside the operator phrase is impossible to construct
in German because the operator phrase is definite (the English translation makes the same

point):
i) der Autor, [dessen viele Bucher]1 man fiirs  Medizinstudium _; braucht
the author whose many books one for.the med.school needs
‘the author whose many books one needs for vet school’ many > need; *need > many

As shown in example (48), indefinite operators are possible in English and allow scope
reconstruction.

100 Existential contexts also show that only the head NP to the exclusion of the external D is
reconstructed. The following pair with the South German expression es hat ‘there is’ shows
that a universal determiner can head an NP modified by an existential sentence but it cannot
occur in a simple there-sentence, it triggers a definiteness effect (es hat ‘there is’ is mostly used
in southern varieties).
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der [viele Wein],den es noch _ im  Keller hat
the much wine which it still in.thecellar has

‘the amount of wine that there still is in the cellar’

[Wieviel Wein]|: hat es noch __1im Keller?
how.much wine hasit still in.the cellar
‘How much wine is there still in the cellar?’

[Sehrviel Wein]: hat es noch _; im  Keller.
very muchwine hasit still in.the cellar
‘A lot of wine there still is in the cellar.’

97

The next triple involves the noun Wein ‘wine’ which is ambiguous between an
individual and an amount reading. By adding an amount quantifier, only an

amount reading is possible (it cannot refer to bottles in this context):

(258) a)

b)

°)

2.2.3

der [viele] Wein, den wir gestern __ getrunken haben

the much wine which we yesterday drunk
‘the wine we drank yesterday’

have

[Wieviel Wein|: habt ihr gestern _ 1 getrunken?

how.much wine have you yesterday drunk
‘How much wine did you drink yesterday?’

[Sehr viel Wein]: haben wir gestern _ 1 getrunken.

very much wine have we yesterday drunk
‘A lot of wine we drank yesterday.’

Variable binding

Reconstruction for variable binding is also straightforward. A pronoun in the

dislocated phrase is bound by a quantifier that c-commands its base position:

(259) a) das [Foto von seineri Geliebten], das  jeder Mann;
the picture of his beloved which every man
in seiner Brieftasche __ hat
in his wallet has
‘the picture of hisi beloved that every man; keeps in his wallet’

b) der Fotograf, [dessen Foto von seiner; Geliebten|:
the photographer whose picture of his beloved
jeder Mann; gerne in seiner Brieftasche _ 1 hétte
every man likes.to in his wallet keeps
‘the photographer whose picture of his; beloved every man; would like
to have in his wallet’
i) jedes [Buch], das es __ auf dem Tisch hat

every book which it on the table has
‘every book that there is on the table’
ii)* Es hat jedes Buch auf dem Tisch.
it has every book on the table
lit.: ‘There is every book on the table.’
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b) [Was flirein Foto von seineri Geliebten|: hat jeder Manni
what.kind.of picture of his beloved has every man

in seiner Brieftasche _ 1?
in his wallet

‘What kind of picture of hisi beloved does every man; keep in his
wallet?’

c) [Ein Foto von seineri Geliebten]: hat jeder Manni
A picture of his beloved has every man

in seiner Brieftasche _ ;.
in his wallet

‘A picture of hisi beloved, every man; keeps in his wallet.’

2.2.4 The construal of superlative adjectives

The interpretation of adjectival modifiers is somewhat difficult to test in German
because the required configuration — long-distance relativization — is strongly
degraded for most speakers of Standard German, a fact that will be the starting
point for chapter 3.

Heck (2005) nevertheless assumes that German shows the same asymmetry as
English (cf. 1.3.2). He gives the following sentence, which is ambiguous according
to him:

(260) das erste Buch, das Peter sagte, dass Tolstoj __ geschrieben hat
the first book which Peter said that Tolstoy written has
‘the first book that Peter said that Tolstoy wrote’

The adjective erste ‘first’ can apply to both verbs. On the high reading, erste
applies to sagen ‘say’, the first book about which Peter made the statement that
Tolstoy wrote it is meant. On the low reading where erste applies to geschrieben
‘written’, the first book that Tolstoy actually wrote is meant. I will not attribute
much importance to these data because they are independently bad for most
speakers.

2.2.5 Principle A and B

Reconstruction for Principle A is straightforward, but it is important to avoid the
semi-idiomatic expressions from (241) with an implicit PRO because
reconstruction is not necessary to bind the anaphor: it is already bound within
the external head by the implicit PRO (the same holds when such a DP is wh-
moved or topicalized):

(261) das [PRO; Bild von sichi], das Peteri __ gemacht hat
the picture of self which Peter made has
‘the picture of himselfi that Peter: took’

As mentioned in the first chapter (1.3.3), reconstruction is probably still
necessary in these cases to control the PRO, but to be on the safe side, I will not
use such examples. Instead, I give a triple for every type of A’-movement to test
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different kinds of nouns. The first triple illustrates reconstruction of anaphors
contained inside the external head:10!

(262) a) das [Bild von sichi], das Peteri _ am liebsten mag
the pictureof self which Peter the best likes
‘the picture of himselfi that Peter; likes best’

b) das [Gerlicht tiber sichi], das Peter:i nicht __ ertragen kann
the rumor about self which Peter not bear can
‘the rumor about himself; that Peter; cannot bear’

c) der [Wesenszug von sichi], den Peteri noch nicht __ kannte
the trait of self which Peter still not knew
‘the trait of himself; that Peter; did not know’

The second triple makes the same point for wh-movement:

(263) a) [Welches Bild von sichi|: findet Peteri am besten _ i?
which picture of self finds Peter the best
‘Which picture of himselfi does Peter: like best?’

b) [Welches Gerticht iiber sichi|1 kann Peter: nicht __1 ertragen?
which rumor about self can Peter not bear
‘Which rumor about himself; can’t Peter; bear?’

c) [Welchen Wesenszug von sichi]i kannte Peteri noch nicht_ ;?
which trait of self knew Peter still not
‘Which trait of himselfi didn’t Peter; know yet?’

Finally, topicalization:

(264) a) [Dieses Bild von sich;]: findet Peteri _ 1 am besten.
this picture of  self finds Peter the best
‘This picture of himselfi, Peter; likes best.’

b) [Dieses Gerticht tiber sichi]i kann Peteri nicht _ ; ertragen.
this rumor about self can Peter not bear
‘This rumor about himselfi, Peter; cannot bear.’

c) [Diesen Wesenszug von sichi|i kannte Peteri noch nicht_ 1.
this trait of self knew Peter still not
‘This trait of himselfi, Peter; did not know yet.’

There is actually another possibility with topicalization: the moved constituent
can consist only of the anaphor:

(265) [Sich (selbst)]: mag Peteri _ 1 schon.102
himself likes Peter indeed
‘Himselfi, Peter; likes.’

101 Anaphors contained in the operator phrase of relatives cannot be tested because of the
possessive relative pronoun, which is the closest possible binder:
i) der Mann;, [desseniBild  von sichi/s]1 Peterj __1 mag.
the man whose pictureof self Peter likes
‘the man; whose; picture of himselfi/;; Peter; likes’
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Reconstruction for Principle B cannot be tested except for one residual case
because — as discussed in 2.1.3 - pronouns are normally grammatical inside
picture NPs. As a consequence, reconstruction will also not lead to a Condition B
effect. But since the pronoun does not have to be c-commanded by the
antecedent, coreference with the subject does not imply reconstruction so that
sentences such as the following do not provide any evidence to that effect:103, 104

the pictureof him which Peter in the newspaper saw
‘the picture of him; that Peter; saw in the newspaper’

(266) a) das [Bild von ihmi], das Peter: in der Zeitung sah

b) [Welches Bild von ihmi]; hat Peter: in der Zeitung _ 1 gesehen?
which pictureof him has Peter in the newspaper seen
‘Which picture of him; did Peteri see in the newspaper?’

c¢) [Ein Bild von ihmi|: hat Peter: in der Zeitung _ 1 gesehen.
a pictureof him has Peter in the newspaper seen
‘A picture of himi, Peter; saw in the newspaper.’

The cases with an implicit PRO (241) are ungrammatical in this configuration,
but as discussed above, this is not due to reconstruction but primarily due to the
presence of the implicit PRO (of course, this also holds under topicalization or
wh-movement of such a DP):

(267) das [PRO: Bild von *ihmi|, das Peteri __ gemacht hat
the picture of him which Peter made has
lit.: ‘the picture of *him; that Peter; took’

The only straightforward Condition B violation under reconstruction obtains
when a pronoun is topicalized by itself across a coreferential element:

(268) *[IThni]1 mag Peter; _ 1 nicht.
him  likes Peter not
lit.: ‘Him;, Peter; does not like.’

2.2.6 Principle C

Principle C effects are the most interesting reconstruction data. I discussed at
length in chapter one that reconstruction for Principle C is not found in English
relatives, but in wh-movement and topicalization (1.3.4). The same holds for
German as well. As in the chapter on English, I will first discuss the core case
and then more complex examples.

102 The self-component is only an intensifier that makes topicalization more felicitous. In
principle, though, a pure sich ‘self’ is also possible.

103 Tt seems to me that coreference is slightly more difficult in these cases than when the pronoun
follows its binder, but this is arguably just a property of cataphora.

104 As with anaphors, data with pronouns inside the relative operator are irrelevant because the
pronoun is necessarily free if there is a disjunct possessive relative pronoun. It will therefore
never be ungrammatical with or without reconstruction.
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2.2.6.1 The core case

R-expressions contained inside the external head to not trigger Condition C
effects if they are coindexed with the subject that c-commands the putative
reconstruction site. I use three different types of nouns to make the point
stronger:

(269) a) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri __ am besten findet
the picture of Peter which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter; that he; likes best’

b) die [Nachforschungen tber Peteri], die eri mir

the investigations about Peter which he me
lieber __ verschwiegen hétte
prefer  conceal had.suBJ
‘the investigations about Peter: that he; would have rather concealed
from me’

c) der [Wesenszug von Peteri|, auf den eri am meisten __ stolz ist
the trait of Peter on which he the most proud is

‘the trait of Peteri he; is most proud of’

Many speakers are puzzled by such examples when first confronted with them.
The coreference is more easily to get if the subject is slightly stressed. As
discussed in 1.3.4.1 this arguably has to do with the somewhat exceptional
anaphoric relation in this case.

2.2.6.2 Contrast with other types of A>>movement

Other types of Amovement, however, show robust Condition C effects. The first
triple illustrates reconstruction of R-expressions contained inside the relative
operator phrase:105

(270) a)??die Fotografin, [deren Bild von Peteri|1 eri _ 1 am besten findet
the photographerwhose picture of Peter he the best likes
lit.: ‘the photographer whose picture of Peter; hei likes best’

b)??die Journalistin, [deren Nachforschungen tber Peteri]1 eri mir
the journalist whose investigations about Peter = he me.DAT
am liebsten _ 1 verschwiegen hatte
the preferred conceal had.suBJ
lit.: the journalist whose investigations about Peter; he; would have
preferred to conceal from me’

The same holds for wh-movement:
(271) a) *[Welches Bild von Peter;i]: findet eri _ 1 am besten?

which picture of Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri does he; like best?’
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b) *[Welche Nachforschungen tUber Peteri: hitte er; dir
which investigations about Peter @ had he you.DAT

lieber _ 1 verschwiegen?

preferred concealed

lit.: ‘Which investigations about Peteri would hei have preferred to
conceal from you?’

c) *[Welchen Wesenszug von Peteri]: kannte eri noch nicht_ ;?
which trait of Peter knew he still not
lit.: ‘Which trait of Peteri didn’t he; know yet?’

Topicalization patterns the same:

(272) a) *[Dieses Bild von Peteri]: findet eri _ 1 am besten.
this picture of Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘This picture of Peter;, hei likes best.’

b) *[Diese Nachforschungen tiber Peteri]1 hitte eri mir
these investigations about Peter had he me.DAT

am liebsten __1 verschwiegen.

the preferred concealed

lit.: ‘These investigations about Peteri, hei would have preferred to
conceal from me.’

c) *[Diesen Wesenszug von Peteri]1 kannte eri noch nicht _ ;.
This trait of Peter knew he still not
lit.: ‘This trait of Peter;, hei didn’t know yet.’

The same results if only an R-expression is topicalized across a coreferential
element:

(273) *IDen Peter|i;i mag eri _ 1 nicht.
the Peter likes he not
lit.: ‘Peteri, hei does not like.’

2.2.6.3 No Argument-adjunct asymmetries

In 1.3.4.4, I discussed in some detail the influence of the argument/adjunct
distinction on reconstruction for Condition C. I concluded that the basic contrast
is quite clear, but that there is large grey area where a number of other factors
(degrees of argumenthood, embedding, logophoricity) obscure the facts. I will first
discuss a context that avoids any interference, basically the translation of (70)
and will discuss more delicate examples thereafter.

Since R-expressions inside the external head do not show any Condition C
effects, there are naturally no argument/adjunct asymmetries either. This is why
the following sentences are equally acceptable:

105 For reasons that are unclear to me, the effect seems somewhat weaker to me than with wh-
movement or topicalization. At present I have no explanation for this contrast.
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die [Nachforschungen uber Kohli], gegen die
the investigations about Kohl against which

er; sich __ gewehrt hat
he self objected has

‘the investigations about Kohli that hei objected to’
die [Nachforschungen nahe Kohls: Haus], gegen die
the investigations near Kohl’s house against which

er; sich __ gewehrt hat
he self objected has

‘the investigations near Kohl’si house hei objected to’

The other types of A-movement, however, show such asymmetries. Condition C
effects only obtain with R-expressions inside complements, but not if they are
contained in adjuncts:

(275) a) *der Detektiv, [gegen dessen Nachforschungen uber Kohli]:

b)

the detective against whose investigations about Kohl

eri sich _ 1 wehrte
he self objected

lit.: ‘the detective whose investigations about Kohli he; objected to.’
der Detektiv, [gegen dessen Nachforschungen nahe Kohls; Haus|:
the detective against whose investigations near Kohl’s house

er;i sich _ 1 wehrte
he self objected

‘the detective whose investigations near Kohl’si house he; objected to’

(276) a) *[Gegen welche Nachforschungen tUber Kohl]:

b)

against which investigations about Kohl

hat eri sich __ 1 gewehrt?
has he self objected

lit.: ‘Which investigation about Kohl; did he; object to?’
[Gegen welche Nachforschungen nahe Kohls; Haus]:
against which investigations near Kohl’s house

hat eri sich __1 gewehrt?
has he self objected

‘Which investigations near Kohl’si house did hei object to?’

(277) a) *[Gegen diese Nachforschungentiber Kohli]: hat eri sich _ 1 gewehrt.

b)

against these investigations about Kohl hashe self objected
lit.: ‘These investigations about Kohli he; objected to.’

[Gegen diese Nachforschungen nahe Kohl’si Haus|:
against these investigations near Kohl’s house

hat eri sich _ 1 gewehrt.
has he self objected

‘These investigations near Kohl’si house hei objected to.’
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Again, external heads of relative clauses turn out to behave special with respect
to Principle C. We thus find the same asymmetry as in English between R-
expressions contained inside the external head and those contained in operator
phrases.

I would like to briefly discuss some of the contexts that have been disputed in the
literature on English. It seems to me that the situation in German is similar. Next
to the straightforward cases, there is a grey area where Condition C effects are
sometimes weaker with R-expressions contained inside arguments. I have chosen
to simply juxtapose the English data in (68) with their German translations. The
cases that seem best to me are those with topicalization whereas many of the
other ones are pretty much ungrammatical:

(278) a) [Which biography of Picassoi]1 do you think he; wants to read __:?
b) [Whose criticism of Leei]: did hei choose to ignore __1?

c¢) [Whose criticism of Lee’si physical fitness|: did hei use __1 when he
applied to NASA for space training?

d) [Whose allegation that Lee; was less than truthful]: did he; refute __:
vehemently?

e) [Most articles about Maryi|: I am sure shei _ 1 hates.

f) [That Edi was under surveillance]: he; never realized _ 1.
g) [That Johni had seen the movie]: he; never admitted _ ;.
h) [Which picture of Johni|: does hei like best __;?

(279) a) *[Welche Biographie von Picassoj]:1 glaubst du,
which  biography of Picasso believe you

dass eri __1lesen will?

that he read wants
b) *[Wessen Kritik an Schroderi]: zog eri vor __1 zu ignorieren?
whose criticism of Schroder preferred he PRT to ignore

c)??[Wessen Kritik  an Schroders; Politik]:
whose criticism of Schroder’s policy

hat er; entschieden _ 1 zurlickgewiesen?
has he vehemently refuted

lit.: ‘Whose criticism of Schroeder’s policy die he refute vehemently?

d) ?[Wessen Anschuldigung, dass Schroderi unehrlich war|: hat er;
whose allegation that Schroder wuntruthful was hashe
entschieden _ 1 zurlickgewiesen?
vehemently refuted

e) ?[Die meisten Artikel tiber Mariai]: denke ich, dass siei __1 hasst.
the most articles about Mary think I that she hates
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f) ?[Dass Eduard unter Beobachtung standi]: hat eri nie _ 1 gemerkt.
that Ed under surveillance stood has he never noticed

g) ?[Dass Hansi den Film gesehen hat]:, hat eri nie _ 1 zugegeben.
that John the movie seen has has he never admitted

h) *[Welches Foto von Hansi|: findet eri _ 1 am besten?
which pictureof John finds he the best

Other people I have consulted have more or less confirmed these judgments even
though there will always be some degree of variation across speakers. The same
seems to hold for a contrast Fischer (2004: 207) puts a lot of emphasis on: the
presence of a disjunct specifier is claimed to alleviate the Condition C effect. She
gives the following pair (her judgments):

(280) a) [Marias Strafe fur Petersi Zuspatkommen]|:
Mary’s punishment for Peter’s being.late
hat eri _ 1 akzeptiert.
has he accepted

‘Mary’s punishment for his being late, Peter accepted.’

b) *[Die Strafe fur Peters: Zuspatkommen]: hat eri _ 1 akzeptiert.
the punishment for Peter’s being.late has he accepted
‘The punishment for his being late, Peter accepted.’

I agree that there is a contrast, but it does not seem nearly as clear to me as
Fischer claims. I will not try to tease apart the factors that might be relevant
here. I will continue to assume that the argument/adjunct distinction remains
important for the distribution of Condition C effects. Notice that there are no
cases where an R-expression contained in an adjunct (that modifies an NP)
suddenly causes a Condition C violation; it is only R-expressions inside
arguments whose effect is sometimes less clear. I will continue to assume that
Condition C effects have a syntactic basis; in addition, there are a number of
interfering mostly non-syntactic factors whose precise evaluation is beyond the
scope of this thesis.106

Despite all the qualifications in this subsection, one fact remains very clear: there
is a systematic difference between R-expressions contained in external heads of
relatives and R-expressions contained in operator phrases. This I will take to be
the major explanandum.

2.2.6.4 Semi-idiomatic cases

The semi-idomatic cases discussed in (241) are interesting because there is a
contrast depending on the level of embedding. Without embedding, such
examples are ungrammatical, arguably due to the implicit PRO inside the
external head or the operator phrase:

106 T will briefly come back to the argument/adjunct distinction in 2.2.7.3.



106 Reconstruction in German A’-movement

a as i Foto von eteri|, das er; _ gemacht hat

281 *das [PRO; Fi Pet: d g ht h
the picture of Peter which he made has
lit.: ‘the picture of Peter;i that hei took’

b) *[Was fur ein PRO:i Foto von Peteril: hat eri _ 1 gemacht
what.kind.of picture of Peter has he taken
lit.: ‘What kind of picture of Peter did he take?’

c) *[Dieses PROi Foto von Peteri]: hat eri _ 1 gemacht.
this picture of Peter has he taken
lit.: ‘This picture of Peter, he took.’

Interestingly, once a level of embedding is added, an asymmetry emerges: the
relative clause case is suddenly grammatical whereas examples with wh-
movement and topicalization remain ungrammatical:107

(282) a) Die [Meinung von Peteri|, die eri glaubt, dass Maria __ hat
the opinion of Peter which he believes that Mary has
‘the opinion of Peter; that he; thinks Mary has’

b) *[Welche Meinung von Peteri]1 glaubt eri, dass Maria _ 1 hat?
which opinion of Peter believes he that Mary has
lit.: ‘Which opinion of Peteri does he; think Mary has?’

c) *[Diese Meinung von Peteri]: glaubt eri, dass Maria _ 1 hat.
this opinion of Peter believes he that Mary has
lit.: ‘This opinion of Peteri he; believes Mary has.’

2.2.6.5 Strong Crossover effects and possessive relativization

Strictly speaking, all the data in the previous subsections were already cases of
(Secondary) Strong Crossover: An R-expression embedded in an operator phrase
is moved across a coreferential pronoun. In this section, I will simply add the
cases where only the operator itself leads to a violation. The following examples
illustrate Primary and Secondary Strong Crossover with wh-operators and
relative operators:

(283) a) *der Manni, [deni]: eri __1 mag
the man whom he likes
lit.: ‘the man who; he; likes’

b) *der Mann;, [dessen: Vater] eri _ 1 mag
the man whose father he likes
lit.: ‘the man whosei father he; likes’

(284) a) *[Weni|1 mag eri_ :?
who likes he
lit.: ‘Who; does he; like?’

107 The force of the argument for relatives is weakened by the fact that long relativization in
German is degraded for most speakers. But the coreference as such is fine.



The syntax of relative clauses in German 107

b) *[Wesseni Vater] mag eri__1 ?
whose father likes he
lit.: Whose; father does he; like?’

These facts clearly show that the operators are reconstructed (assuming that
SCO effects are subsumed under Condition C). It is furthermore interesting to see
how the relative operator is linked to the external head. This is particularly
interesting in the case of possessive relatives. In the following example, a
translation of the English case in (79), there is no Principle C effect:

(285) der [Freund von Peteri);, [dessen; Schwester]: eri _ 1 liebt
the friend of Peter whose sister he loves
‘the friend of Bob whose sister he likes’

So even though the relative pronoun is coindexed with the external head, which
contains an R-expression coreferential with the subject pronoun across which
the relative operator has moved, we do not get a Condition C violation whereas in
the standard SCO cases we do.

2.2.6.6 Quantifiers vs. R-expressions

The distinction between R-expressions and quantifiers played an important role
in the discussion of the English facts, especially in Safir’'s approach (1.3.4.8).
Unfortunately, the quantifier cases all seem pretty much unacceptable to me and
other speakers I have consulted, irrespective of the position of the trace and the
position of the quantifier. Scoping out of the DP seems impossible to everybody I
have talked to. The base structures are ungrammatical already:

(286) a) *Eine Rezension von jedes Dichters; Buch wird ihni
a  review of every poet’s book will him
bestimmt verdrgern.
surely upset
‘Some review of every poet’si book is bound to upset him;.’

b) *Er; versucht eine Rezension von jedes Dichters; Buch zu vergessen.
he tries a  review of every poet’s book to forget
lit.: ‘He; tries to forget some review of every poet’si book.’

The same goes for the data discussed in Sauerland (2003), cf. (201). It is
therefore impossible to ascertain whether the argument/adjunct distinction is
relevant in German relatives on the basis of quantifier data. I will consequently,
disregard this aspect in what follows.

2.2.6.7 Summary: Reconstruction for Principle C

The following table compares the Condition C pattern for the different types of A*-
movement:



108 Reconstruction in German A’-movement

(287) external relative wh- P
phenomenon Topicalization
head operator | movement

reconstruction of
arguments - + + +
(269)-(272)
reconstruction of
adjuncts

(274)b, (275)b, (276)Db,
(277)b

argument adjunct
asymmetries

reconstruction if
argument in external - n.a. n.a. n.a.
head with whose (285)
semi-idiomatic cases
under - + + +
embedding (282)
SCO and SSCO (with
quantifiers) (283)

2.2.7 Correlations

The purpose of this section is to show that the lack of reconstruction for Principle
C in relatives is not due to a failure to reconstruct in those cases. This is quite
unlikely in the first place because all the other tests have shown quite
convincingly that there is reconstruction of material contained inside the external
head. But to make sure that there is reconstruction also with R-expressions, it is
useful to look at examples where reconstruction of the external head is triggered
independently, namely when it is reconstructed for scope, idiom formation,
variable binding or the low construal of adjectives. As discussed in 1.3.5,
Principle C effects reemerge in English when reconstruction is independently
necessary (even though many of the examples are quite problematic).

Heck (2005) has shown, however, that in German, even if reconstruction is
forced, there are still no Condition C effects with relatives. With wh-movement,
however, there are straightforward Condition C effects. In other words, the
pattern remains the same: R-expressions inside the external head do not trigger
Condition C effects while those inside the operator phrase do.

2.2.7.1 Principle C effects and variable binding

The following examples show that Condition C effects do not emerge if the head
noun has to undergo reconstruction for variable binding. I present a large
number of examples to make this point very strong because this is the crucial
area where German differs from English:
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das [Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit],
the book of Peter about her past

das eri jeder Schauspielerin; __ sandte
which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’

die [Nachforschungen von Peter: Uiber ihre; Vergangenheit],

the investigations of Peter about her past
die eri jeder Geliebten; __ verheimlichte
which he every.DAT mistress concealed

lit.: ‘the investigations by Peteri about herj past that hei concealed from
every mistress;’

[Diejenigen!o8 von Mariasi Kopien seiner; Bilder], die  siei

those of Mary’s copies his.GEN pictures which she

jedem; mit der Post __ sandte, waren schwarz-weif3.
everyone.DAT by.mail sent were black.and.white

lit.: ‘Those of Mary’si copies of his; pictures that she; sent everyone;j by
mail were black and white.’ (Heck 2005: 8, ex. 32a)
[Dasjenige von Mariasi Portraits seiner; zukUnftigen Frau], das  sie:
that of Mary’s portraits his.GEN future wife  which she
jedem; __ schenkte, warin Ol. (Heck 2005: 8, ex. 32b)
everyone gave wasin oil

lit.: ‘That one of Mary’si portraits of his; future wife that she; sent
everyone;j was in oil.’

das [Spiegelbild von Peter: in ihrer; Badewanne],

the reflection of Peter in her bath.tub

das eri jeder Geliebten; nach dem Essen stolz __ zeigt
which he every.DAT mistress after the dinner proudly shows
lit.: ‘the reflection of Peteri in herj bathtub that hei shows every
mistress; after dinner’

der [Ubername von Peter; in ihrer; Firma], den er
the nickname of Peter in her company which he

every business.partner.DAT  conceal would.like.to

jeder Geschdftspartnerin; verheimlichen mochte

lit.: ‘the nickname of Peteri in her; company that he; would like to
conceal from every business partner;’

This contrasts with wh-movement where reconstruction for variable binding also
triggers Condition C effects. Again, I use several examples to make the contrast
as clear as possible:109

108 Tt is actually incorrect to include diejenigen in the external head because it is a determiner and
therefore outside the head noun. Strictly speaking, the head noun would be the empty NP
complement it selects.
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*[Welches Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit]: hat er:

which book of Peter about her past has he
jeder Schauspielerinj __1 geschickt?
every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘Which book by Peteri about her;j past did he; send every actress;?’

*[Welche Nachforschungen von Peter: Uber ihre; Vergangenheit]:

which investigations by Peter about her past
hat eri jeder Geliebten; __1 verheimlicht?
has he every.DAT mistress concealed

lit.: ‘Which investigations by Peteri about her; past did hei conceal from
every mistress;?’

*[Welche von Mariasi Kopien seiner; Bilder]:
which of Mary’s copies his.GEN pictures

hat siei jedem; mit der Post __1 geschickt?
has she everyone by.mail sent

lit.: ‘Which of Mary’s; copies of his; pictures did shei send everyone;j by
mail?’

*[Welches von Mariasi Portraits seiner; zukunftigen Frau]:

which of Mary’s portraits his.GEN future wife
hat siei jedem; _ 1 geschenkt?
has she everyone given

lit.: ‘Which of Mary’si portraits of his; future wife did shei give
everyone;?’

*[Welches Spiegelbild von Peteri in ihrer; Badewanne]|:

which reflection of Peter in her bath-tub

zeigt eri jeder Geliebten; nach dem Essen voller Stolz _ :?
shows he every.DAT mistress after the dinner full.of pride

lit.: ‘Which reflection of Peter; in her; bath tub does hei proudly show
every mistress; after dinner?’

*[Welchen Ubernamen von Peter; in ihrer; Firma]: méchte er;i
which nickname of Peter in her company would.like.to he
jeder Geschdftspartnerin; __1 verheimlichen?

every.DAT business.partner conceal

lit.: Which nickname of Peteri in herj company would he; like to conceal
from every business partner;?’

Principle C and idiom interpretation

As discussed in 1.3.5, examples combining Principle C and idiom interpretation
are difficult to construct due to the combinatory restrictions imposed by the
idiom. Most idioms simply do not readily allow a modification of the idiomatic

109 In 2.2.10 I will discuss cases where Condition C effects are avoided even if there is
reconstruction for variable binding.
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object. Heck (2005: 8, ex. 33) uses the following idioms: eine Rede schwingen, lit.
swing a speech, ‘give a speech’, einen Streit vom Zaun brechen, lit.: break a fight
from the fence, ‘start a fight’, den Geftihlen freien Lauf lassen ‘give free rein to
one’s feelings’. He gives the following examples that are supposed to show that
there is no reconstruction for Condition C even if reconstruction is necessary so
that the idiom can form a unit at LF:

(290) a) die [Reden von Fritz], die eri gerne __ schwingt.
the speeches of Fritz  which he likes.to swing
‘the speeches of Fritz that he; likes to give’

b) der [Streit ilber Mariasi Sucht],
the fight about Mary’s addiction

den siei _ vom  Zaun gebrochen hat
which she off.the fence broken has

(lit.:) ‘the fight about Mary’si addiction that shei started’

c¢) [Marias; Gefuhle], denen siei __ freien Lauf liefs

Mary’s feelings which she free rein let
‘Mary’si feelings which shei gave free rein’

I think that these examples do not really show what they are supposed to show. I
certainly agree that the examples are grammatical. However, each example is
independently problematic: in (290)a, the R-expression is most likely contained in
a modifier that has been merged late because the base structure is completely
unacceptable even if the R-expression is replaced by a pronoun:

291 *Eri schwingt gerne Reden  von ihmi.
gL g
he swings likes.tospeeches of him
lit.: ‘Hei likes to give speeches of himy’

This is not a Binding Theory violation, but the sentence is simply semantically
incongruous. But since the relative above is grammatical, the PP must have been
merged late. Consequently, the absence of a Condition C effect is expected
anyway.110

(290)b involves a possessor, and possessors are clearly less clearly arguments
that constituents that realize a theta-role like agent of theme. Therefore, the
example might also be grammatical because of late merger.

In (290)c, finally, the head noun contains a proper name, which tends to make it
definite so that the relative clause is likely to get an appositive interpretation.
Appositive relatives, however, normally do not show reconstruction effects, cf.
Bianchi (1999).111

110 The attentive reader will have noticed that this implies that the adjunct is interpreted in the
top copy even though the lower copy has to be interpreted for idiom formation. This
contradicts the claim in 1.4.1 that late merger always requires the top copy to be interpreted.
A the moment I do not know how to resolve this paradox.

111 See Heck (2005) for a different view with respect to German. I am not fully convinced by his
examples, but the issue is still open.
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It is therefore necessary to use different examples. If the R-expression is merged
as a complement of the idiomatic NP (to avoid late merger), the result is
ungrammatical:

(292) *der [Streit iber Mariai], den siei _ vom  Zaun gebrochen hat
the fight about Mary which she off.the fence broken has
lit.: the fight about Mary: that shei started’

However, I do not think that this is due to a Condition C effect, at least not
directly. I suspect that many of these expressions actually contain an implicit
PRO inside the idiomatic DP. This is corroborated by the observation that
pronouns inside the DP cannot corefer with the matrix subject; only anaphors
are possible (the same holds for English, I think):

(293) Siei hat einen Streit iber *siei/sichi vom Zaun gebrochen.
she hasa fight about her/self off.the fence broken
‘She; started a fight about *heri/herselfi.’

This suggests that the correct representation is instead:

(294) Sie; hat [einen PRO; Streit Uilber *siei/sichi] vom Zaun gebrochen].
she hasa fight about her/self off.the fence broken
‘She; started a fight about *heri/herselfi.”

The other two idioms pattern identically. The PRO-problem in the base-sentence
disappears if the pronoun is more deeply embedded as in the following sentence:

(299) Eri hat einen [PRO; Streit tiber Marias Kritik an ihmj]
he hasa fight about Mary’s criticism of him

vom Zaun gebrochen.
off.the fence broken

‘He; started a fight about Mary’s criticism of him;.’
Once we transform this into a relative clause and replace the pronoun by an R-

expression, the sentence is suddenly grammatical (whereas it seems to me that
the English equivalent is not well-formed):

(296) der [Streit itber Marias Kritik an Peter;i|,
the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter

den eri__vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which he off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’

This is quite surprising since one would still expect a Principle C violation inside
the external head in this case.

With topicalization, however, we get an ungrammatical result (there is no natural
wh-question one could form based on the idiom):
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(297) *|[Einen Streit iber Marias Kritik an Peteri]1 hat eri _ i
a fight about Mary’s criticismof Peter  has he
vom Zaun gebrochen.
off.the fence broken

lit.: ‘A fight about Mary’s criticism of Peteri, he; started.’

We therefore get the same contrast. R-expressions inside the external head do
not trigger Condition C effects even if reconstruction is independently necessary.
Other types of A-movement, however, show straightforward Condition C effects
in this context.112

2.2.7.3 Principle C and scope reconstruction

In 1.3.5.2, I pointed out that many of the English examples that are supposed to
show that Condition C effects reemerge under scope reconstruction are
independently problematic. So even though the following pair has the right
grammaticality pattern, the ungrammaticality of the first example is simply due
to the fact that (as discussed for English) the dislocated constituent is not well-
formed. Under the intended reading, the noun and the modifier simply do not
form a constituent so that they cannot be moved together to derive (298)a:

(298) a) *[Wieviele Hauserin Peters: Stadt]: glaubt eri,
how.many houses in Peter’s city believes he

dass du __1 bauen solltest?
that you build should

lit.: ‘How many houses in John'’s; city does hei think you should build?’
b) ?[Wieviele H&user in Peters: Stadt]: glaubt er;,
how.many houses in Peter’s city believes he

dass du __1 aufbauen solltest?
that you rebuild  should

‘How many houses in John’s; city does hei think you should rebuild?
There is no such problem in (298)b because the PP does modify houses and can

be merged late. Evidence for this interpretation comes from the strong
degradedness if the R-expression in (298)a is replaced by a pronoun:

(299) ?P?[Wieviele Hauser in seiner; Stadt|: glaubt er;,
how.many houses in his city thinks he

dass du __ 1 bauen solltest?
that you build should

‘How many houses in his; city does hei think you should build?’

(298)a must therefore be deviant for independent reasons because a Condition C
effect can no longer be the relevant factor in (299).

112 Tt should be mentioned that these idiom cases have turned out to behave identically as the
semi-idiomatic cases in 2.2.6.4.
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This fact is important because it explains away an otherwise puzzling fact: With
relatives, we get the same contrast as in (298):113

(300) a) *die [vielen Hauser in Peters; Stadt|, die eri __ bauen solite
the many houses in Peter’s city which he build should
lit.: the many houses in Peter’s; city which hei should build’

b) die [vielen Hauser in Peters; Stadt],
the many houses in Peter’s city

=

die er; __ wiederaufbauen solite
which he rebuild should

‘the many houses in Peter’s; city that hei should rebuild’

It would be surprising if we would get Condition C effects all of a sudden. It is
much more likely that (300)a is deviant because of the shape of its external head.
Such examples therefore do not provide any evidence that Condition C effects re-
emerge under scope reconstruction in German relatives.

Existential sentences avoid the problematic external heads, but the contrast does
not strike me as very sharp in German (I use non-standard es hat ‘there is’ to
create an existential context):

(301) a)??[Wieviele Leute von Dianasi Nachbarschaft]: denkt sie;,
how.many people of Diana’s neighborhood thinks she

dass __1 auf dem Fest sind?

that at the partyare

‘How many people from Diana’si neighborhood does she; think are at
the party?’

b) *[Wieviele Leute von Dianasi Nachbarschaft]: denkt sie;i,
how.many peopleof Diana’s neighborhood thinks she

dass es __ 1 auf dem Fest hat?
that it at the partyhas

lit.: ‘How many people from Diana’si neighborhood does she; think there
are at the party?’

(301)a does not require scope reconstruction so that late merger of the PP von
Dianas Nachbarschaft is possible. I still find the sentence quite degraded, though.
(301)b requires scope reconstruction so that the adjunct has to be merged
cyclically and will be in the c-command domain of sie ‘she’ at LF, triggering a
Condition C effect. The equivalent for relative clauses is difficult to test because
one would need another level of embedding, which independently leads to
degradation in German.

So far the picture is not very clear. But with some care, one can find better
examples. I will first illustrate that scope reconstruction triggers a Condition C

113 Instead of a propositional attitude verb, I use a modal to illustrate the scope options.
Propositional attitude verbs imply long relativization, which is independently degraded in
Standard German. I have therefore chosen not to evaluate such sentences.
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effect under wh-movement, but crucially not under relativization. Consider the
following pair:

(302) a) *[Wieviele Flaschen von Petersi Merlot]:
how.many bottles of Peter’s Merlot

hat eri gestern _ 1 getrunken?
has he yesterday drunk

lit.: ‘How many bottles of Peter’s; Merlot did he; drink yesterday?’

b) *[Wieviele Bucher Uiber Peters: Vater|: muss eri
how.many books about Peter’s father must he
in seinem Studium _ 1 lesen?
in his studies read

lit.: ‘How many books about Peter’si father does hei have to read for his
studies?’

In (302)a, Merlot is interpreted as an amount so that it has to be reconstructed
(cf. 2.2.2). In (302)b, the amount quantifier is interpreted in the scope of the
modal muss ‘must’ and receives an amount interpretation in this context (a wide-
scope reading is almost impossible to get here). When we look at relatives, we find
no Condition C effects:

(303) a) ?die [vielen Flaschen von Peters; Merlot],
the many bottles of Peter’s Merlot

die eri gestern __ getrunken hat
which he yesterday drunk has

lit.: ‘the many bottles of Peter’si Merlot that he; drank yesterday’

b) die [vielen Buicher iiber Petersi Vater],
the many books about Peter’s father
die er; in seinem Studium __ lesen muss
which he in his studies read must

lit.: ‘the many books about Peter’si father which hei; must read for his
studies’

So relativization still behaves differently. The contrast with wh-movement can be
illustrated in another way. Consider the following example (a translation of Fox
1999: 169, ex. 28a):

(304) [Wieviele Dias von Petersi Reise nach Amerika]: hat eri
how.many slides of Peter’s trip to America has he

beschlossen, wahrend des Fests __ 1 zu zeigen?

decided during the party to show

‘How many slides of Peter’s; trip to America did he; decide to show
during the party?’ *decide > many; many > decide

This sentence only allows a wide-scope or referential interpretation. Under this
interpretation, it is presupposed that Peter will show a number of slides from his
trip, and it is the number of those that he selects (e.g. the ones he likes best) that
are in question. An amount reading, which is not available here, would not
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presuppose any, but would simply question the pure number of slides he intends
to show (e.g. based on the time that is available). This example therefore nicely
shows that differences in scope have consequences for Condition C.

Importantly, no such effect is found with relative clauses:

(3095) die [vielen Dias von Petersi Reise nach Amerika], die er;i
the many slides of Peter’s trip to America which he

beschlossen hat, wihrend des Fests __ zu zeigen

decided has during the party to show

‘the many slides of Peter’s; trip to America that he; decided to show at
the party’ decide > many; many > decide

This sentence is ambiguous, that is, an amount reading, which was unavailable
under wh-movement, is possible under relativization. This shows once more that
there are no Condition C effects in relativization.

To sum up, this subsection has provided further evidence that there simply are
no Condition C effects in German relatives and that they also do not emerge if
reconstruction is required for independent reasons.

2.2.7.4 Principle C and interpretation of adjectival modifiers

As pointed out in 2.2.4, examples with putative low readings of superlative
adjectives suffer from the fact that long relativization is strongly degraded for
most speakers of Standard German. Heck (2005: 8, ex. 34) gives the following as
grammatical under the low reading:

(306) die [erste Schwester von Fritzi], die eri sagte,
the first sister of Fritz who he said
dass Maria __ kennen gelernt habe

that Mary got.to.know has.sSUBJ
lit.: ‘the first sister of Fritz that he; said Mary got to know’

Under the low reading, the adjective applies to the embedded verb, kennen lernen
‘get to know’ so that the resulting reading implies that it is the first sister of Fritz
that actually Mary got to know and not (that would be the high reading) the first
sister of Fritz about whom he made the statement. To the extent that such
sentences can really be judged, I tend to agree with Heck. But due to the
difficulties with long relativization, I will not base any arguments on such data.
Still, they are very much in line with the results of the previous subsections:
Condition C effects do not re-emerge if reconstruction is forced by other means.

2.2.7.5 Summary

It seems safe to conclude that when reconstruction is required for independent
reasons we find the same Condition C pattern as in contexts where
reconstruction is not explicitly forced. With relatives, there are no Condition C
effects, with wh-movement or topicalization, they are as robust as elsewhere. The
results of this subsection are important because they show that the lack of
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Condition C effects in “ordinary” relatives (as in 1.3.4) is not due to non-
reconstruction of the external head. Furthermore, this is the central area where
German differs from English. If reconstruction is forced for variable binding,
idiom formation or scope reconstruction, the external head has to be
reconstructed so that a Condition C effect is predicted, contrary to fact.
Consequently, the explanation for the lack of such effects will have to be found in
the mechanism that links the external head with its reconstruction site. This will
turn out to be one of the major ingredients of my proposal below.

2.2.8 Obligatory non-reconstruction of the external head

As in English (1.3.6), there are also cases where the external head of the relative
has to be interpreted in the matrix clause. The following examples illustrate this
for idiom formation (Heck 2005: 14, ex. 53):

(307) a) Er schwingt [grofle Reden], die keiner __ hoéren will.
he swings grand speeches which no.one hear wants
‘He gives grand speeches no one wants to hear.’

b) Er spielteihr einen[Streich|, den sie so schnell nicht __ vergisst.
he plays her a trick which she so quickly not forgets
‘He played a trick on her she won’t forget soon.’

The same lack of reconstruction can be illustrated with anaphor binding. I
concluded in subsection 2.1.1 that anaphors in German are subject to the
Binding Theory. Consequently, if an anaphor contained inside the external head
is bound by the subject of the matrix clause, it must not be reconstructed
because binding across clauses is not possible in German (cf. (232)):

(308) a) Wahlen Sie; ein [Foto von sichi], das Thnen selbst __ gefallt
choose youa picture of self which you self pleases

und qualitativ  nicht zu schlecht ist.
and qualitatively not too bad is

‘Please select a picture of yourself that you like yourself and is
qualitatively not too bad.’
www.herz2010.de/index_richtig.php

b) Schicken Siei uns ein [Foto von sichi], das __ beweist,
send you us a pictureof self which proves

dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhdnger sind.
that youa true Ferrari-fan are

‘Send us a picture of yourself which proves that you are a true Ferrari-

fan.
www.vodafone-racing.de/pda/f fancontest.html

A possibly comparable case in the realm of wh-movement and topicalization
would involve non-reconstruction of a wh-moved or topicalized constituent that
contains an anaphor that is bound by the subject of the verb selecting the CP
whose Spec the moved phrase occupies. As discussed in 2.1.4, however, such
sentences are ungrammatical in German:
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(309) a) Hansi fragt sich, [cr [Welches Foto  von *sichi/ihmj];
John asks self which  picture of self/him

ich am besten __1 mag].
I the.best like

b) Peter: denkt, [cr [dieses Buch tber *sichi/ihni]:
Peter thinks this book about self/him

fande ich __1 interessant].
find.suBJ I interesting

‘Peter; thinks that this book about himi; I find interesting.’

This asymmetry will turn out to be an important cornerstone of the proposal
below.

2.2.9 Conflicting requirements

There are also examples in German with conflicting requirements on the
interpretation of the external head (cf. 1.3.7). The following examples (Heck 2005:
14, ex. 54) require that the external head be interpreted in the matrix clause for
idiom formation, but at the same time be reconstructed into the relative clause
for variable binding:

(310) a) ?Schwing keine [groflen Reden Uber denjenigen seineri Fehler],

swing no grand speeches about that his.GEN mistakes
den keineri __ vorgehalten bekommen will.
which no.one reproach  get wants

‘Don’t give speeches about the one of his; mistakes that no one; wants
to be reproached for.’

b) Maria brach immer einen [Streit tiber diejenige seineri Schwachen]
Mary broke always a fight aboutthat.one his.GEN weaknesses
vom Zaun, die jeder Therapieteilnehmer; am wenigsten __
off.the fence which every participant.of.therapy the least
ertragen konnte.
bear could

‘Mary always started a fight about the one of hisi weaknesses which
every therapy participanti could bear the least.” (break a fight off the
fence = ‘start a fight))

2.2.10 Reconstruction into intermediate positions

I already discussed some examples in (253) that provide evidence for an
intermediate landing site, Spec, CP. Those examples involved anaphor binding.
Such examples are unfortunately difficult to construct with relativization in
German because long-distance relativization is strongly degraded for most
speakers. It is therefore difficult to tell whether binding in an intermediate
position is possible; it seems to me that the binding possibilities are about as
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acceptable as in the examples in (253), but due to long relativization, the
sentences remain strongly degraded:

(311) a) #der [Wesenszug von sichi], den Peteri denkt,

the trait of self which Peter thinks
dass ich __ attraktiv finde
that I attractive find

‘the trait of himself that Peter thinks I find attractive’

b) #das [Bild von sichi], das Peteri denkt,
the picture of self which Peter thinks

dass ich __ am besten finde
that I the best find

‘the picture of himself that Peter thinks I like best’

While the evidence for reconstruction into an intermediate position based on
binding is somewhat problematic in German, one can construct straightforward
examples with variable binding (cf. 1.4.1). The test case involves an R-expression
and a bound pronoun in a relative modifying the wh-phrase. The fronted
constituent has to reconstruct for variable binding to be possible. However, if the
reconstruction site is c-commanded by a pronoun coreferential with the R-
expression, we get a Condition C effect (as was shown extensively in 2.2.7.1). The
following contrast shows that reconstruction into the intermediate Spec, CP must
be available (translations of Fox 1999: 173, ex. 37):

(312) a) [Welchen der Artikel, die er; Ms. Brown; gegeben hat]i,
which the.GEN articles which he Ms. Brown given has

hofft jeder Student), [c» __1 dass sie; lesen wird]?
hopes every student that she read will

‘Which of the papers that hej gave to Ms. Brown; does every student;
hope shei would read?’

b)??[Welchen der Artikel, die er;i Ms. Brown; gegeben hat],
which the.GEN articles which he Ms. Brown given has

hofft siei, [cr dass jeder Student __1 Uberarbeiten wird|?
hopes she that every student revise will

lit.: ‘Which of the papers that hej gave to Ms. Brown; does shei hope
that every student; will revise?’

The crucial difference between these examples lies in the position of the
coreferential pronoun with respect to the quantifier. In (312)a, reconstruction
into the intermediate Spec, CP is sufficient to guarantee variable binding. In
(312)b, however, reconstruction has to target a position in the embedded clause,
but that position will be c-commanded by the coreferential pronoun so that we
get a Condition C effect.

We even find evidence for reconstruction into a position between the subject and
the object, arguably Spec, vP (translations of Fox 1999: 174, ex. 40a/b):
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(313) a) [Welche der Bticher, um die er; Ms. Brown; gebeten hat],
which the.GEN books for which he Ms. Brown asked for

hat jeder Student; [w __1 von ihri bekommen]?

has every student from her received
‘Which of the books that hej asked Ms. Brown; for did every student; get
from heri?’

b) *[Welche der Bticher, um die er; Ms. Browni gebeten hat],

which the.GEN books for which he Ms. Brown asked has
hat siei jedem Studenten; __1 gegeben?

has she every student given
‘Which of the books that he asked Ms. Brown; for did she; give every
student?’

Only in (313)a does reconstruction target a position above the coreferential
pronoun so that a Condition C effect can be prevented. In (313)b, reconstruction
has to target a lower position to be c-commanded by the QP; as a consequence, a
Condition C effect obtains.

Unfortunately, the variable binding cases in (312) and (313) cannot be applied to
relativization due to the general absence of Condition C effects in German
relatives (and also the degradedness of long-distance relativization). I therefore do
not list any examples.

To sum up, there is evidence for reconstruction into intermediate positions in
German A’-movement, but that evidence is only clear with wh-movement that
involves reconstruction for variable binding; with anaphor binding, things are
less clear. For relativization, the relevant variable binding cases cannot be
constructed because of the general absence of Condition C effects. Intermediate
reconstruction for anaphor binding is degraded as in wh-movement and is
further hampered by the general deviance of long-distance relativization.114

2.2.11 Summary and overview

The reconstruction pattern observed in German A’-movement is very similar to
the English one. Wh-movement, relative operators and topicalization show robust
reconstruction effects. External heads of relatives show almost the same pattern,
with the exception of Condition C: R-expressions contained inside the external
head never cause Principle C violations even if reconstruction is independently
necessary. This property together with obligatory non-reconstruction in some
cases will be the key to my analysis of German relatives. The following table
provides an overview over the reconstruction properties in Standard German A’-
movement:115

114 Potentially, the interpretation of superlative adjectives could provide more evidence for
intermediate positions if e.g. the adjective applies to the verb of an intermediate clause (Bhatt
2002: 61). Unfortunately, this again requires long-distance relativization, which we have seen
is independently degraded in German.

115 Properties I have not illustrated appear in parentheses.
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(314) relativization wh
phenomenon ext. operator topicalization movement
head phrase
idiom formation (254) + n.a. + +
scope reconstruction (255)—
+ - + +
(258)
variable binding (259) + + + +
low construal of adjectives . na na na
(260)
Principle A (262)-(264) + n.a. +
Principle B (268) n.a n.a. + n.a
if argument in operator
phrase = + + +
(269)-(272), (274)a
if adjunct in operator phrase
(274)b, (275)b, (276)b, (277)b B B - -
o |SCO and SSCO with pure . .
o |operators (283)-(284) n-a n-a
% correlation with variable _ + *) +
E binding (288)-(289)
A« | correlation with idiom
: . = n.a aF (+)
interpretation (296)-(297)
correlation with scope
. - n.a (+) +
reconstruction (302)—(303)
correlation with low
construal of adjectives (306) - n.a n-a n.a
non-reconstruction for idiom N na na na
formation (307) ' ’ '
non-reconstruction for + na _ _
anaphor binding (251), (308) '
conflicting requirements + 5 5 5
(310) ) )
reconstruction into
intermediate positions (253), n.a. (+) (+) +
(811)—(313)
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2.3 Difficulties for the HRA

As discussed in 1.2.3, the basic derivation of the HRA is quite problematic
because it either violates well-established constraints or requires ad hoc
assumptions. I will show in this section that the German facts lead to the same
conclusion: a HRA requires a number of non-standard devices just to make the
basic derivation work whereas neither the MA nor the HEA have these problems.

2.3.1 Relative pronoun and NP complement

A potential problem for both the HRA and the MA comes from the incompatibility
between the relative pronoun and its NP complement. Under both analyses,
relative pronouns are reanalyzed as relative determiners that take an NP
complement that is either raised (HRA, (315)a) or deleted (MA, (315)b). In some
cases, relative pronouns will have to take complements that they are normally
not compatible with when used as articles (Heck 2005: 4, ex. 15-17):

(315) a) die [Freunde]2, [denen _ 2|1 ich _ 1 vertraue
the friends who.DAT.PL 1 trust
‘the friends who I trust’

b) die [Freunde];, [denen Freundens| ich vertraue
the friends who.DAT.PL friends I trust
‘the friends who I trust’

c¢) Ich habe *denen/den Freunden vertraut.
I have the.DAT.PL friends trusted
1 trusted the friends.’

As discussed in 1.2.3.1, this problem is arguably not that serious: Even if relative
pronouns are reanalyzed as D-elements, this does not necessarily imply that they
have the same selectional properties as articles, they certainly have different
features so that other differences are not too surprising.

2.3.2 Case

The case problem is quite salient in German, being a language with
morphological case: Nouns and adjectives within the external head agree with the
external D and not with the relative clause-internal context where they originate
under the HRA (Heck 2005: 2. ex. 9/10). The first pair has the external D in
accusative case with nominative case inside (316), in the second pair it is the
other way around (317):

(316) a) den grofSen Baren, der im  Mull gestobert hat
the.Acc big.Acc bear.Acc which.NOM in.the garbage rummaged has
‘the big bear which rummaged in the garbage’

b) *den grofSe  Bar, der im  Mull gestobert hat
the.Acc big.NOM bear.NOM which.NOM in.the garbage rummagedhas
‘the big bear which rummaged in the garbage’
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(817) a) der grofSe Bar, den sie beim Stébern erwischten
the.NOM big.NOM bear.NOM which.ACC they at.the rummaging caught
‘the big bear they caught rummaging’

b) *der groffen Béaren, den sie beim Stdbern erwischten
the.NOM big.AcC bear.Acc which.Acc they at.the rummagingcaught
‘the big bear they caught rummaging’

These facts remain problematic for the HRA because its basic derivation predicts
the grammaticality to be the other way around. I discussed Bianchi’s and de
Vries’ solutions in some detail in 1.2.3.3 and will therefore not reproduce them
here. But the objections raised against those solutions still stand: both have to
resort to mechanisms of case assignment that are non-standard and ad hoc;
their sole purpose seems to be to save the HRA. Neither the HEA nor the MA
share these problems.

2.3.3 Adjectival inflection

A related problem concerns adjectival inflection in German (cf. Heck 2005: 3, ex.
12-13). Attributive adjectives in German take a different form depending on the
form of the determiner. Determiners without an ending or an empty determiner
trigger a so-called strong form, determiners with an ending (boldfaced) trigger a
weak form (cf. e.g. Gallmann 1998):

(318) a) ein gut-er Wein
a good-STR wine

b) der gut-e Wein
the good-wK wine

c) mit gut-em Wein
with good-STR wine

d) dem gut-en Wein
the.DAT good-WK wine

In relatives, the form of the adjective depends on the external D, not the relative
clause-internal context as predicted by the HRA: the relative pronoun would be
expected to trigger a weak form on the adjective because it has an ending, but
instead the strong form is required:

(819) a) ein gut-er Wein, den sie gekauft hat
a good-STR wine which she bought has

b) *ein gut-e Wein, den sie gekauft hat

a good-wK wine which she bought has

(320) a) mit gut-em Wein, den sie gekauft hat
with good-STR wine which she bought has

b) *mit gut-en Wein, den sie gekauft hat
with good-WK wine which she bought has
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To save the HRA, Bianchi would have to argue that the form of the adjective can
also be determined postsyntactically when the adjective comes to be governed by
the external D after head raising. Again, this assumption is only necessary for
the HRA but nowhere else.

De Vries could probably extend his approach to case to adjectival inflection.
Suppose that the right form of the adjective depends on a checking relation
between D and A, de Vries could argue that a determiner is merged with an AP
whose head does not have the right inflection, but agrees with D in phi-features.
The only option to check the phi-features (and arguably the case of the NP
contained in the AP) would be for the AP to move to Spec, DP:

(32 1) [DP [AP A {a infl, phi} [NP N {a case, phé}]l [D’ D {b case, b infl, phi} _1]]

To check both the case on N and the inflection feature on A, feature movement of
N via A into the external D is required:

(322) FF3/atein [cr [ar [gut-ers Weinsl2, den_ 2]1 sie 1 gekauft hat]
a good-STR wine  which  she bought has

Even though this is technically feasible, de Vries’ solution suffers from the fact
that it is a derivation that will only apply in relative clauses and therefore
remains ad hoc.

2.3.4 Violations of locality constraints

Some implementations of the HRA that are currently entertained involve
extraction from a constituent in a derived position. I repeat Bhatt’s and de Vries’
derivations for convenience:

(823) a) the [xe [booko] [x X°[ce [op Op/which _2]1 C° [Johnlikes _ 1]]]]
b) FF2+ the [cr [or book2 [0 Op/which _ 2]]1 Johnlikes _ 1]

However, extraction from derived positions are ungrammatical and usually
subsumed under the Condition of Extraction Domains (Huang 1982). In the
following example, there is wh-extraction from the subject which originates in the
underlying object position:

(324) *Who2 do you think [ce t'2 that [pp pictures of _ 2 |1 were painted __1]?

CED-effects are systematically observed in German as well (e.g. Muller 1998).
This makes a HRA unlikely. The following pair shows the contrast in extraction
from a DP that is either scrambled or not, the scrambled case showing a CED
effect:

(325) a) [Uber wen]: hat niemand [ein Buch _ 1] gelesen?
about whom hasnobody a book read
‘Who did nobody read a book about?’

b) *[Uber wen]2 hat [ein Buch __2]1 niemand __; gelesen?
about whom has a  book nobody read
‘Who did nobody read a book about?’
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Furthermore, with relatives that pied-pipe a preposition we have to assume that
preposition stranding is possible even though this is normally not possible in
German (in the given context):

(326) a) der Mannz, [mit dem _ 2]1 ich _ 1 gesprochen habe
the man  with who I spoken have
‘the man I spoke with’

b) *Wem;  hast du [mit _ 1] gesprochen
who.DAT have you with spoken
‘Who did you speak with?’

Admittedly, this is not a perfect minimal pair as in relatives only an NP extracts
whereas in regular cases of preposition stranding, it is the DP that extracts. Still,
PPs are islands quite generally in German except for certain cases of postposition
stranding, but those are limited to extraction of R-pronouns from pronominal
adverbs, cf. e.g. Oppenrieder (1990).

Again, the derivation of the HRA violates a well-established constraint. Neither
the MA nor the HEA have this problem.

2.3.5 Summary

The previous subsections should have shown quite convincingly that the HRA
faces serious technical problems. The derivation that is necessary to raise the
head noun from the relative clause across the relative pronoun next to the
external determiner violates an otherwise well-established constraint, the CED. It
makes the wrong prediction for case-assignment and the inflection of the
adjective; especially the second movement step that extracts the head noun from
the relative operator (this was discussed in 1.2.3.2) is poorly motivated; there is
no clear trigger. There have been proposals in the literature to save the case and
the trigger problem, but they are ad hoc and seem to be limited to relativization
so that they amount to a restatement of the problem.

It is therefore justified at this point to conclude that unless the HRA is extremely
superior in its coverage of reconstruction effects, either the HEA or the MA
should be preferred.

2.4 Towards a Matching Analysis

2.4.1 Introduction

In this subsection, I will propose a new analysis of German relative clauses. The
previous subsections have shown that the HRA faces a large number of technical
difficulties with respect to its basic derivation, problems that both the HEA and
the MA avoid. Section 2.2 has shown that there are reconstruction effects in
Standard German relative clauses. This immediately implies that the HEA cannot
be the only derivation for German restrictive relatives, it would only apply in
cases where there is no reconstruction, see the discussion in 1.4.2. The fact that
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Principle C effects are not always observed (2.2.6), as in the following example,
shows that the HRA cannot be the only possible derivation either because it
predicts reconstruction across the board (cf. 1.4.3):

(327) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri __ am besten findet
the pictureof Peter  which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter: that he; likes best’

This leaves several options: It could be that one needs both the HRA and the
HEA, the HRA and the MA or, and this is arguably the most interesting position,
only the MA. In this section, I will argue for the third option, which is not only the
most economical one, but also the descriptively most adequate one.

My version of the MA handles all cases of reconstruction and non-reconstruction
so that only one derivation is needed for German relative clauses. I will argue for
a Vehicle Change type of implementation that integrates elements from the
analyses by Munn, Citko and Sauerland. For obvious reasons, Principle C effects
will be the central issue.

2.4.2 A new MA for German

The MA I would like to propose for German unites ingredients of both the
recoverability approach proposed by Munn (1994) and Citko (2001) as well as
Sauerland’s (2001) VC approach. I assume that there is A-movement of the
operator phrase to Spec, CP. The relative pronoun takes a full NP complement
which is deleted under identity with the external head:!16

(328) das [Buchj] [cr [das DBucly]: er __1 mag]
the book which book he likes
‘the book which he likes’

116 The external head and its representation in Spec, CP will frequently differ in case (and possibly
adjectival inflection). Since the deletion operation is conceived of as ellipsis, such mismatches
are not a problem because it is well-established that ellipsis can handle such mismatches as
in the following sluicing example (Jeroen van Craenenbroeck p.c.):

i) They told me to go, but I don’t know when (I should go)

The pronoun in the antecedent is accusative while the deleted element inside the sluice is
nominative. One might object (Henk van Riemsdijk, p.c.) that what is deleted here is rather
when to PRO go because deletion of should would be irrecoverable. However, I don’t think that
this is true because deontic modality can be recovered by means of the verb tell. Whether what
is deleted is a finite clause or an non-finite clause is somewhat difficult to tell in the example
at hand. Using a German example, however, removes that objection because there are no wh-
infinitives:

ii) Er befahl mir zu gehen, aber er sagte nicht wann (feh gehen solite).
he told me to go but he said not when I g0 should
‘He told me to go, but he didn’t say when.’

The issue of possible mismatches in ellipsis is far more complex than I have space to discuss.
There are certainly stricter requirements in Right Node Raising, which, however, may not
involve ellipsis at all, cf. Abels (2004). Furthermore, while agreement, case and certain
modality mismatches are tolerated in gapping and VP-ellipsis, this is not the case with
temporal and voice mismatches, cf. Lasnik (1995) and Merchant (2001a).
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The LF-representation is basically derived according to the Preference Principle:
the restriction of the wh-operator is deleted in the operator copy, but retained in
the lower copy inside the relative clause:

(329) das [Buchj] [c» [das Buehj]: er [x Buch]: mag]
the book which book he book likes

In other words: reconstruction is the default. As for the external head, I assume
that it is retained in the default case. Both defaults can be overridden in one
well-defined circumstance: elements with a so-called positive licensing
requirement that are located inside the external head or the lower copy inside the
relative clause are exceptionally deleted if they are not licensed in that particular
position. By “positive licensing requirement” I mean that a given element is
dependent on another element. Three different elements are relevant in the
present discussion: anaphors, bound pronouns and idiomatic NPs: anaphors
require a local c-commanding antecedent, bound pronouns need a c-
commanding antecedent which does not have to be local, and idiomatic NPs have
to be adjacent to the idiomatic verb to be interpreted. Importantly, this
exceptional deletion operation is subject to a recoverability requirement: the
external head may only be deleted if its content is recoverable from a the copy
inside the relative clause and vice versa. Next to elements with a “positive
licensing requirement” there are elements with a “negative licensing
requirement”. Such elements have to be free in a certain domain. The prime
examples of this category are pronouns and R-expressions. By assumption
neither one can be exceptionally deleted. This division will turn out to be crucial
for the account of Condition C effects and cases where only the external head is
interpreted. In the following subsections I will show how my version of the MA
accounts for the full range of reconstruction effects presented in 2.2.

2.4.3 Variable binding, idiom interpretation and Principle A

Reconstruction for variable binding, idiom interpretation and anaphor binding
was shown to be straightforward. I repeat three relevant examples for
convenience:

(330) a) die [Rede|, die er__ geschwungen hat eine Rede schwingen=
the speech which he swung has ‘give a speech’
‘the speech he gave’

b) das [Foto von seiner; Geliebten],
the pictureof his beloved

das jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche __ hat
which every man in his  wallet has

‘the picture of hisi beloved that every man; keeps in his wallet’
c) das [Bild von sichi|, das Peteri __ am liebsten mag

the pictureof self which Peter the best likes
‘the picture of himselfi that Peter; likes best’
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Reconstruction follows straightforwardly under the Preference Principle: the
restriction of the relative pronoun is deleted from the copy in Spec, CP and
retained only in the lower copy inside the relative clause. Additionally, the
external head is exceptionally deleted because it contains elements subject to a
“positive licensing requirement” which are not licensed inside it: the idiomatic NP
is not adjacent to the idiomatic verb, the bound pronoun is not c-commanded by
a QP and the anaphor is not locally c-commanded by an antecedent. The correct
LF-representations therefore look as follows:

(831) a) die [Redej], [cr [die  Redej]1 er [x Rede]i geschwungen hat]
the speech which speech he  speech swung has
b) das [Fete—ven—seineri—Geliebten];,
the picture of his beloved
[ce [das [Fete—on—seiner-Geliebten}:1 jeder Mann;
which picture of his beloved every man

in seiner Brieftasche [x Foto von seiner; Geliebten]: hat]
in his wallet picture of his beloved has

c) das [Bild—ven—sichi]j, [» [das [Bild—wven—siehi|jl1
the pictureof self which picture of self

Peter: [x Bild von sichi|;: am liebsten mag]
Peter picture of self the most likes

2.4.4 Scope reconstruction and adjectival interpretation

Reconstruction for scope and the interpretation of adjectival modifiers differ from
the reconstruction effects of the previous subsection in that reconstruction is
only an option. Both the wide-scope reading and the high reading of the adjective
are also possible as the following examples show:117

(332) a) die [zwei Lieder], die  jeder Schiiler _ ; vorbereitet hat

the two songs which every pupil prepared has

‘the two songs that every pupil prepared’ I>V; V>3
b) die [vielen Bucher], die Hans furs Medizinstudium __ braucht

the many books  which John for.the med.school needs

‘the many books John needs for med school’ many > need;

need > many

(333) das erste Buch, das Peter sagte, dass Tolstoj __ geschrieben hat
the first book which Peter said that Tolstoy written has
‘the first book that Peter said that Tolstoy wrote’ vlow reading

I will need to make one extra assumption to handle this optionality. So far, the
Preference Principle will lead to scope reconstruction and the low construal of
adjectives. At the same time, the scopal element/the adjective is also present in
the external head. Importantly, these scopal elements are not subject to a

117 There are contexts, of course, where reconstruction is forced as e.g. in relativization out of a
there-construction. However, in most contexts, this is optional.
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“positive licensing requirement”. Under the assumptions made so far, it is not
possible to exceptionally delete the external head. As a consequence, both copies
are in principle retained. It is clear, however, that such an LF cannot be readily
interpreted since it expresses contradictory scope relations. I will assume for
these cases that either copy can be privileged to yield the respective readings.
Importantly, this option is limited to scopal elements because it yields a
difference in interpretation. The following pair illustrates the two readings for
(332)a:118

(334) a) die [zweiLieder];, [cr [die [zweiLieder]|j]:
the two songs which two songs
jeder Schiiler [x zwei Lieder|: vorbereitet hat]
every pupil two songs prepared has

b) die [zwei Lieder];, [cr [die [zweiLieder]|:

the two songs which two songs
jeder Schiiler [x]1 vorbereitet hat]
every pupil prepared has

2.4.5 Reconstruction for Principle C

2.4.5.1 The core case

The absence of Condition C effects in restrictive relatives is uncontroversial in
German. I repeat a representative example for convenience:

(339) das [Bild von Peteri|, das eri _ am besten findet
the picture of Peter which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter; that he; likes best’

Under the assumptions made so far, this is unexpected because the Preference
Principle leads to straightforward reconstruction so that a Condition C effect
should ensue. Consequently, an extra mechanism is needed to remove the copy
of the R-expression in the c-command domain of the subject pronoun. I propose
that every R-expression contained inside the external head is subject to Vehicle
Change, which turns it into a personal pronoun with corresponding phi-features.
In the case at hand, the LF looks as follows:119

118 An alternative option to derive the high reading would be to assume that it is possible to
privilege the copy in Spec, CP if that yields a scopal effect. Something along these lines is
necessary anyway to handle wide-scope in A’-movement, cf. 1.4.1 so that this would be
possible here as well. The question is then what would happen to the external head. I believe
that it is possible to retain it together with the copy in Spec, CP. I will not choose between the
two options outlined here because I cannot think of any empirical facts that would favor one
over the other.

119 Recall that letter indices indicate coreference whereas number indices indicate members of a
movement chain.
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(336) das [Buch tiber Peteri); [cr [das Buech—tber—ihnij|1
the book about Peter which book about him

eri [x Buch tber ihnil1 am besten findet]
he book about him the best finds

Since the relative clause-internal copy only contains a pronoun, the sentence is
equivalent in grammaticality to a base sentence which contains a pronoun inside
the picture NP:

(337) Eri mag dieses Buch tiber ihmni.
He likes this book about him
‘He; likes this book about himi.’

So crucially, the absence of Principle C effects is not due to deletion of the
relative clause-internal copy (as in Munn’s and Citko’s analyses): remember that
only elements with a positive licensing requirement can exceptionally be deleted.
Therefore, the lower copy is retained and the alleviation of Condition C effects
must be due to Vehicle Change. Since Vehicle Change is systematic, it will void
any difference between arguments and adjuncts (cf. 2.2.6.3): R-expressions
contained in adjuncts are not represented relative clause-internally because
adjuncts are merged late. R-expressions inside arguments all undergo Vehicle
Change so that they are never represented in the lower copy within the relative
clause.

Importantly, Vehicle Change predicts that whenever a pronoun is not possible
inside a picture NP, the corresponding relative with an R-expression should be
ungrammatical as well. This prediction will be shown to be correct in 2.4.5.5
below.

2.4.5.2 Contrast with other types of A>>movement

The contrast with other types of A’-movement follows straightforwardly under this
type of MA. Consider first wh-movement:

(338) *[Welches Bild von Peteri|; findet eri _ 1 am besten?
which picture of Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri does he; like best?’

The Preference Principle applies so that reconstruction is expected. Exceptional
deletion of the lower copy is impossible because its content would not be
recoverable. The LF looks as follows:

(339) *[Welches Bild—on—Peter:|: findet er:
which  pictureof Peter finds he
[x Bild von Peteril: am besten?
picture of Peter the best

Similar things hold for R-expressions contained inside the relative operator
phrase:
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(340) a)??die Fotografin, [deren Bild von Peteri]: eri _ 1 am besten findet
the photographer whose picture of Peter he the best likes
lit.: ‘the photographer whose picture of Peter: hei likes best’

Since the R-expression Peter is not part of the constituent that is PF-deleted
under identity with the external head, it cannot undergo Vehicle Change. If there
is an ellipsis operation at all, it will involve part of an abstract form of deren
‘whose’ only (e.g. [Op+Fotografin]-GEN). As a consequence, the R-expression will
be retained in the lower copy and a Condition C violation ensues (I give both the
LF and the PF structure):

(341) a)??die [Fotografin]j, [cr [[Op Ee& firs}-GEN-Bild——von-Peteri|) eri
the photographer photographer  pictureof Peter he
[[x Fotografin]-GEN Bild von Petem|: am besten findet
photographer pictureof Peter the best finds

In other words, the exceptional behavior of external heads of relative clauses with
respect to Condition C effects crucially has to do with the ellipsis operation that
makes Vehicle Change possible.

2.4.5.3 SCO effects and possessive relatives
(Secondary) Strong Crossover effects were shown to be systematic (2.2.6.5):

(342) a) *der Manni, [deni]: eri __1 mag
the man whom he likes
lit.: ‘the man who; he; likes’

b) *der Manni, [dessen; Vater|: eri __1 mag
the man whose father he likes
lit.: ‘the man whose; father he; likes’

Both cases follow straightforwardly under the present assumptions. Since the
external head is represented relative clause-internally, the offending copy in the
c-command domain of er ‘he’ is not just a variable left by the relative operator,
but rather the variable left by the relative pronoun plus its restriction. The LF of
(342)a therefore looks as follows under the MA:

(343) *der [Mannlj, [cr [den Mann|1/i eri [x Mann]i;i mag]
the man which man he man likes

In (342)b, things are slightly more complex if an abstract analysis of dessen
‘whose’ is adopted:

(344) *der [Mann]j, [ce [[Op Mann;|i-GEN Vater]: eri [[x Mann]i-GEN Vater]: mag]
the man man father he man father likes

Importantly, Vehicle Change cannot void the Condition C effect because the
offending expression [Op+Mann| cannot be Vehicle-changed: a DP containing a
quantifier is not amenable to vehicle change, cf. Safir (1999) and the discussion
in 1.5.3.7, and furthermore, the external head does not even contain a possible
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source for Vehicle Change: the external head Mann ‘man’ is just an NP, but
Vehicle Change crucially operates on DPs.

So far, I have been assuming an abstract analysis of the possessive relative
pronoun even though none of the facts so far actually required such an analysis.
The (S)SCO effects also follow if the relative pronoun is not decomposed since the
variable left behind by the relative pronoun is sufficient to trigger a Condition C
violation. I already discussed this issue in 1.5.3.6 for English. The result was
inconclusive, though, because reconstruction with possessive relative pronouns
was shown to be degraded for many speakers in the first place:

(345) *I saw the [girl of his; dreams]; [whose;j pictures]: every boy: was
showing off _ 1.

However, this does not hold for German even though it is somewhat difficult to
construct naturally sounding examples. Here are two that show reconstruction
for variable binding and seem quite unproblematic:

(346) a) Die [Nacktbilder seineri Frau], [deren Schépfer]:
the nude.pictures his.GEN wife = whose creator
jeder Ehemann; _ 1 finden will, sind gewodhnlich solche,
every husband find wants are usually such
die ein anderer gemacht hat.
which an other taken has
lit.: ‘The nude pictures of hisi wife whose creator every husband; wants
to find out are usually those that someone else took.’

b) Der [Moérder seineri Tochter|, [dessen Motive]: kein Vateri _ i
the murderer his.GEN daughter whose motives no father

versteht, ist gewohnlich ein Psychopat.
understands is usually a psychopath

lit.: ‘The murderer of hisi daughter whose motives no father:;
understands is usually a psychopath.’

Clearly, under the assumptions that I have made about reconstruction, there has
to be a relative clause-internal representation of the bound pronoun. But this is
only possible under an abstract analysis of the possessive relative pronoun
because this is the only part of the relative operator that is related to the external
head via ellipsis. I will consequently decompose it into [Op+external head]-GEN.
For (346)b, this yields the following LF:

(347) Der [Mérder—seiner; Tochter|;,
the murderer his.GEN daughter
[cr [[[Op [Mérder—seineri Tochterhil-GEN—Metive|:
murderer his.GEN daughter motive

kein Vater: [[x Morder seineri Tochter]-GEN Motive]: versteht]
no father murderer his.GEN daughter motive understands

The external head is deleted because it contains an element with a positive
licensing requirement that is not licensed there. The chain inside the relative
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clause is transformed according to the Preference Principle so that the bound
pronoun is correctly c-commanded by a QP.

An abstract analysis of the possessive relative pronoun has consequences for the
following example:

(348) der [Freund von Peteri);, [dessen; Schwester]: eri __1 liebt
the friend of Peter whose sister he loves
‘the friend of Bobi whose sister hei likes’

There is no Condition C effect. However, if there is a relative clause-internal
representation of the external head, there will be an occurrence of Peter in the c-
command domain the coreferential pronoun. But fortunately, Vehicle Change
applies to every R-expression inside the external head so that Condition C effects
are alleviated:

(349) der [Freund von Peteri|; ,[cr [[Op [Freund-—veon-ihmi}i}-cEN-Schwester|: er:
the friend of Peter friend of him-GEN sister he

[[x Freund von ihmi]-GEN Schwester]: liebt]

friend of him sister loves

This would then arguably correspond to the following grammatical base
sentence:120

(350) Er; liebt die Schwester des Freundes von ihm;.
He loves the sister the.GEN friend of him
‘Hei loves the sister of his; friend.’

I have shown so far that the approach proposed here handles the Condition C
pattern successfully. I will now discuss data showing that the absence of
Condition C effects must be due to Vehicle Change and not e.g. exceptional
deletion of the lower copy.

2.4.5.4 The correlation cases

The first argument in favor of Vehicle Change comes from the correlation cases
discussed in 2.2.7. I concluded that there are no Condition C effects even if
reconstruction of the external head is independently required. I repeat two
examples for convenience:

(351) a) das [Buch von Peteri Uiber ihre; Vergangenheit]|,
the book of Peter about her past

das eri jeder Schauspielerin; __ sandte
which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’

120 For reasons internal to German, the possessor has to occur postnominally in this
construction. Potentially, the VC version could also involve a possessive pronoun as in
English, which also leads to the right result (and is the more natural version):

i) Er; liebt die Schwester seines; Freundes
he loves the sister his.GEN friend
‘Hei loves the sister of his; friend.’
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b) die [vielen Bucher tiber Peters; Vater],
the many books about Peter’s father
die er; in seinem Studium __ lesen muss
which he in his studies read must
lit.: ‘the many books about Peter’s: father which he; must read for his
studies’

Clearly, there has to be a relative clause-internal representation of the external
head so that the bound variable is c-commanded by the QP. The same is needed
for narrow-scope of the amount quantifier. But once the external head has to be
represented in the c-command domain of the subject pronoun, one expects a
Condition C effect. Exceptional deletion of the lower copy (as e.g. in Munn 1994
or Citko 2001) is not possible because this would make variable binding and
scope reconstruction impossible. Consequently, some other mechanism is needed
to avoid the Condition C effect. Vehicle Change derives the right result as the LF
for (351)b shows:

(852) die [vielenBticheriber Petersi Vater];,
the many books about Peter’s father
[cr [die [vielenBucheriber—seinen; Vater]|: er; in
which many books about his father he in
seinem Studium [x vielen Bucher Uiber seineni Vater|: lesen muss]
his studies many books abouthis father read must

The sentence is therefore equal in grammaticality to the following base sentence
with a possessive pronoun instead of an R-expression:12!

(353) Er; muss in seinem Studium viele Bucher tiber seinen; Vater lesen.
he must in his studies many books about his fatherread
‘He must read many books about his father during his studies.’

2.4.5.5 The Semi-idiomatic cases

The second argument in favor of Vehicle Change comes from the semi-idiomatic
cases. In 2.2.6.4, I pointed out an interesting asymmetry: without embedding,
these cases were strictly ungrammatical, but with an additional level of
embedding, the sentences improve to full grammaticality:

(354) a) *die [Meinung von Peteri], die eri __ hat
the opinion of Peter  which he has
lit.: ‘the opinion of Peter; that he; has’

b) die [Meinung von Peteri], die eri glaubt, dass Maria __ hat
the opinion of Peter which he believes that Mary has
‘the opinion of Peteri that he; thinks Mary has’

121 Mark de Vries (p.c.) has pointed out to me that this also shows that Vehicle Change must
target an R-expression. If it could target the entire external head and turn it into one as in
Sauerland’s approach, it would avoid the Condition C effect but would fail to capture variable
binding because the bound pronoun would no longer be represented inside the relative clause.
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The ungrammaticality of (354)a was linked to the presence of a coreferential
implicit PRO inside the external head:

355 *die [PRO; Meinung von Peteri|, die eri __ hat
g
the opinion of Peter which he has
lit.: ‘the opinion of Peter; that he; has’

As discussed in 1.3.3 and 2.2.5 reconstruction is necessary in these cases to
control the PRO. This means that there will be a relative clause-internal
representation of the external head. Even if Vehicle Change turns the R-
expression into a pronoun, there will still be a Condition B violation because of
the implicit PRO that binds the pronoun:

(356) *die [PRO+MeinungvonPeteri);, [r [die [PROMeinung von—ihmuj:
the opinion of Peter which opinion of him
eri [x PRO; Meinung von ihmi|: hat]
he opinion of him has

The following base sentence shows the unacceptability of the pronoun in such
cases:

(357) Peter; hat eine gute Meinung von *ihm;/sich;.
Peter hasa  good opinion of him/self
‘Peteri has a good opinion of himself;.’

Consequently, even though Vehicle Change is possible, it cannot avoid the
Condition B effects. The situation is different in (354)b: there is no coreferential
implicit PRO because the person having an opinion is different due to the
embedding, it is Maria ‘Mary’. I decided in 2.1 that implicit PROs of the disjunct
type are to be dispensed with. This means that there won’t be an implicit PRO at
all in (354)b. Consequently, Vehicle Change will turn the offending R-expression
into a pronoun and alleviate the Condition C effect (and since there is no implicit
PRO there is also no Condition B effect):

(358) Die [Meinung von Peteri);, [c» [die [Meinung ven-ihmi|j1 eri
the opinion of Peter which opinion of him he
glaubt, dass Maria [x Meinung von ihmi;]; hat]
believes that Mary opinion of him  has

The relative is just as grammatical as the following base sentence:

(359) Eri glaubt, dass Maria eine gute Meinung von ihm; hat.
he thinks that Mary a  good opinion of him has
‘He; thinks that Mary has a good opinion of him;.’

The Vehicle Change approach makes an interesting prediction for the PRO-cases:
as soon as the R-expression is more deeply embedded, the sentences should
become grammatical: The pronoun resulting from Vehicle Change is subject to
Principle B, which is satisfied under embedding.

This is exactly what one finds. Consider first the following idiomatic expression
(from 2.2.7.2):
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er treit iber ariai|, den siei _ vom aun gebrochen hat

360 *der [Streit lber Mari d i Z gebrochen h
the fight aboutMary  which she off.the fence broken has
lit.: ‘the fight about Mary: that shei started’

I concluded that the ungrammaticality of this example is arguably related to an
implicit PRO because a coreferential pronoun is not possible inside the picture
NP:

(361) Sie; hat einen Streit iber *siei/sichi vom Zaun gebrochen.
she has a fight about her/self off.the fence broken
‘She; started a fight about *her;/herself;.’

This follows under the postulation of an implicit PRO:

(362) Siei hat [einen PRO; Streit Gilber *siei/sichilvom Zaun gebrochen].
she hasa fight about her/self off.the fence broken
‘She; started a fight about *heri/herselfi.’

In the case of the relative clause, the correct representation is therefore as
follows:

(363) *der [PRO; Streit iber Mariai|,
the fight aboutMary

den siei _ vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which she off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary: that she; started’
Even if Vehicle Change turns Maria ‘Mary’ into a personal pronoun, the sentence

will still be as bad as the version with the pronoun in (361), exactly as predicted
by the following LF:

(364) *der [PRO;Streittiber—Mariai)j,[cr [den [PRO—Streitiber—sie;|j|1 sie:
the fight about Mary which fight abouther she
[x PRO: Streit tilber sieil1 vom  Zaun gebrochen hat]

fight about her off.the fence broken has

The sentence is therefore out because of a Principle B violation.

I also observed in 2.2.7.2 that the PRO approach predicts that a pronoun is fine
once it is more deeply embedded. The following example illustrates this for a base
sentence:

(365) Eri hat einen [PRO: Streit tiber Marias Kritik an ihmj]
he hasa fight about Mary’s criticism of him

vom Zaun gebrochen.
off.the fence broken

‘Hei started a fight about Mary’s criticism of himi.’

Crucially, once we transform this into a relative clause and replace the pronoun
by an R-expression, the sentence is grammatical as well:
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(366) der [Streit iber Marias Kritik an Peteri|,
the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter

den eri __vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which he off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’
This shows that Vehicle Change makes exactly the right prediction: the R-
expression is turned into a pronoun and since it is locally free, there is no

Condition B violation and the sentence is grammatical — just like (365). The
following LF illustrates this:

(367) der [PRO—Streit-GberMariasKritik——anPeter];,

the fight aboutMary’s criticism of Peter
[cr [den [PRO+Streittber MariasKritik—an-ihmi|j]1 ern
which fight about Mary’s criticismof him he

[x PRO; Streit iber Marias Kritik  an ihmi]:
fight aboutMary’s criticism of him

vom Zaun gebrochen hat]

off.the fence broken has

I conclude from these facts that the Vehicle Change approach is correct: an R-
expression inside the external head behaves like a personal pronoun inside the
relative clause. It is therefore subject to Principle B and does indeed sometimes
trigger a Principle B violation if it is too close to a coreferential implicit PRO.

2.4.6 Obligatory Non-reconstruction of the external head

The MA proposed here also handles the cases where the external head must not
be reconstructed:

(368) a) Er schwingt [grofie Reden], die keiner __ horen will.
he swings grand speeches which no.one hear wants
‘He grand speeches no one wants to hear.’

b) Schicken Siei uns ein [Foto von sichi|, das __ beweist,
send you us a pictureof self which proves

dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhanger sind.
that youa true Ferrari-fan are

‘Send us a picture of yourself which proves that you are a true Ferrari-
fan.’
www.vodafone-racing.de/pda/f fancontest.html

Interpreting the idiom or the anaphor in the external head is no problem under a
MA because the external head is retained by default. However, assuming that the
Preference Principle applies to the A’-chain, there will be a relative clause-internal
representation of the external head, the lower copy in the theta-position.
Crucially, that copy contains elements with a positive licensing requirement, an
anaphor or an idiom chunk. However, these elements are not licensed in that
position: the anaphor is too far away from its antecedent and the idiomatic NP is
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not adjacent to the idiomatic verb. Preserving the lower copy would therefore lead
to a crash. Now the assumptions about deletion introduced in 2.4.2 come into
play: elements with a positive licensing requirement are deleted in positions
where they are not licensed subject to recoverability. This is exactly what
happens to the lower copy in the case at hand: it is deleted under identity with
the external head. Here are the resulting LF-representations:

(369) a) Er schwingt [grofe Reden];, [cr [die [greRe—Redenlj]1 keiner
he swings grand speeches which grand speeches no.one

[x groefle—Reden|i hoéren will].

grand speeches hear wants

b) Schicken Sie; uns ein [Foto  von sichi]j,

send you us a picture of self
[ce[das  [Feto—ven——siehiljli [r [x Foto——von—sichi|1 beweist]],
which picture of self picture of self proves
dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhédnger sind.
that you a true Ferrari-fan are
2.4.7 Conflicting requirements

The most challenging case are arguably sentences where the external head is
subject to conflicting requirements as in the following example, repeated for
convenience:

(8370) a) ?Schwing keine [groflen Reden Uber denjenigen seineri Fehler],

swing no grand speeches aboutthat his.GEN mistakes
den  keineri __ vorgehalten bekommen will.
which no.one reproached get wants

‘Don’t give speeches about the one of hisi mistakes that no one; wants
to be reproached for.’

The external head contains an idiomatic NP that has to be interpreted in that
position; at the same time, it also contains a bound variable, which is not
licensed in that position, but rather has to be interpreted relative clause-
internally. Retaining both the external head and the lower copy inside the relative
clause will not be sufficient because each will still contain material that is not
licensed in that position: the bound pronoun must not be retained in the external
head and neither should the idiomatic NP in the copy in the theta-position. The
solution are again the assumptions about deletion from 2.4.2: material with a
positive licensing requirement is deleted in positions where it is not licensed. I
will additionally assume that deletion does not always target full copies, but may
also target parts of copies. In the case at hand, this will lead to deletion of the
bound pronoun from the external head and of the idiomatic NP in the copy in the
theta-position. We effectively get a case of partial deletion as the LF-
representation shows:
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(871) a) ?Schwing keine [groflen Reden iber —denjenigen—seiner—Fehler|;,

swing no grand speeches about that his.GEN mistakes

[cr[den  [greReReden—tiber—denjenigen—seiner—Fehler])|1 keiner:

which grand speeches about that his.GEN mistakes no.one

[x grofleReden Uber denjenigen seineri Fehler|:
grand speeches about that his.GEN mistakes

vorgehalten bekommen will]
reproached get wants

2.4.8 Summary

The implementation of the MA proposed here nicely accounts for the entire range
of reconstruction effects. It can model both the cases where there is systematic
reconstruction by adopting the Preference Principle. It also accounts for the lack
of Condition C effects by employing Vehicle Change. The notion “positive
licensing requirement” adopted here furthermore gives a handle on the cases
where particular elements are not interpretable in certain positions.

The advantages of the approach proposed here are threefold: by adopting a MA,
the difficulties that beset the HRA are avoided. Second, with the particular
implementation of the MA proposed here, the entire reconstruction pattern in
German relatives can be covered. Finally, only one derivation is necessary for
relative clauses. In the next subsection, I will discuss in more detail the
advantages of my proposal over previous approaches.

2.5 Previous approaches

In this subsection, I will show in which respects the approach presented here is
superior to previous approaches. I will discuss different implementations of both
the HRA and the MA.

2.5.1  HRA 1: Bhatt (2002)

An unmodified version of the HRA can account straightforwardly for cases that
obey the Preference Principle, that is, all cases where there is straightforward
reconstruction as with idiom chunks, variable binding, anaphor binding, scope
and the low construal of adjectives. This holds for the versions proposed by
Kayne (1994), Bianchi (1999), Bhatt (2002) and de Vries (2002), see the
discussion in 1.5.1.

As discussed extensively in 1.5.3.1, the HRA makes the wrong prediction for
Condition C: the A’-chain is modified according to the Preference principle so that
the R-expression is represented relative clause-internally and a Condition C is
predicted, contrary to fact. Since Bhatt (2002) would not apply the HRA in these
cases, but a version of the MA, this does not affect his overall approach.

A further problem constitute the cases where the external head must not
reconstruct (2.2.8) and the cases with conflicting requirements (2.2.9): I will
discuss these in somewhat more detail because a lot depends on the precise
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implementation of the HRA. I first repeat two relevant examples where the
external head does not reconstruct:

(872) a) Er schwingt [grofie Reden], die keiner __ horen will.
he swings grand speeches which no.one hear wants
‘He gives grand speeches no one wants to hear.’

b) Schicken Sie; uns ein [Foto von sichi], das __ beweist,
send you us a pictureof self which proves

dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhdnger sind.

that youa true Ferrari-fan are

‘Send us a picture of yourself which proves that you are a true Ferrari-
fan.’

www.vodafone-racing.de/pda/f fancontest.html

In both cases, the Preference Principle will delete the higher copy in Spec, CP and
arguably also the copies outside the relative CP (1.4.3). In the idiom case, there is
no possibility to privilege the higher copy (cf. 1.5.4) so that only the lower copy
inside the relative clause is retained (the following representation follows Bhatt’s
2002 implementation, but nothing hinges on this):

(873) 8Er schwingt [x» [grefle—Reden]2, [cr [die [grefieReden]2]: keiner
he swings grand speeches which grand speeches no.one

[x groflie Reden]i hoéren will]].

grand speeches hear wants

With anaphors, things are perhaps somewhat different. I showed in 1.4.1 that the
Preference Principle can be overridden when an anaphor is bound in a higher
copy as in the following embedded wh-example from English and its LF:

(374) a) John; wondered [which picture of himselfi/;]: Billj saw _ 1.
b) John; self-wondered [which picture of __ seif]1 Billj saw [x]1.

As argued in 1.5.4, the same mechanism could apply in relative clauses so that
the HRA could actually capture cases like (372)b, at least in English. In German,
however, it is much less clear whether something like this would be possible
because binding an anaphor in the landing site of A’>movement is impossible as
discussed in 2.1.4:

(3795) Hans; fragt sich, [ce [welches Foto  von *sichi/ihmi];
John asks self which pictureof  self/him
ich am besten __ 1 mag].

I the.best like

‘John; was wondering which picture of himselfi I like best.’
Consequently, retaining the copy in Spec, CP of the relative clause as in the

following LF would certainly not do (I have not indicated possible LF-movement of
the anaphor):
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(376)  §Schicken Siei uns ein [x» [Foto—ven-sichi]o,
send you us a picture of self
[ce[das [Foto von sichi2]:
which picture of self
[ [x]1 beweist]], dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhanger sind].
proves  that youa true Ferrari-fan are

The sentence should be as bad as (375), contrary to fact. There is one last option,
and that would be retaining the highest copy in Spec, XP:

(3877) §Schicken Siei uns ein [x» [Foto von sichils,
send you us a picture of  self
[cr[das  [Fete—wen-siehi|o]:
which picture of self
[ [x]1beweist]], dass Sie ein wahrer Ferrari-Anhénger sind].
proves  that youa true Ferrari-fan are

One could argue that the highest copy has to be retained (in violation of the
Preference Principle) because that’s the position from which the anaphor moves
to its antecedent. The crucial question in the case at hand is whether this
position is sufficiently different from the ultimate landing site of A-movement as
in (375). This is difficult to tell because the nature of the head XP is unclear.
Bhatt (2002) claims it is a nominal head, but does not specify it any further.
Under de Vries’ approach, where the head noun is in the Spec of the relative
pronoun in Spec, CP, those cases certainly cannot be dealt with. I will leave this
issue open here; but it is certainly clear that such cases are much more of a
problem for the HRA than for the MA, and the idiom case certainly cannot be
solved under any implementation of the HRA.

The cases with conflicting requirements (2.2.9) present a similar problem, I
repeat one for convenience:

(378) a) ?Schwing keine [groflen Reden tUber denjenigen seiner; Fehler],

swing no grand speeches about that his.GEN mistakes
den keineri __ vorgehalten bekommen will.
which no.one reproach  get wants

‘Don’t give speeches about the one of his; mistakes that no one; wants
to be reproached for.’

Reconstruction for variable binding is not a problem because retention of the
lowest copy follows from the Preference Principle. However, the idiom will not be
licensed this way: the idiomatic NP is retained in the lower copy, but cannot be
interpreted there and its highest occurrence, the one in Spec, XP, which would be
necessary for idiom interpretation, is deleted as well (1.4.3).

In conclusion, an unmodified version of the HRA cannot deal with cases where
there is no reconstruction. This implies that the HRA cannot be the only possible
derivation. To evaluate Bhatt’s (2002) general approach to relative clauses, where
an MA is used for cases of non-reconstruction, it is also necessary to check how
his version of the MA fares.
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2.5.2  HRA 2: Safir (1999)

Like every version of the HRA, Safir’s implementation straightforwardly accounts
for all cases with reconstruction of the external head, cf. the discussion in 1.5.1.

More interesting is his treatment of Condition C effects. As described in much
detail in 1.5.3.1 he assumes a quite unrestricted Vehicle Change mechanism that
can in principle turn the lower relative clause-internal copy of an R-expression
into a personal pronoun. This captures the absence of Condition C effects in
relatives, but he fails to capture the important contrast in German between R-
expressions contained inside external heads of relatives and those inside operator
phrases (2.2.6.2). Since Vehicle Change in Safir’s account applies unrestrictedly
in A’-movement (cf. 1.5.3.3), he more or less predicts the complete absence of
Condition C effects in A-movement, which is certainly incorrect for German. I
repeat two relevant cases for convenience:

(879) a) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri __ am besten findet
the pictureof Peter which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter: that he; likes best’

b) *[Welches Bild von Peteri]: findet eri _ 1 am besten?
which pictureof Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri does he; like best?’

Like other versions of the HRA, Safir’s version of the HRA probably runs into
difficulties when applied to cases of non-reconstruction (2.2.8). The anaphor case
in (372)b can potentially be taken care of as described in the previous subsection.
As for the idiom case in (372)a, things are less clear. Safir (1999: 590ff.) does
make some special assumptions about LF-representations and rejects the
Preference Principle. He claims that retention of the upper copy is necessary to
capture certain Weak Crossover effects. Even if that should turn out to be
correct, there will still be a relative clause-internal representation of the idiom,
and this will lead to a crash, as argued in the previous subsection.

To conclude, even though Safir (1999) is the only version of the HRA that is
supposed to cover the entire range of reconstruction effects, it does not fully
succeed. Its major drawback is that it overgenerates massively and predicts
Principle C effects to be generally absent in A’>movement. At least for German,
that is not correct.

2.5.3 MA 1: Munn (1994) and Citko (2001)

As discussed in 1.5.1, both approaches successfully account for reconstruction
in relative clauses: whenever the external head contains material that is not
licensed there, it is deleted and the lower relative clause-internal copy is retained.

Both approaches can also deal with cases where the external head must not be
reconstructed (2.2.8): as discussed in 1.5.4, such cases involve deletion of the
lower relative clause-internal copy under identity with the external head.
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The absence of Condition C effects in principle follows under their approach as
well: as outlined in 1.5.3.1, the lower copy can be deleted under identity with the
external head as in the following example with its corresponding LF:

(380) a) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri __ am besten findet
the pictureof Peter which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter: that he; likes best’

b) das [Buch Uber Peteri]j [cr [das Buehtber—Peteri|j|:
the book about Peter which book about him
eri [x Buch—Gber—Peter|: am besten findet]
he book about him the best finds

This assumption also handles the difference between external heads of relatives
and other types of A-movement (cf. 2.2.6.2 and for the details 1.5.3.3-1.5.3.4).
There are two aspects of the German data, however, that show that the
recoverability approach is inferior to the Vehicle Change approach I propose here:

The first problem are the correlation cases of which I repeat one example for
convenience:

(381) das [Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit],
the book of Peter about her past

das eri jeder Schauspielerin; __ sandte
which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’

Citko (2001) assumes (see 1.5.3.9) that the relative clause-internal copy has to be
retained to handle variable binding; as a consequence, the offending R-
expression will be in the c-command domain of the coreferential pronoun so that
a Condition C effect is expected, contrary to fact

(382) §das [Buch von Peter: iber ihre; Vergangenheit]j,
the book of Peter about her past
[ce[das [Buech-vonPeter-tber —ihreVergangenheit|jl1 eri jeder
which book of Peter about her past he every.DAT
Schauspielerin; [x Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit|: sandte]
actress book of Peter about her past sent

Even though this correctly accounts for the English data where Condition C
effects re-emerge, it makes the wrong predictions for German where Condition C
effects are systematically absent in restrictive relatives.

The second problem concerns the embedding effect that was observed with the
semi-idiomatic cases in 2.2.7.2; the relevant examples are repeated for
convenience:

(383) a) *der [Streit iber Mariai], den siei _ vom Zaun gebrochen hat
the fight about Mary which she off.the fence broken has
lit.: ‘the fight about Mary: that shei started’
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b) der [Streit ilber Marias Kritik an Peteri|,
the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter

den eri __ vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which he off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’

In both cases, there was shown to be a coreferential implicit PRO (2.4.5). In those
cases, Citko (2001) would assume that the relative clause-internal copy has to be
retained because the PRO needs to be controlled (cf. the discussion in 1.5.3.2).
However, that predicts both sentences to have the same grammaticality, contrary
to fact. The approach proposed here, on the other hand, makes the right
prediction: Vehicle turns the R-expression into a pronoun; pronouns are subject
to Principle B and are therefore sensitive to embedding, exactly as the pair in
(383) shows.

To conclude, Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approach fares quite well, but
crucially makes incorrect predictions for some aspects of Principle C that follow
under the approach proposed above.

2.5.4 MA 2: Sauerland (1998, 2003)

Sauerland applies his version of the MA only in cases where there is no
reconstruction. In case there is reconstruction, the HRA applies. This means that
reconstruction for variable binding, anaphor binding, idiom interpretation, scope
and the low construal of adjectives will be handled by the HRA in Sauerland’s
system.

The MA is, however, relevant for the Condition C pattern. Since it is very close to
the implementation I have proposed above, it makes pretty much the same
predictions.122 It correctly derives the absence of Condition C effects in the core
case (1.5.3.1), and also predicts the contrast with other types of A-movement (cf.
1.5.3.3-1.5.3.4) since the alleviation of Condition C effects crucially depends on
Vehicle Change, which is only licensed under ellipsis. Ellipsis, in turn, is
restricted to relatives. However, there are two aspects of the German Condition C
pattern that cannot be accounted for in Sauerland’s system.

The first problem are the correlation cases. I repeat a relevant example:

(384) das [Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit],

the book of Peter about her past

das eri jeder Schauspielerinj __ sandte

which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’
Sauerland assumes that the HRA applies whenever the external head contains

material that needs to be reconstructed. Applied to the example at hand, there
will be an R-expresssion in the c-command domain of a coreferential pronoun

122 This only holds if Vehicle Change of an R-expression into a pronoun is used, but not if the
entire external head is turned into one.



The syntax of relative clauses in German 145

and a Condition C effect is predicted. While this derives the right result for
English (1.5.3.9), it makes the wrong prediction for German where Condition C
effects do not re-emerge.

The second problem is the embedding effect that was observed with the semi-
idiomatic cases in 2.2.7.2. I repeat the crucial pair:

(385) a) *der [Streit ilber Mariai], den siei _ vom Zaun gebrochen hat
the fight about Mary  which she off.the fence broken has
lit.: ‘the fight about Mary: that shei started’

b) der [Streit ilber Marias Kritik an Peteri|,
the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter

den eri__vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which he off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’

Since both contain an implicit PRO, Sauerland would probably apply the HRA in
this case to control the PRO. But then, the embedding effect no longer follows
because there is no Vehicle Change anymore. Under the HRA, both examples are
incorrectly predicted to be ungrammatical.

The last aspect where Sauerland’s system makes the wrong predictions are the
cases of non-reconstruction (2.2.8). Here is one example:

(386) Er schwingt [grofle Reden]|, die keiner __ hoéren will.

he swings grand speeches which no.one hear wants
‘He gives grand speeches no one wants to hear.’

As discussed in 1.5.4, Sauerland’s implementation of the MA assumes that there
is always a relative clause-internal representation of the external head. In the
present case, this will lead to an unlicensed idiomatic NP inside the relative
clause. Such cases are therefore predicted to be impossible, contrary to fact.

2.5.5 Summary

The previous subsections have shown that earlier analyses of relative clauses
cannot cover the entire reconstruction pattern of German relatives and are
therefore inferior to the MA analysis proposed here.

The major difficulty posed by relatives and German relatives in particular is that
reconstruction it not observed throughout. This immediately implies that the
HRA cannot be the only option. If the HRA is modified as in Safir (1999)
overgeneration results. Approaches such as those by Bhatt (2002) and Sauerland
(1998, 2003) that combine the HRA with the MA are inherently less economical
than an approach that employs only one derivation. Furthermore, their version of
the MA still fails to capture some aspects of the Condition C pattern.

Munn’s (1994) and Citko’s (2001) approaches are the only ones that manage to
capture both cases with reconstruction and those without. They nearly attain the
same level of descriptive adequacy as the approach proposed here; however, they
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still fail to account for two aspects of the German Principle C facts, the
correlation cases and the embedding effect with semi-idiomatic expressions.

2.6 Conclusion

This chapter has argued in favor of a version of the MA for German restrictive
relative clauses where Vehicle Change and well-defined cases of exceptional
deletion play an important role.

The MA proposed here avoids the problems the HRA is confronted with (2.3) and
provides the best account of the reconstruction effects: It accounts for the cases
of reconstruction (2.4.3) as well as the systematic lack of reconstruction for
Principle C by employing systematic Vehicle Change. Consider again the following
relative clause:

(387) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri _ am besten findet
the pictureof Peter which he the best finds
‘the picture of Peter: that he; likes best’

Vehicle Change turns the R-expression Peter into a pronoun so that the sentence
is identical in grammaticality to the following base sentence with a coreferential
pronoun inside the picture NP:

(388) Peter; findet dieses Bild von ihm; am besten.
Peter finds this pictureof him the best
‘Peter; likes this picture of him;.’

The crucial argument in favor of Vehicle Change comes from two phenomena:
first, there is a crucial difference between German and English in that Principle C
do not re-emerge if reconstruction is forced for other reasons such as variable
binding. I repeat a relevant minimal pair for convenience:

(389) a) das [Buch von Peter: Uiber ihre; Vergangenheit],
the book of Peter about her past
das eri jeder Schauspielerin; __ sandte
which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’

b) *The [letters by Johni to herj: that hei told every girlj to burn __1 were
published.

Since a relative clause-internal representation is required for variable binding,
the lack of a Condition C effect in German can only result from Vehicle Change
(see 2.4.5).

The second argument comes from the embedding effect observed with semi-
idiomatic expressions, repeated here for convenience:
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(390) a) *der [PRO: Streit iber Peteri),
the fight about Peter

den eri __vom Zaun gebrochen hat
which he off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Peteri that he; started’

b) der [PRO: Streit iber Marias Kritik  an Peteri],
the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter

den eri__ vom Zaun brach
which he off.the fence broke

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’

Since both cases contain an implicit PRO, a relative clause-internal
representation of the external head is necessary for reasons of Control. Vehicle
Change will turn the R-expression Peter into a personal pronoun in each case.
Since pronouns are subject to Principle B differences in embedding are correctly
predicted to make a difference. The two relatives therefore correspond to the
following base sentences:

(391) a) Eri hat einen [PRO; Streit tiber *ihni/sichi] vom Zaun gebrochen].
he hasa fight about him/self off.the fence broken
‘He; started a fight about *him;/himselfi.’

b) Er hat einen [PRO: Streit tiber Marias Kritik an ihmj]
he hasa fight about Mary’s criticism of him

vom Zaun gebrochen.
off.the fence broken

‘He started a fight about Mary’s criticism of him.’

In other words, one of the major advantages of the my proposal is that
modification of a relative clause-internal copy by means of Vehicle Change is
possible even if that copy is necessary to ensure e.g. variable binding. That
option is explicitly excluded in Sauerland’s system, who employs the HRA in
these cases, and also in Munn’s and Citko’s approach where the absence of
Condition C effects is not due to Vehicle Change.

Lastly, the MA proposed here also handles intricate cases of non-reconstruction
as in 2.2.8 and cases where the external head is subject to conflicting
requirements on interpretation (2.2.9) so that there is no context where a
different derivation would be necessary. It is therefore clearly superior to those
approaches in the literature that require two derivations to capture all the
relevant cases (Bhatt 2002, Sauerland 1998, 2003).123, 124 The following table

123 T have chosen not to discuss extraposition because this involves complexities that go beyond
the scope of this thesis even though the facts would be very relevant for the current
discussion. It seems to me that reconstruction is degraded with extraposed relatives, at least
for anaphor binding whereas with bound variables, this is less clear to me.
i)*Ich habe das Buch iiber sich; gelesen, das Peter;i am besten findet.

I have the book about self read which Peter the best finds
1 read the book about himselfi which Peter; likes best.’
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provides an overview over the various properties of Standard German relatives
and the extent to which different analyses account for them.125

124

i) Pweil die Pubertat diejenige Zeit seines; Lebensist, die  keineri vergessen durfte.
because the puberty the.one time his.GEN life is which no.one forget likely.to
‘because puberty is the only period of his; life which no one; is likely to forget’

Such examples all suffer from the fact that reconstruction (for binding) is less acceptable in
German when the head noun does not occur sentence-initially (a fact also observed for Dutch
in De Vries 2002: 82). If one constructs examples for binding where this is the case (they
involve remnant vP-topicalization), the result seems still quite degraded. I strongly prefer the
pronoun over the anaphor:
iii)[dasBuch tiber ihni/*sich; gelesen,das Peteri am besten findet,]; habe ich__ 1 nochnicht.
the book abouthim/self read which Peter the best finds have I still not
‘Read the book about himi/himself; which Peter; likes best, I did not.’
As pointed out to me by Henk van Riemsdijk (p.c.) idiom interpretation is not affected by
extraposition, contrary to English:
iv)Die “Zeit” sollte hé&ufiger Uber die Fortschritte berichten,
the Zeit should more.often about the progresses  report
[die  unsere Jungs gemacht haben].
which our boys made have

‘The “Zeit” should report more often on the progress which our boys have made.’

I hope to be able to tackle these issues in further research. The importance of these examples
is enforced by the fact that a late-merger account a la Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) is untenable
for German because extraposed relative clauses obligatorily reconstruct for binding (Btihring &
Hartmann 1997). In the following example, a bound variable inside the relative clause is bound
by a quantifier inside the root:

iv)Peter hat jeder Fraui ein Geschenk gegeben,das ihr grofe Freude gemacht hat.
Peter has every womana present given which her big  joy made has
‘Peter gave every woman; a present which made her; very happy.’

If, as this example suggests, relative clauses have to be merged cyclically in German, one does
not expect the absence of reconstruction.

I have not discussed adverbial relatives here. As pointed out for English in footnotes 14 and
73, adverbial relatives remain a recalcitrant problem. The same holds for German. I have not
been able to find clear examples with reconstruction. Depending on the source of this, this
might imply that the HEA is still required. I leave this for future research.

<>

A “+’ means that a given analysis explains the reconstruction effects or avoids a problem. -
means that a certain problem is not avoided and that reconstruction effects cannot be
accounted for.
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3 Resumptive Prolepsis

3.1 Introduction: long A’-movement and its alternatives

It is a well-known fact about Standard German that long A’-movement is not
available to all speakers. For many, the long extractions in (393), instantiating
long wh-movement, long relativization, and long topicalization, respectively, are
ungrammatical:126, 127, 128

(393) a) #Wen: glaubst du, dass Petra _ : liebt?
who.ACC think you that Petra loves
‘Who do you think that Petra loves?’

b) #ein Maler, den: er glaubt, dass Petra _ 1 mag
a painter who.ACC he thinks that Petra likes
‘a painter who he thinks Petra likes’

c) #[Den  Maler|: glaubt er, dass Petra _ 1 mag.
the.AcC painter thinks he that Petra likes
‘The painter he thinks that Petra likes.’

It is frequently assumed that the distribution is best captured in terms of a
North-South division. The speakers in the North reject long A’-movement, while
those from the South make liberal use of it. Whether this is actually true has
become difficult to verify due to the increased mobility in recent decades. What is
certainly true is the fact that the Upper German dialects (Swabian, Bavarian,
Alemannic) are more liberal. Even conservative descriptive grammars of dialects
(like e.g. Weber 1964) list examples of long A’-movement (referred to as
Satzverschrédnkung ‘sentence interleaving’). It would therefore be little surprising
if this dialectal background were to influence speakers when they (attempt to)
speak the Standard language.!29 Whether this is actually true is something I will
not try to verify in this thesis. I will also not attempt to give an account of the

126 Arguably, the same also holds for comparative deletion.

127 Recall the notational conventions used in this thesis: The trace position of movement is
indicated by an underline. Movement dependencies are coindexed with number indices,
coreference relations with letter indices, cf. footnote 2.

128 The following people have provided judgments relevant for this chapter: Hans den Besten,
Janneke ter Beek, Anne Breitbarth, Hans Broekhuis, Liesbeth De Clerk, Jeroen van
Craenenbroeck, Berit Gehrke, Jutta Hartmann, Andreas Henrici, Holger Hopp, Riny
Huijbregts, Irene Jacobi, Katarina Klein, Marjo van Koppen, Joost Kremers, Alies McLean,
Roland Pfau, Mika Poss, Hilke Reckmann, Mirjam Rigterink, Manuela Schénenberger, Erik
Schoorlemmer, Roman Sigg, Mark de Vries, Ton van der Wouden, Kathrin Wurth, Tobias
Zimmermann, Hedde Zeijlstra, Hans-Jurg Zollinger. Their time-consuming effort is hereby
gratefully acknowledged.

129 Apart from speakers with a Swabian or Bavarian background, dialectal influence becomes
more and more marginal in Germany, in most cases being restricted to pronunciation and
particular lexical items. Many speakers do no longer learn a dialect as their native language,
but a variety that is very close to Standard German. Things are different in Switzerland, where
the first language acquired is a dialect. The Swiss version of Standard German is referred to as
Schweizerhochdeutsch ‘Swiss Standard German’ and shows more traces of the dialectal
(Alemannic) background of the speakers.
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lack of long A’-movement for many speakers. My concerns will turn out to be
orthogonal to these facts.

Needless to say, the lack of long A’-movement constitutes a functional gap one
would expect to be filled by alternative strategies. This is indeed the case. For
wh-movement, there is the scope-marking construction, see e.g. McDaniel (1989)
and Lutz et al. (2000):

(394) Was glaubt Peter, wen; du gestern __1 getroffen hast?
what thinks Peter who.ACC youyesterday met have
‘Who does Peter think that you met yesterday?’

Speaking of an alternative strategy may be somewhat misleading in this context
because Scope Marking is also available to speakers who allow long wh-
movement. Whether it is actually available in all varieties of German (including
dialects) is unclear. Swiss speakers, for instance, can use this construction, but
whether it is actually part of their dialect grammar is unclear. The use of the
scope marking construction might simply be due to Standard German influence.

Another alternative strategy is represented by extraction from V2-complement
clauses:

(395) a) Weni, glaubst du, liebt Petra _ i?
whom think you loves Petra
‘Who do you think Petra loves?’

b) [Den  Maler]:, glaube ich, mag Petra _ i.
the.ACC painter think I likes Petra
‘The painter, I think Petra likes.’

This strategy is possible for wh-movement and topicalization, but not for
relativization. It is arguably available to all speakers of any German variety and
probably the preferred construction. Therefore, it is strictly speaking only an
alternative for speakers of restrictive varieties.130, 131

There is a third “alternative”, and this is the topic of this chapter: in this
construction, the preposition von ‘of precedes the (putatively) extracted phrase
and a coreferring pronoun!s2? occurs in the dependent clause in the position of
the (alleged) extraction site (cf. also Ltthr 1988: 78):133

130 However, both the scope-marking construction as well as extractions from V2 complement
clauses do not cover the same range of verbs. Both of them are incompatible with volitional
and factive verbs, see McDaniel (1989) for scope marking and Muller & Sternefeld (1995) for
V2-extraction.

131 It is disputed whether these constructions actually involve extraction from an embedded
clause; Reis (1996), for instance, has argued convincingly that what looks like the main clause
(without the dislocated constituent) behaves more like a parenthetical.

132 Coreferring pronoun“ is used as a purely descriptive term in this thesis and is therefore not
meant to imply a particular analysis. It is simply a label for the pronoun in this construction
that refers back to the putatively dislocated phrase (which is later called the proleptic object).
The exact status of the pronoun will be become clear in the analysis part.

133 Since I do not want to anticipate the analysis, I use the same neutral notation as in the first
two chapters when I was introducing the data but not evaluating particular analyses: the
putatively dislocated constituent is enclosed in brackets but does not bear an index. The
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(396) a) Von|welchem Maler| glaubst du, dass Petra ihn mag?
of which.DAT painter think you that Petra him likes
‘Which painter do you think that Petra likes?’

b) ein [Maler], von dem ich glaube, dass Petra ithn mag
a painter of who.DATI think that Petra him likes
‘a painter who I think that Petra likes’

c) Von|[dem Maler| glaube ich, dass Petra ihn mag.
of the.DAT painter think I that Petra him likes
‘The painter, I think that Petra likes.’

This construction is also available to all speakers of any German variety and
therefore not an alternative in the strict sense. However, there is one domain
where it is an alternative, namely in the domain of relativization in the standard
language: While sometimes claimed to be acceptable (Grewendorf 1988),
practically no speaker of Standard German actually accepts (393)b.
Consequently, the speakers of Standard German only have (396)b at their
disposal.134 For reasons that will become clear later on, I will refer to this
construction as the “proleptic construction” and to the fronted constituent as the
“proleptic object”.

The situation in Dutch is similar though not identical. First of all, scope marking
and extraction from V2 clauses are impossible in the standard language, but
found in certain dialects. The acceptability of long A-movement is generally taken
for granted, but at least in the domain of relativization and topicalization, some
speakers have a preference for the proleptic construction: The extracted
constituent is preceded by the preposition van ‘of, and a personal pronoun
appears in the (alleged) extraction site:

(8397) a) Van|welk boek]denk je dat Piet hetleuk vindt?
of which book think youthat Peterit cool finds
‘Which book do you think that Peter likes?’

b) het [boek] [waar]-van ik denk dat Piet hetleuk vindt
the book which-of [ think that Peter it cool finds
‘the book I think Peter likes’

c) Van|dit boek| denk ik dat Piet het leuk vindt.
of this book think I that Peter it cool finds
‘This book, I think Peter likes.’

pronoun that this constituent is related to is marked with an underline, but bears no index
either. Relative clauses based on this alternative construction are more complex: the external
head is only indirectly related to the coreferring pronoun, mediated by the relative operator.
For reasons of legibility and because the external head will be more important in the
discussion, I will only enclose the head noun in brackets. This is not to suggest that the
coreferring pronoun directly refers back to the external head, which would be a puzzling
relationship given that the head noun is just an NP. Rather, the pronoun refers back to the
proleptic object constituted by the relative operator phrase (more precisely it refers to the DP
within the PP).

134 Dialects differ from the standard language. Hessian, for instance, allows long-distance
relativization (Schmitt 2005).
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In both languages, the proleptic construction sounds most natural with
relativization, followed by topicalization and wh-movement. With relativization it
is almost grammaticalized and therefore pervasive whereas with topicalization
and wh-movement it is considerably rarer.

It is not perfectly clear what gave rise to the proleptic construction at the expense
of normal long A’-movement. While Andersson & Kvam (1984: 106) claim it was a
spontaneous change, Lihr (1988: 79) cites some sources that suggest that there
was explicit prescriptive pressure in the 19th century in Germany. Long A’-
movement was considered “illogical” or “sloppy”. The fact that long A’-movement
is much more productive in dialectal varieties of German clearly argues for the
second explanation since dialectal varieties are usually immune to such
pressure. I have no information about the Dutch situation, unfortunately.

The proleptic construction is semantically very similar to long A’-movement (see
3.5 below for a precise characterization). The crucial question is, however,
whether the semantic similarity correlates with a similar syntactic structure. In
the followings section, I will first lay out the properties of the proleptic
construction. As we shall see presently, it has paradoxical properties. On the one
hand, there is evidence suggesting that the operator (and the external head) is
related to the coreferring pronoun via long A-movement. On the other hand there
is just as much evidence suggesting that such a relationship is impossible
because the embedded clause is a barrier.

I will first discuss properties that neither argue for one or the other approach. In
the third subsection, I will discuss reconstruction effects, which generally
suggest movement from the embedded clause. Then, I will discuss syntactic
arguments against movement from the embedded clause. The fifth subsection
deals with the interpretation of the proleptic construction, which provides further
arguments against movement. Section six provides an intermediate summary. In
section seven I present an analysis of the proleptic construction, section eight
discusses in some detail the nature of the coreferring element. Section nine
discusses a residual problem, and the last section concludes the chapter.

3.2 General properties

3.2.1 Operator, preposition and coreferring element

The proleptic construction is similar to the regular A-movement types in that the
same set of operators is used, the only difference being that they are preceded by
the preposition von/van ‘of’. Dutch seems to disallow other prepositions whereas
there is a small set of alternative prepositions in German: hinsichtlich/beztiglich
‘concerning’, even though they sound very clumsy, and bei ‘at’, which is mostly
found with reflexives, cf. 3.9.3 below and 4.10.6 in the next chapter. Still, the
most unmarked, grammaticalized choice is the preposition von ‘of. It assigns
dative case to the proleptic object.

The coreferring pronoun is normally identical in form to a personal pronoun. In
the unmarked case, the pronoun will be weak and will behave exactly as a weak
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pronoun behaves elsewhere in the language. For instance, it always tends to
occur in positions reserved for weak pronouns, higher than their theta-position:
in German in the Wackernagel position (right below TP, the clitic version of es ‘it’
also adjoined to C), in Dutch in a similar part of the structure. This is illustrated
by the following examples (the adjunct morgen ‘tomorrow’ is assumed to be
adjoined to vP):135, 136, 137

(398) a) der [Ring], von dem ich hoffe,
thering of which.DATI hope

dass du <ihn> morgen < *ihn> kaufst
that you it tomorrow it buy

‘the ring that I hope you will buy tomorrow’
b) Ich hoffe, dass du < ihn > morgen < *ihn > kaufst.

I  hope that you it tomorrow it buy
1 hope you will buy it tomorrow.’

(399) a) het [boek] waarvan ik denk
the book which.of I think

dat ik <’t>aan Marie < *’t > zou moeten geven

that I it to Mary it  should give

‘the book I think I should give to Mary’ NL
b) dat ik < ‘t > aan Marie < *t > zou moeten geven

that I it to Mary it  should give

‘that I should give it to Mary’ NL

The a-examples show that the coreferring pronoun occurs above its theta-
position in the proleptic construction; the b-examples show that this parallels the
behavior of pronouns in normal declarative clauses.

If a pronoun is modified, e.g. by a focus particle, it is obligatorily strong. This also
holds for the proleptic construction; it then occurs preferably inside the vP (the
sentential adverb is assumed to mark the vP boundary):138

135 [ translate the proleptic construction like regular long A-movement to ease comprehension;
this should not be taken to prejudge the outcome of the analysis.

136 I will predominantly use examples with relativization because it is the most natural
construction and the judgments are therefore clearer. Nevertheless unless noted otherwise, the
same property is assumed to hold for the proleptic construction with wh-movement and
topicalization.

137 Except for the core cases, I will tend to limit myself to illustrate a given point with German
only. Unless noted otherwise, Dutch can be taken to behave the same. Dutch examples are
marked with “NL” at the right margin.

138 Another case where a pronoun is obligatorily strong is when it is coordinated. See 3.8.4.1 for
such cases.
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(400) a) der [Mann], von dem ich glaube,
the man of who I  believe

dass Maria wahrscheinlich nur IHN liebt
that Mary probably only HIM loves

‘probably the only man who I think that Mary loves’

b) dass Maria wahrscheinlich nur IHN liebt
that Mary probably only him loves
‘that Mary probably loves only him’

Another parallel with simple clauses concerns R-pronouns: If a neuter pronoun
referring to an inanimate antecedent is governed by a preposition, it is realized as
a so-called R-pronoun.!3® The entire complex is referred to as a pronominal
adverb. Again, the coreferring element in resumptive prolepsis behaves like a
normal pronoun in that it is realized as an R-pronoun:

(401) a) ein [Resultat|, von dem ich weif,
a result of whichI know
dass du damit nicht zufrieden bist
that you there.with not satisfied are

‘a result that I know you are not satisfied with’

b) Dieses Resultati— ichweifl, dass du daimit nicht zufrieden bist
this result I know that youthere.with not satisfied are
‘That result — I know that you are not satisfied with it.’

Importantly, pronominal adverbs can be split by postposition stranding, both in
normal declarative clauses and in the proleptic construction:

(402) a) ein [Resultat], von dem ich weif,
a result of which I know
dass du dai nicht zufrieden _ 1 mit bist
that you there not satisfied with are

‘a result that I know you are not satisfied with’

b) Dieses Resultati— ich weifS,
this result I know

dass du dai nicht zufrieden _ 1 mit bist.
that youthere not satisfied with are

‘That result — I know that you are not satisfied with it.’

These facts demonstrate convincingly that the pronoun in the proleptic
construction behaves in all respects like a regular personal pronoun. Personal
pronouns are not the only possible coreferring elements, though. If the
antecedent denotes a location in space or time, locative/temporal proforms are
found as coreferring elements, just like in normal sentences:

139 R-pronouns are obligatory if the antecedent is neuter and inanimate. They are strictly
impossible if the antecedent is human and non-neuter. With non-neuter inanimates, both R-
pronouns and NP-pronouns are in principle possible, with a certain preference for the R-
pronoun. See Mtiller (2000) for a more precise statement.
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(403) a) die [Stadt], vonder ich weifs, dass die Mieten da/dort hoch sind
the city of whichl know that the rents there  high are
‘the city where I know that the rents are high’

b) Ich will in der Stadt; wohnen,
I want in the city live

obschon die Mieten da/dorti hoch sind.
although the rents there high are

1 want to live in the city although the rents are high there.’
(404) a) die [Zeit], von der  Peter sagte,
the time of which Peter said

dass man damals die Eltern noch siezte
that one back.then the parents still saySie

‘the time Peter said one was still on formal terms with one’s parents’
b) Diese Zeiti war sehr anders,
that time was very different

damals; waren die Menschen noch fromm.
back.then were the people still pious

‘That time was very different, people were still pious back then.’

We will see in the section on interpretation (3.5) that not anything goes. Proforms
referring to manners, amounts or predicates are impossible.

Even if the antecedent denotes an individual there are other options:
Demonstratives and epithets can also serve as coreferring elements:

(405) a) der [Typ], von dem ich vermute, dass der Maria heiraten will
theguy of who I suspect that DEM Mary marry wants
lit.: ‘the guy that I suspect HE wants to marry Mary’

b) der [Typ], vondem ich weif3,
the guy of who I  know

dass der Idiot sein Vermoégen verprasst hat
that the idiot his fortune squandered has

lit.: ‘the guy who I know the idiot squandered his fortune’

There are still different types of coreferring elements. Since this touches upon
points that will become important later on, I defer discussion to 3.8.4.1.

3.2.2 The proleptic object is a DP

The proleptic object is obligatorily a DP. Neither PPs, APs or CPs are possible (for
obvious reasons, this cannot be illustrated with relativization):
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(406) a) *Von [im  Garten| denke ich,
of in.the garden think I

dass man dort ein Gartenhduschen bauen koénnte
that one there a garden.house.DIM build could

‘In the garden, I believe one could build a little garden house.’

b) *Von [grofl] denke ich nicht, dass du das bist.
of tall think I not that youthat are
‘Tall, I don’t think you are.’

c¢) *Von [dass Peter dumm ist] wusste ich nicht, dass du das denkst.
of that Peter stupid is knew I not that you that think
lit.: ‘That Peter is stupid I didn’t know that you think.’

These facts are intimately related to the possible interpretations of the proleptic
object and will be discussed in more detail in 3.5.1.

3.2.3 Orientation

The proleptic object can be linked to a coreferring pronoun of any grammatical
relation. The following examples illustrate pronouns in subject, object, and
possessor function, and as complement of a preposition:

(407) a) der [Mann|, von dem ich glaube, dass er Maria heiratet
the man of who.DATI believe that he Mary marries
‘the man who I believe will marry Mary’

b) der [Mann|, von dem ich glaube, dass Maria ihn heiratet
the man of who.DATI believe that Mary him marries
‘the man who I believe Mary will marry’

c) der [Mann]|, von dem ich glaube, dass seine Mutter gesund ist
the man of who.DAT I believe that his mother well is
‘the man whose mother I believe is well’

d) der [Mann|, von dem ich glaube, dass jeder stolz auf ihn ist
the man of who.DATI believe that everyone proudon him is
‘the man who I believe everyone is proud of’

3.2.4 Unboundedness

The relationship between the matrix constituent and the coreferring pronoun is
potentially unbounded, irrespective of the grammatical relation of the pronoun.
In the following examples, it spans three clauses:

(408) a) das [Buch], vondem ichdenke, dass du bezweifelt,
the book of whichI think that youdoubt

dass es ein Erfolg wird
that it a success becomes

lit.: ‘the book I think you doubt will be a success’
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b) het [boek] waarvan ik denk dat jij betwijfelt
the book which.of I think that you doubt
dat het een success wordt
that it a  success becomes

3.2.5 Obligatoriness of the coreferring element

An overt coreferring element is obligatory, relating the proleptic object to a gap
inside the complement clause leads to ungrammaticality:

(409) der [Mann|, [vondem]| ich glaube, dass du *(ihn) liebst
the man of who I Dbelieve that you him love
‘the man who I think you love’

The requirement is even stronger: the proleptic object has to be thematically
related to an element in the embedded clause. This is not the case in the
following examples and leads to ungrammaticality:

410) a) *Von [Computern laube ich, dass jeder einen PC kaufen sollte.
p g J
of computers.DAT believe I that everyone a PCbuy  should
lit.: 1 believe of computers that everyone should buy a PC.’

b) *die [erste Weltmeisterschaft]|, von der ich hoffe, dass Deutschland
the first world.championship of whichl hope that Germany
nicht schon in der ersten Runde ausscheidet
not already in the first round drops.out
lit.: ‘the first world championship that I hope Germany will not drop
out in the first round’

c) *ein [Wetter|, von dem ich hoffe, dass Peter zuhause bleibt
a weather of which I hope that Peter at.home stays
lit.: ‘a weather which I hope Peter will stay at home’

This does not show that the proleptic object originates inside the embedded
clause. But it shows that it is not thematically licensed outside the embedded
clause.140 It differs in this regard from indirect objects of verbs that also take a
complement clause such as tell, as e.g. in the following example (Control verbs
are different, of course):141

140 Henk van Riemsdijk (p.c.) has informed me that for him a coreferring element is not necessary.
The following is grammatical for him:
i) Das Fahrrad — Nun, vom Fahrrad finde ich,
the bike well of.the bike think I
dass man sich doch lieber ein Autokaufen sollte.
that one self PRT rathera car buy  should
Lit.: ‘The bike — Well, as for the bike, I think that one should rather buy a car.’
As suggested by the translation, the proleptic construction would thus be similar to the
Hanging Topic construction in English. I do not share this judgment.

141 Sjef Barbiers (p.c.) has informed me that there are varieties of Dutch where a gap is possible. I
have to leave examination of those data for future research.
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(411) I told Mary that Germany would drop out in the first round of the
championship.

3.3 Reconstruction

In this section, I will discuss reconstruction effects in the proleptic construction.
The pattern we find is pretty much the same as with regular A’-movement in
German, in fact, it strongly resembles the pattern we find in relativization.
Reconstruction for idiom interpretation, variable binding and Principle A is
straightforward: the proleptic object is interpreted in the position occupied by the
coreferring element.!42 Reconstruction effects therefore provide a strong
argument in favor of a movement analysis of the proleptic construction.

It does not make much difference whether the proleptic construction involves
relativization, topicalization or wh-movement, except in one area, namely
Principle C effects. They are completely absent with relativization, but do occur in
the matrix clause with topicalization and wh-movement. However, the fact that
there is no reconstruction for Principle C into the embedded clause with
topicalization and wh-movement in the proleptic construction sets them apart
from their counterparts in normal long A-movement.

This subsection is only devoted to reconstruction for idiom interpretation,
binding and variable binding. Reconstruction for scope and the low construal of
adjectives will be dealt with in the section on interpretation (3.5).

The presentation parallels the discussion in 2.2. I will first discuss idiom
interpretation, variable binding, then Principle A and B. Subsection four is
devoted to Principle C, which will receive the most attention. In subsection five I
discuss the correlation between Principle C and variable binding. Subsection six
addresses cases where the external head of relatives must not be reconstructed.
Subsection seven deals with cases where the external head has to be interpreted
in more than one position. Subsection eight is about reconstruction into
intermediate positions and subsection nine concludes the section.

3.3.1 Idiom interpretation

Reconstruction of idiom chunks was shown to be systematic in German A’-
movement. I repeat the relevant examples from 2.2.1:

(412) a) die [Rede], die er __ geschwungen hat eine Rede schwingen =
the speech which he swung has ‘give a speech’
‘the speech he gave’

142 This is not always correct because — as discussed in 3.2.1 — the coreferring pronoun often
occurs higher than its theta-position. Strictly speaking, then, the reconstruction site is the
theta-position of the coreferring pronoun. I often leave the coreferring pronoun in its theta-
position to indicate the reconstruction site more clearly.
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[Was fiir eine Rede|: hat er gestern wohl __; geschwungen?
what.kind.of speech has he yesterday PRT swung
‘What kind of speech did he give yesterday?’

[Eine Rede|: hat er _ 1 geschwungen.
a speech has he swung
‘A speech, he gave.’

This extends to long-distance A’-movement (keeping in mind that long-distance
relativization is degraded for many):

(413) a) #die [Rede], die ich sagte, dass er __ geschwungen habe

b)

the speech which I said that he swung has
‘the speech I said he gave’

[Was fiir eine Rede|: glaubst du,
what.kind.of speech believe you

dass er gestern __1 geschwungen hat?
has he yesterday swung has

‘What kind of speech do you think he gave yesterday?’

Reconstruction for idiom interpretation is also possible in the proleptic
construction as the following examples show:143

(414)

3.3.2

a)

b)

b)

die [Rede]|, von der ich sagte, dass er sie geschwungen habe
the speech of whichI said that he it swung has
‘the speech I said he gave’

Von [welcher Rede|: glaubst du,
of which speech believe you

dass er sie gestern wieder einmal geschwungen hat?
has he it yesterday once.again swung has

‘Which speech do you think he gave once again yesterday?’
Von [dieser Rede]: hoffe ich nicht,
of this speech hopel not

dass er sie schon wieder geschwungen hat.
that he it again swung has

‘This speech I don’t hope he has given again’

Variable binding

Recall first variable binding in regular A’-movement: as shown in 2.2.3, all types
of A’-movement show straightforward reconstruction effects. I repeat the relevant
examples:

143 As pointed out before (cf. footnote 24), only relatively transparent collocations can be used in
A’-movement. I will show in 3.5 that the proleptic construction imposes certain semantic
restrictions on the proleptic object. As a consequence, the range of collocations that can be
used with it is more limited than in regular A’-movement.
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(415) a)

b)

b)

S

Reconstruction

das [Foto von seineri; Geliebten],
the picture of his beloved

das  jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche __ hat
which every man in his  wallet has

‘the picture of hisi beloved that every mani keeps in his wallet’
der Fotograf, [dessen Foto von seineri Geliebten]: jeder Manni
the photographer whose pictureof his beloved every man

gerne in seiner Brieftasche _ 1 héatte
likes.to in his wallet had.suBJ

‘the photographer whose picture of his; beloved every man; would like
to keep in his wallet’

[Wasflirein Foto  von seiner; Geliebten]:

what.kind.of picture of his beloved

hat jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche  1?
has every man in his  wallet

‘What kind of picture of hisi beloved does every man;i keep in his
wallet?’

[Ein Foto von seiner; Geliebten]:

A pictureof his beloved

hat jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche _ 1.
has every man in his  wallet

‘A picture of hisi beloved, every man; keeps in his wallet.’

If we add a level of embedding, we get reconstruction into the complement clause
(as pointed out in the introduction to this chapter, long relativization is degraded
for many speakers):

(416) a) #das [Foto von seiner: Geliebten|, das ich glaube,

the pictureof his beloved which I  believe

dass jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche __ hat
that every man in his  wallet has

‘the picture of hisi beloved that I think every man; keeps in his wallet’
[Wasfarein Foto von seiner; Geliebten]: glaubst du,
what.kind.of picture of his beloved believe you

dass jeder Mann; in seiner Brieftasche _ 1 hat?

that every man in his  wallet has

‘What kind of picture of hisi beloved do you think every man; keeps in
his wallet?’

The same is found in the proleptic construction. The bound pronoun can be
bound by QPs located in the embedded clause. The reconstruction site
corresponds to the position occupied by the coreferring element. I will first
discuss pronouns contained in the external head of relatives and then pronouns
inside the operator phrase.
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3.3.2.1 Pronouns inside the external head

The following pair shows reconstruction of a bound pronoun inside the external
head:

(417) a) Die [Periode seinesi Lebens|, von der ich glaube,
the period his.GEN life.GEN of whichl believe

dass keiner; gerne dar-an denkt, ist die Pubertét.

that no.one likes.to there-at thinks is the puberty
b) De [periode van 2z’ni leven] waarvan ik denk

the period of his life whereof 1 think

dat niemand; er graag aan terug denkt is de puberteit.
that no.one there likes.to to back thinks is the puberty NL

‘The period of his; life I think no onei likes to remember is puberty.’

3.3.2.2 Pronouns contained inside the operator phrase

We get the same results with pronouns inside the operator phrase, be it
relativization, wh-movement or topicalization:

(418) der Journalist, von [dessen Artikel Uber sein; Privatleben]
the journalist of whose articles about his private.life

ich glaube, dass jeder Stari sie furchtet
I  Dbelieve that every star them fears

‘the journalist whose articles about his; private life I think every star; is
afraid of’

b) Von [welcher Periode seinesi Lebens| denkst du,
of which period his.GEN life.GEN think you

dass keineri gerne dran denkt?
that no.one likes.to there.at think

‘Which period of his; life do you think no onei likes to remember?’
c¢) Von [dieser Periode seinesi Lebens] denke ich,
of this period his.GEN life.GEN think I

dass keineri gerne dran denkt.
that no.one likes.to there.at think

‘This period of his; life, I think no one; likes to remember.’
With topicalization, a somewhat different type can also be tested: The bound

pronoun does not have to be embedded in the complement of N, it can also be its
specifier. Reconstruction for variable binding is possible in that case as well:

(419) Von [seineri Mutter| wei? man doch,
of his mother knows one PRT

dass kein Teenager; sie toll findet.
that no teenager her great finds

‘Hisi mother, one knows no teenager; finds great.’
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3.3.3 Principle A

In 2.1.1 I established that anaphors in German (and Dutch) are subject to the
Binding Theory. Consequently, if an anaphor can be bound by an antecedent
that does not c-command it at surface structure, the anaphor has to be
reconstructed since alternative mechanisms such as logophoric interpretation are
not available. I also pointed out in 2.2.5 that the cases with a coreferential
implicit PRO strictly speaking do not provide evidence for reconstruction for
anaphor binding because the actual binder is the PRO:

(420) die [PRO; Meinung von sichj|, die = eri _ hat
the opinion of self which he has
lit.: ‘the opinion of himselfi that he; has’

The same holds, of course, for corresponding examples in the proleptic
construction, as the following example shows:

(421) die [PRO; Meinung von sichi], von der ich sagte,
the opinion of self of which I said
dass Peter: sie habe, ist positiv.
that Peter it has is positive

‘The opinion of himselfi that I said Peter; had is very positive.’

Such examples do show, however, that there must be reconstruction to control
the PRO, cf. the discussion in 1.3.3.

But even without an implicit PRO, reconstruction for Principle A was shown to be
systematic in all types of A’-movement (2.2.5). I repeat some relevant examples:

(422) a) das [Bild von sichi], das Peteri _ am liebsten mag
the pictureof self which Peter the best likes
‘the picture of himselfi that Peter; likes best’

b) [Welches Gerticht tiber sichi|1 kann Peter: nicht__: ertragen?
which rumor about self can Peter not bear
‘Which rumor about himself; can’t Peter; bear?’

c) [Diesen Wesenszug von sichi|:1 kannte Peteri noch nicht_ .
this trait of self knew Peter still not
‘This trait of himselfi, Peter: did not know yet.’

Reconstruction is also observed if a level of embedding is added and the binder
occurs in the embedded clause (again, long relativization is degraded for many):

(423) a) #das [Bild von sichi], das ich glaube,
the pictureof self whichI believe

that Peter the best likes
‘the picture of himselfi that I think Peter; likes best’

dass Peteri _ am liebsten mag
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b) [Welches Gerticht tiber sichi]: glaubst du,
which rumor about self believe you

dass Peteri nicht__; ertragen kann?
that Peter not bear can

‘Which rumor about himselfi do you think Peteri can’t bear?’
c) |[Diesen Wesenszug von sichi]: glaube ich,
this trait of self believe I

dass Peter; noch nicht_ ; kannte.
that Peter still not knew

‘This trait of himself;i I think Peter; did not know yet.’
As the following subsections show, the proleptic construction patterns the same.
Reconstruction for Principle A is found with all types of A-movement. For
reasons that will become clear later on, it is also important to look at cases where

the binder is located in the matrix clause. I will first discuss anaphors inside the
external head and then anaphors contained in the relative operator:

3.3.3.1 Anaphors inside the external head

Reconstruction into the embedded clause is straightforward. None of the
following cases contain an implicit PRO:

(424) a) das [Bild von sichi], vondem ich glaube,
the pictureof self of which I Dbelieve

dass Peteri es am besten findet
that Peter it the best finds

‘the picture of himselfi that I think Peter; likes best’
b) das [Gertcht Uber sichi], vondem ich glaube,
the rumor aboutself of whichI believe

dass Peteri es nicht ertragen kann
that Peter it not bear can

‘the rumor about himself; that I think Peter; cannot bear’
c) das [Spiegelbild von sichi|, von dem ich glaube,
the reflection of self of whichI believe

dass Peteri es an der Wand sah
that Peter it on the wall saw

‘the reflection of himself; that I think Peter; saw on the wall’
d) die [Ligen Uber einanderi], von denen ich glaube,
the lies abouteach.other of which I believe

dass Hans und Marie; sie gehort haben
that John and Mary themheard have

‘the lies about each other; that I think John and Mary: heard’
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(425) a)

b)

S

d)

Reconstruction

de [foto van zichzelfi] waarvan ik denk
the picture of self whereof 1 think

dat Piet; ze heel leuk vindt
that Peter it very cool finds

‘the picture of himselfi that I think Peter; likes a lot’ NL
het [gerucht over zichzelfi waarvan ik denk
the rumor about self whereof 1 think

dat Pieti het niet wil horen
that Peter it not wants to.hear

‘the rumor about himself; that I think Peter; does not want to hear’ NL
het [spiegelbeeld van zichzelfi] waarvan ik denk
the reflection of self whereof I think

dat Pieti het op de muur zag
that Peter it on the wall saw

‘the reflection of himself; that I think Peter; saw on the wall’ NL
de [leugens over elkaar;| waarvan ik denk
the lies about each.other whereof I think

dat Hans en Marie; ze hebben gehoord
that John and Mary them have heard

‘the lies about each other; that I think John and Mary: heard’ NL

The next set shows that the anaphor can also be bound by the matrix subject:

(426) a)

b)

)

d)

das [Bild von sichi], vondem Peter: denkt,
the pictureof self of which Peter thinks

dass es das schonste ist
that it the most.beautiful is

‘the picture of himselfi that Peter; thinks is the most beautiful one’
das [Gerticht Gber sichi], vondem Peter; denkt,
the rumor about self of which Peter thinks

dass es ein Skandal ist
that it a scandal is

‘the rumor about himself; that Peter; thinks is scandalous’
der [Wesenszug von sichi], vondem Peter: glaubt,
the trait of self of which Peter thinks

dass ich ihn noch nicht kenne
that I it still not know

‘the trait of himself;i that Peter; thinks I still know yet’
die [Ltugen Uiber einanderi|, von denen [Hans und Maria]i flirchten,
the lies about each.other of which John and Mary fear

dass man sie erzahlt
that one them tells

‘the lies about each other; that John and Maryi fear one is telling’
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(427) a) de [foto van zichzelfii waarvan Pieti denkt

the pictureof self whereof Peter thinks
dat ze de mooiste is
that it the most.beautiful is NL

b) het [gerucht over zichzelfi] waarvan Pieti denkt
the rumor about self whereof Peter thinks

dat het een schandaal is

that it a  scandal is NL
c) het [gedeelte van zichzelfi] waarvan Pieti denkt

the part of self whereof Peter thinks

dat ik het nog nietken

that I it still not know NL
d) de [leugens over elkaari] waarvan Hans en Marie; vrezen

the lies about each.other whereof John andMary fear

dat men ze verteld
that one them tells NL

Reconstruction is straightforward in both cases. The fact that the anaphor can
also be bound in the matrix clause will be taken up again in 3.3.9.1.

3.3.3.2 Anaphors inside the operator phrase

We find the same pattern with topicalization and wh-movement in the matrix
clause. Reconstruction for Principle A is systematic. The following examples have
the binder in the embedded clause. The first set shows wh-movement:

(428) a) Von [welchem Foto  von sichi] denkst du,
of which picture of self think you

dass Peteri es am besten findet?
that Peter it the best finds

‘Which picture of himselfi do you think Peter; likes best?’
b) Von [welchem Gerticht tiber sich;] denkst du,
of which rumor about self think you

dass Peteri stolz drauf ist?
that Peter proud there.on is

‘Which rumor about himselfi do you think Peter; is proud of?’
c¢) Von [welchem Wesenszug von sichi] denkst du,
of which trait of self think you

dass Peter; ihn verheimlichen mochte?
that Peter it conceal would.like.to

‘Which trait of himselfi do you think Peter; would like to conceal?’
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d) Von [welchem Gerticht lber einander;] farchtest du,
of which rumor about each.other fear you

dass Hans und Marie;: es bereits gehort haben?

that John and Mary it already heard have

‘Which rumor about each otheri do you fear John and Maryi have
already heard?’

The second set shows topicalization:

(429) a) Von [diesem Bild von sich;] glaube ich schon, dass Peteri es mag.
of this picture of self believe I indeed that Peter it likes
‘This picture of himselfi I think Peter; likes.’

b) Von [diesem Gerticht Glber sichi] glaube ich schon,
of this rumor about self think I indeed

dass Peter; stolz drauf ist.
that Peter proud there.on is

‘This rumor about himselfi I think Peter; is proud of.’

¢) Von [diesem Wesenszug von sichi| glaube ich schon,

of this trait of self  Dbelieve I indeed
dass Peteri ihn verheimlichen mochte.
that Peter it conceal would.like.to

‘This trait of himselfi I think Peter; would like to conceal.’
d) Von [diesem Gerlicht Uilber einanderi| flirchte ich,
of this rumor abouteach.other fear I

dass Hans und Marie: es bereits gehdrt haben

that John and Mary it already heard have

‘This rumor about each other; I fear John and Mary: have already
heard.’

The anaphor can also be bound in the matrix clause. The following examples
show wh-movement:

(430) a) Von [welchem Foto von sichi;] denkt Peter;,
of which pictureof self thinks Peter

dass es das schonste ist?
that it the most.beautiful is

‘Which picture of himselfi does Peter; think is the most beautiful one?’
b) Von [welchem Gertcht tiber sichi] denkt Peter;,
of  which rumor about self thinks Peter

dass es ein Skandal ist?
that it a scandal is

‘Which rumor about himselfi does Peter; think is scandalous?’
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Von [welchem Wesenszug von sichi] denkt Peter;,
of  which trait of self thinks Peter

dass ich ihn noch nicht kenne?
that I it still not know

‘Which trait of himselfi does Peteri think that I don’t know yet?’
Von [welchen Luigen Giber einanderi] flirchten Hans und Marie;
of which lies about each.other fear John and Mary

dass man sie erzahlt?
that one themtells

‘Which lies about each otheri do John and Maryi fear one is telling?’

The same holds for topicalization:

(431) a)

b)

°)

d)

Von [diesem Bild von sichj] denkt Peter;,
of this picture of self thinks Peter

dass es das schonste ist.
that it the most.beautiful is

‘This picture of himselfi Peter; thinks is the most beautiful one.’
Von [diesem Gerlicht tiber sichi] denkt Peter;,
of this rumor about self thinks Peter

dass es ein Skandal ist.
that it a scandal is

‘This rumor about himselfi Peteri thinks is scandalous.’
Von [diesem Wesenszug von sichj] hofft Peter;,
of this trait of self hopes Peter

dass ich ihn noch nicht kenne
that I it still not know

‘This trait of himselfi Peteri hopes I don’t know yet.’
Von [diesen Ltigen Giber einanderi] firchten Hans und Marie;
of these lies about each.other fear John and Mary

dass man sie erzahlt.
that one themtells

‘These lies about each otheri John and Mary; fear one is telling.’

169

With topicalization, another case can be tested, namely, when the entire proleptic

object corresponds to an anaphor. In this case, binding by the matrix subject is
possible:144

(432)

Von [sichi] denkt Peteri immer, dass er der beste ist.
of self thinks Peter always that he the best is
‘Himselfi Peter; always believes to be the best.’

144 Reconstruction into the embedded clause cannot be tested because that is independently ruled
out by Principle B: the coreferring pronoun would be locally bound by the embedded subject.
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In sum, reconstruction for Principle A is systematic in the proleptic construction,
regardless of what type of A-movement applies in the matrix clause. Importantly,
the binder can be located both in the matrix and in the embedded clause. I will
come back to this in 3.3.9.1.

3.3.4 Principle B

Principle B effects were shown to be absent in regular A-movement (2.2.5):

(433) a) das [Bild von ihmi|, das Peteri in der Zeitung __ sah
the pictureof him which Peter in the newspaper saw
‘the picture of him; that Peteri saw in the newspaper’

b) [Welches Bild von ihmi]: hat Peter in der Zeitung _ 1 gesehen?
which pictureof him hasPeter in the newspaper seen
‘Which picture of him; did Peteri see in the newspaper?’

This has to do with the fact that coreferential pronouns are acceptable in picture
NPs as discussed in 2.1.3. It is therefore little surprising that we also do not find
any Principle B effects in the proleptic construction if the binder is located inside
the embedded clause (nothing changes if the binder is in the matrix clause). The
first pair illustrates relativization:

(434) a) das [Bild vonihmi|, von dem ich glaube,
the pictureof him of whichI believe

dass Peteri es am schonsten findet
that Peter it the most.beautiful finds

‘the picture of him; that I think Peter; finds most beautiful’
b) der [Wesenszug von ihmi], vondem ich glaube,
the trait of him of whichI Dbelieve

dass Peter: ihn nicht kennt
that Peter it not knows

‘the trait of him; that I think Peter; does not know’

The second pair illustrates wh-movement and topicalization:

(435) a) Von [welchem Wesenszug von ihmi] denkst du,
of which trait of him think you

dass Peteri ihn noch nicht kennt?
that Peter it still not knows

‘Which trait of himi do you think Peteri does not know yet?’
b) Von [diesem Wesenszug von ihmi] denke ich,
of this trait of him think I

dass Peter; ihn noch nicht kennt.
that Peter it still not knows

‘This trait of him; I think Peter; does not know yet.’

The semi-idiomatic cases with an implicit PRO (cf. 2.1.3) are ungrammatical,
again as in regular A’-movement:
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436) a) *die [PRO:i Meinung von ihmj], die eri __ hat
g
the opinion of him which he has
lit.: ‘the opinion of him; that hei has’

b) *Die [PROi Meinung von ihmj;], vonder ich sagte,
the opinion of him of whichI said
dass Peteri sie habe, ist sehr positiv.
that Peter it has is very positive

‘The opinion of him; that I said Peteri had is very positive.’

As noted previously, such cases do not provide evidence for binding. Still, they
show that there is reconstruction into the embedded clause to control the PRO.

In sum, Principle B in the proleptic construction shows the same pattern as in
regular A-movement and does not provide evidence for reconstruction.145

3.3.5 Principle C

As discussed in 2.2.6, reconstruction for Principle C is absent in German
relatives, but systematic in other types of A’>movement. I repeat a few relevant
examples:

(437) a) das [Bild von Peteri], das eri __ am besten findet
the pictureof Peter whichhe the best finds
‘the picture of Peter; that he; likes best’

b)??die Fotografin, [deren Bild von Peteri]: eri _ 1 am besten findet
the photographer whose picture of Peter he the best likes
lit.: ‘the photographer whose picture of Peter; he; likes best’

c) *[Welches Bild von Peteri: findet eri _ 1 am besten?
which pictureof Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri does he; like best?’

d) *[Dieses Bild von Peteri]: findet eri _ 1 am besten.
this picture of Peter finds he the best
lit.: ‘This picture of Peter; he; likes best.’

The Condition C pattern remains the same if a level of embedding is added and
the coreferential pronoun is in the complement clause (again, long relativization
is degraded for many):

(438) a) #das [Bild von Peteri], das ich glaube,
the pictureof Peter whichI Dbelieve

dass er; _ am besten findet
that he the best finds

‘the picture of Peteri that I believe hei likes best’

145 T will show in 3.3.9.1, however, that when the proleptic object is just a pronoun we can get
Condition B effects in the matrix clause.
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b) *[Welches Bild von Peter;i]: glaubst du,
which picture of Peter believe you

dass eri _ 1 am besten findet?
that he the best finds

lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri do you think he; likes best?’

c) *|Dieses Bild von Peteri1 glaube ich,
this picture of Peter believe I
dass eri __1 am besten findet.
that he the best finds

lit.: ‘This picture of Peter; I think he; likes best.’

As we shall see presently, this asymmetry is only partially found in the proleptic
construction. Principle C effects are completely absent if the coreferential
pronoun is located inside the complement clause. However, things are different
when the coreferring pronoun is located in the matrix clause. In that case, we get
Condition C effects with wh-movement and topicalization, but not with
relativization.

I will first discuss R-expressions contained in the external head and then R-
expressions contained in the operator phrase. I will also discuss other aspects
that were shown to be important in 2.2.6 such as the semi-idiomatic cases and
Crossover effects.

3.3.5.1 R-expressions inside the external head

Principle C effects are completely absent if there is relativization in the proleptic
construction. This is independent of the position of the coreferential pronoun and
holds for R-expressions inside arguments. In the following examples the
coreferential pronoun is in the embedded clause:

(439) a) das [Bild von Peteri], vondem ich glaube,
the pictureof Peter of whichI believe

dass eri es am besten mag
that he it the best likes

‘the picture of Peteri that I think he; likes best’
b) die [Verwandten von Peteri], von denen ich weifs, dass eri sie mag

the relatives of Peter of who I know that he themlikes
‘the relatives of Peter; that I know he; likes’

c) der [Wesenszug von Peteri, vondem ich fiirchte,
the trait of Peter of whichI fear

dass eri ihn noch nicht kennt
that he it still not knows

‘the trait of Peter; that I fear that hei does not know yet’
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d) die [Nachforschungen tiber Peteri|, von denen ich vermute,
the investigations about Peter of whichI suspect

dass eri sie vor mir verheimlichen wollte

that he them from me conceal wanted

‘the investigations about Peteri that I suspect hei wanted to conceal
from me’

The following examples have the coreferential pronoun in the matrix clause:

(440) a) das [Bild von Peteri|, von dem eri glaubt,
the pictureof Peter of which he believes

dass es das schonste ist
that it the most.beautiful is

‘the picture of Peteri that he; thinks is the most beautiful one’
b) die [Verwandten von Peteri], von denen er:i sagt,
the relatives of Peter of who he says

dass sie dumm seien
that they stupid are

‘the relatives of Peter: that he; says are stupid’
c) der [Wesenszug von Peteri|, vondem er: glaubt,
the trait of Peter of which he believes

dass ich ihn nicht kenne
that I it not know

‘the trait of Peteri that hei thinks that I don’t know’

d) die [Nachforschungen tiber Peteri], von denen eri vermutet,
the investigations aboutPeter of which he suspects
dass sie politisch motiviert sind
that they politically motivated are
‘the investigations about Peteri that hei suspects are politically
motivated’

3.3.5.2 R-expressions inside the operator phrase

With R-expressions inside the relative operator, we get a different pattern. If the
coreferential pronoun is located in the embedded clause, we do not get a
Condition C violation. The first set shows this for R-expressions inside relative
operators:

(441) a) die Fotografin, von [deren Bild von Peteri] ich glaube,
the photographer of whose pictureof Peter [ believe

dass eri es mag
that he it likes

lit.: ‘the photographer whose picture of Peter: I think he; likes’
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b)

Reconstruction

die Journalistin, von [deren Ltige Uilber Peteri] ich hoffe,
the journalist of whose lie aboutPeter I hope

dass er; sie nie erfahrt
that he it not find.out

lit.: ‘the journalist whose lie about Peteri I hope hei will never find out
about’

die Freundin, von [deren Meinung von Peteri] ich hoffe,

the girlfriend of whose opinion of Peter I hope

dass eri sie schatzt
that he it appreciates

lit.: ‘the girlfriend whose opinion of Peteri I hope he; appreciates’

Wh-movement also does not show Condition C effects:

(442) a)

b)

<)

d)

Von [welchem Bild von Peteri] glaubst du,
of which picture of Peter believe you

dass eri es am besten mag?
that he it the best likes

lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri do you think he; likes best?’
Von [welchen Verwandten von Peteri] denkst du, dass eri sie mag?

of which relative of Peter think you that he themlikes
lit.: ‘Which relatives of Peteri do you think he; likes?’

Von [welchem Wesenszug von Peteri) denkst du,

of  which trait of Peter think you

dass eri ihn noch nicht kennt?

that he it still not knows

lit.: ‘Which trait of Peteri do you think hei does not know yet?’

Von [welcher Nachforschung tiber Peteri] denkst du, dass eri sie
of which investigation about Peter think you that he it
vor dir verheimlichen wollte?

from you conceal wanted

lit.: ‘Which investigation about Peteri do you think he; wanted to
conceal from you?’

Condition C effects are neither found with topicalization:

(443) a)

Von [diesem Bild von Peteri] glaube ich schon,
of this picture of Peter Dbelieve I indeed

dass eri es am besten mag.
that he it the best likes

lit.: ‘This picture of Peter; I think he; likes best.’
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b) Von [diesen Verwandten von Peteri] glaube ich schon,
of these relatives of Peter believe I  indeed

dass er;i sie mag.
that he them likes

lit.: ‘These relatives of Peter;, I think he; likes.’
c¢) Von [diesem Wesenszug von Peteri| denke ich,
of this trait of Peter think I

dass eri ihn noch nicht kennt.
that he it still not knows

lit.: ‘This trait of Peter;, I think he; does not know yet.’
d) Von [dieser Nachforschung Uuber Peteri] denke ich nicht,
of this investigation aboutPeter think I not

dass er;i sie vor dir verheimlichen wollte.

that he it fromyou conceal wanted

‘This investigation about Peter;, I do not think hei wanted to conceal
from you.’

However, if the coreferential pronoun is in the matrix clause, we get systematic
Principle C violations. The first set shows this for relative operators:

(444) a) *die Fotografin, von [deren Bild von Peteri] eri denkt,
the photographer of whose picture of Peter he thinks

dass es ein Skandal ist
that it a scandal is

lit.: ‘the photographer whose picture of Peter; hei thinks is scandalous’
b) *die Journalistin, von [deren Llige iber Peteri] eri hofft,
the journalist of whoselie about Peter he hopes

dass sie niemand erfahrt
that it no.one finds.out

lit.: ‘the journalist whose lie about Peteri hei hopes no one will find out
about’

c¢) *die Freundin, von [deren Meinung von Peteri] eri hofft,
the girlfriend of whose opinion of Peter he hopes

dass sie gut bleibt
that it good stays

lit.: ‘the girlfriend whose opinion of Peteri hei hopes will remain positive’

Wh-movement also shows Condition C effects in this configuration:

(445) a) *Von [welchem Bild von Peteri| denkt er;,
of which picture of Peter thinks he

dass es das schonste ist?
that it the most.beautiful is

lit.: ‘Which picture of Peteri does he; think is the most beautiful one?’
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d) *Von [welchen Verwandten von Peteri] glaubt er,
Of which relatives of Peter believes he

dass sie dumm sind?

that they stupid are

lit.: ‘Which relatives of Peteri does he;i think are stupid?’
c¢) *Von [welchem Wesenszug von Peteri] denkt eri,

of which trait of Peter thinks he

dass er peinlich ist?

that it embarrassing is

lit.: ‘Which trait of Peteri does he; think is embarrassing?’
d) *Von [welchen Nachforschungen tber Peteri] denkt eri,

of which investigations aboutPeter thinks he

dass sie politisch motiviert sind?

that they politically motivated are

lit.: ‘Which investigations about Peter: does he; think are politically
motivated?’

Topicalization patterns the same:

(446) a) *Von [diesem Bild von Peteri] denkt er;,
of this picture of Peter thinks he

dass es das schonste ist.
that it the most.beautiful is

lit.: ‘This picture of Peteri he; thinks is the most beautiful one.’

d) *Von [diesen Verwandten von Peteri] glaubt er,
of these relatives of Peter believes he

dass sie dumm sind.

that they stupid are

lit.: ‘These relatives of Peter; he; thinks are stupid.’
c¢) *Von [diesem Wesenszug von Peteri denkt er,

of this trait of Peter thinks he

dass er peinlich ist.

that it embarrassing is

lit.: ‘This trait of Peteri he; thinks is embarrassing.’

d) *Von [diesen Nachforschungen tUiber Peteri| denkt er;,
of these investigations aboutPeter thinks he
dass sie politisch motiviert sind.
that they politically motivated are
lit.: ‘These investigations about Peter; he; thinks are politically
motivated.’

This is a very interesting result for two reasons. First, in regular A’-movement,
there is a clear asymmetry between relatives and other types of A>movement with
respect to Condition C. In the proleptic construction, however, this asymmetry is
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limited to cases where the binder is in the matrix clause. When it is in the
embedded clause, however, there are no Condition C effects at all, even with R-
expressions contained in the operator phrase.

3.3.5.3 The argument-adjunct asymmetry

As the previous subsection showed, Condition C effects are limited in the
proleptic construction. They only occur with wh-movement and topicalization,
and only if the coreferential element is located in the matrix clause. In the cases
tested above, the R-expressions were contained in arguments. The Condition C
effects vanish as soon as the R-expressions are inside adjuncts. We therefore get
a residual argument-adjunct asymmetry (cf. 2.2.6.3).

The following set shows this for R-expressions inside relative operators:

(447) a) *der Detektiv, von [dessen Nachforschungen tiber Kohli] er; denkt,
the detective of whose investigations about Kohl he thinks

dass sie ungerecht sind
that they unfair are

lit.: ‘the detective whose investigations about Kohl; he; thinks are
unfair’

b) der Detektiv, von [dessen Nachforschungen nahe Kohls; Haus| er;
the detective of whose investigations near Kohl’s house he

denkt, dass sie ungerecht sind

thinks that they unfair are

‘the detective whose investigations near Kohl’si house he; thinks are
unfair’

The same is found with wh-movement:

(448) a) *Von [welchen Nachforschungen Uiber Kohli] denkt er;,
g
of which investigations about Kohl thinks he

dass sie unnoétig sind?

that they unnecessary are

lit.: ‘Which investigations about Kohli does hei think are unnecessary?’
b) Von [welchen Nachforschungen nahe Kohls; Haus] denkt er;,

of which investigations near Kohl’s house thinks he

dass sie unnétig sind?

that they unnecessary are

‘Which investigations near Kohl’si house does hei think are

unnecessary?’

With topicalization, we also find an argument-adjunct asymmetry:
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(449) a) *Von [diesen Nachforschungen tiber Kohli] denkt er;,
of these investigations about Kohl thinkshe

dass sie unnoétig sind.
that they unnecessary are

lit.: ‘These investigations about Kohli hei thinks are unnecessary.’

b) Von [diesen Nachforschungen nahe Kohls; Haus] denkt e,
of these investigations near Kohl’s house thinks he
dass sie unnoétig sind.
that they unnecessary are

‘These investigations near Kohl’si house hei thinks are unnecessary.’

3.3.5.4 Semi-idiomatic cases

In normal relativization, the semi-idiomatic cases turned out to be crucial for the
analysis, cf. 2.4.5.5. I observed that they are ungrammatical without embedding,
but improve once the coreferential pronoun is more distant from the extraction
site. I repeat the relevant pair:

(450) a) *die [Meinung von Peteri], die eri __ hat

the opinion of Peter which he has
lit.: ‘the opinion of Peter: that he; has’

b) die [Meinung von Peteri], die eri glaubt, dass Maria __ hat
the opinion of Peter which he believes that Mary has
‘the opinion of Peter; that he; thinks Mary has’

Importantly, such an improvement was not observed with other types of A’-
movement (cf. 2.2.6.4):

(451) *[Welche Meinung von Peteri]: glaubt eri, dass Maria _ 1 hat?
which opinion of Peter believes he that Mary has
lit.: ‘Which opinion of Peter; does he; think Mary has?’

The situation is similar in the proleptic construction. If the coreferential pronoun
is in the embedded clause and therefore close to the coreferring pronoun, the
semi-idiomatic cases are ungrammatical with all types of A’-movement:

(452) a) *die [Meinung von Peteri], vonder ich glaube, dass eri sie hat
the opinion of Peter of whichl believe that he it has
lit.: ‘the opinion of Peteri that I believe he; has’

b) *die [Geschichte ilber Mariai], von der ich weiss,
the story about Mary of whichl know

dass siei sie gerne erzahlt
that she it likes.to.tell

lit.: ‘the story about Mary; that I know she; likes to tell’
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(453) a) *Von [was fur einer Meinung von Peter;i] denkst du,
of whatkind.of opinion of Peter think you

dass er; sie hat?
that he it has

lit.: ‘What kind of opinion of Peteri do you think he; has?’
b) *Von [welcher Geschichte Uiber Mariai] weifst du,
of which story about Mary know you

dass siei sie gerne erzahlt?
that she it likes.to tell

lit.: ‘Which story about Mary: do you know that shei likes to tell?’
454) a) *Von [dieser Meinung tuber Peteri] denke ich schon,
g
of this opinion of Peter think I indeed

dass eri sie haben konnte.
that he it have could

lit.: ‘This opinion of Peter;, I think he;i could have indeed.’
b) *Von [dieser Geschichte Giber Mariai] weifs ich,
of this story about Mary know I

dass siei sie gerne erzahlt.
that she it likes.to tell

lit.: ‘This story about Maryi, I know that she; likes to tell.’
If, however, the coreferential pronoun is located in the matrix clause, the relative

clause case improves to full grammaticality. With wh-movement or topicalization,
on the other hand, the semi-idiomatic cases remain bad:

(455) a) die [Meinung von Peteri], vonder er: glaubt,
the opinion of Peter of which he believes

dass jedermann sie habe
that everyone it has.SUBJ

lit.: ‘the opinion of Peter; that hei thinks everyone has’
b) *Von [welcher Meinung von Peteri] glaubt e,
of which opinion of Peter believes he

dass jedermann sie habe?
that everyone it had.SUBJ

lit.: ‘Which opinion of Peter does hei think everyone has?’
¢) *Von [dieser Meinung von Peteri] glaubt eri,
of this opinion of Peter believes he

dass jedermann sie habe
that everyone it has.SUBJ

lit.: ‘This opinion of Peteri he; thinks everyone has.’
In 2.4.5.5 and 2.6 I discussed an interesting embedding effect with (semi-)

idiomatic expressions. I repeat the relevant minimal pair (recall that to break a
fight off the fence means ‘start a fight):
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(456) a) *der [PRO; Streit Uber Peteri], den eri __

the fight aboutPeter whichhe

vom  Zaun gebrochen hat
off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Peter: that he; started’

b) der [PRO: Streit iber Marias Kritik

an Peter;j|,

the fight aboutMary’s criticism of Peter

den eri vom Zaun brach

which he off.the fence broke

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary'’s criticism of Peter; that he; started’

We find the same contrast in the proleptic construction, in all types of A’-

movement:
(457) a) *der [PRO: Streit iber Peteri|, von dem ich sagte,
the fight aboutPeter of which I said

dass eri ihn vom Zaun gebrochen hat
that he it off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Peter: that I said hei started’

b) der [PRO; Streit iber Marias Kritik an Peteri], von dem
the fight aboutMary’s criticismof Peter of which

ich sagte, dass eri ihn vom  Zaun gebrochen hat
I said that he it off.the fence broken has

lit.: ‘the fight about Mary'’s criticism of Peter; that I said he; started’

(458) a) *Von [diesem PRO; Streit iber Peteri] sagte ich,
of this fight aboutPeter said I

dass eri ihn vom  Zaun gebrochen habe.
that he it off.the fence broken has.SUBJ

lit.: ‘This fight about Peter: I said hei started.’

b) Von [diesem [PRO; Streit iber Marias Kritik an Peteri| sagte ich,
of this fight about Mary’s criticismof Peter said I

dass eri ihn vom Zaun gebrochen habe.
that he it off.the fence broken has.SUBJ

lit.: ‘This fight about Mary’s criticism of Peter;, I said he; started.’

3.3.5.5 SCO effects

Strictly speaking, all the Condition C cases discussed in the previous subsection
were Strong Crossover configurations. In this subsection, I will discuss SCO
configurations where either only quantifiers are involved (relativization and wh-
movement) or where the R-expression corresponds to the entire proleptic object

(topicalization).

(S)SCO effects were shown to be straightforward in regular A’-movement, cf.
2.2.6.5. The same holds for the proleptic construction as long as operators are
involved: the Crossover effects obtain systematically with relativization and wh-
movement, both if the coreferential pronoun is in the matrix clause and if it is in
the complement clause. The first two pairs illustrate relativization:
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a er Mann, von [demj;]| er; aubt, ass er intelligent ist

459 *der M d glaubt, d intellig i
the man of who he believes that he intelligent is
lit.: the man; who; hei thinks is intelligent’

b) *der Manni, von [dessen; Mutter] eri glaubt, dass sie intelligent ist
the man of whose mother he believes that she intelligent is
lit.: ‘the mani whosei mother he; thinks is intelligent’

(460) a) *der Mann, von [demi] ich glaube, dass eri ihn nicht mag
the man of who I believe that he him not likes
lit.: ‘the man who; I think he; does not like’

b) *der Mann, von |[desseni Vater] ich glaube, dass eri ihn nicht mag
the man of whose father I Dbelieve that he him not likes
lit.: ‘the man whose; father I think he; does not like’

For obvious reasons (460)a is irrelevant because the coreferring pronoun triggers
a Principle B effect. The next two pairs illustrate wh-movement:

a on |[wem; aubt erj, dass er intelligent istr

461 *V glaub d. intellig ist?
of who thinks he that he intelligent is
lit.: ‘Whoi does he; think is intelligent?’

b) *Von [wesseni Mutter| glaubt eri, dass sie intelligent ist?
of whose mother thinks he that she intelligent is
lit.: ‘Whosei mother does he; think is intelligent?’

(462) a) *Von [wemi| glaubst du, dass eri ihn mag?
of who think you that he him likes
lit.: ‘Whoi do you think he; likes?’

b) *Von [wessen: Mutter] denkst du, dass eri sie mag?
of whose mother think you that he her likes
‘Whosei mother do you think he; likes?’

Obviously, (462)a is again irrelevant because the coreferring pronoun
independently triggers a Principle B effect.

With topicalization, things are somewhat different: SCO effects are only found in
the matrix clause, but not in the embedded clause:

463) a) *Von [Peteri] glaubt eri, dass er intelligent ist.
g g
of Peter Dbelieves he that he intelligent is
lit.: ‘Peteri, he; thinks is intelligent.’

b) *Von [Peters;i Bewerbung] glaubt eri, dass sie gut ist.
of Peter application believes he that it good is
lit.: ‘Peter’si, application he; thinks is good.’

(464) a) *Von [Peteri] glaube ich, dass eri ihn mag.
of Peter Dbelieve I that he him likes
lit.: ‘Peter;, I think he; likes.’
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b) Von [Petersi Bewerbung] denke ich,
of Peter’s application think I
dass er; sie Uberarbeiten muss.
that he it revise must

lit.: ‘Peter’si application, I think hei should revise.’

(464)a is again irrelevant because of the Principle B effect triggered by the
coreferring pronoun.

This is quite an intriguing pattern. The fact that we get Strong Crossover effects —
usually subsumed under Condition C - in the embedded clause with
relativization and wh-movement is surprising given the systematic absence of
such effects elsewhere in the proleptic construction, as discussed in 3.3.5.2.

3.3.5.6 Summary: reconstruction for Principle C

Reconstruction for Principle C in the proleptic pattern yields an interesting
pattern. There are two important asymmetries: first, R-expressions inside the
external head are again special in that they never trigger Condition C effects,
whereas other types of A-movement do at least to some extent. Second, R-
expressions inside the operator phrase show an asymmetry between main and
subordinate clause. Condition C effects are only found if the coreferential
pronoun is located in the matrix clause. In a sense, the Condition C pattern we
find in the proleptic construction resembles the one found in relatives. This
aspect will prove important for the analysis. The following table summarizes the
Condition C effects with resumptive prolepsis:146

146 A “+” indicates that a Condition C effect obtains.
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465 .. t l lativ wh- Topicali-
( ) Condition C effects externa retatve P u.:a !
head operator | movement | zation
matrix clause
(440), (444), - + + +
reconstruction |(445), (446)
of arguments |embedded clause
(439), (441), - - - -
(442), (443)
matrix clause
reconstruction |(447)b (448)b, - - - -
of adjuncts (449)b
embedded clause - - - -
matrix clause . . .
argument- (447)~(449) -
adjunct
asymmetries | onpedded clause - - - -
semi-idiomatic cases under
- n.a. + +
embedding (455)
embedding effect inside proleptic
object with semi-idiomatic cases - - - -
(456)—(458)
main clause
n.a + + +
(459), (461), (463)
SCO and SSCO
embedded clause
n.a. + + -
(460), (462), (464)
3.3.6 The correlation between Condition C and variable binding

Recall from (2.2.7.1) that the Condition C pattern in regular A-movement does
not change if reconstruction is forced for other reasons such as variable binding.

There are no Condition C effects with relatives, but there are with other types of
A’-movement:

(466) a)

das [Buch von Peteri tiber ihre; Vergangenheit],
the book of Peter about her past

das eri jeder Schauspielerin; __ sandte
which he every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘the book by Peteri about her; past that hei sent every actress;’

b) *[Welches Buch von Peter: iber ihre; Vergangenheit]: hat er:

which book of Peter about her past has he
jeder Schauspielerin; __1 geschickt?
every.DAT actress sent

lit.: ‘Which book by Peter; about her; past did hei send every actress;?’
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The same holds for the proleptic construction: the Condition C pattern we get
once we force reconstruction via variable binding does not change.l4” With R-
expressions in the external head, there are no Condition C effects, regardless of
where the coreferential pronoun is located. With wh-movement and
topicalization, Condition C effects only obtain if the coreferential pronoun is in
the matrix clause. If the coreferential pronoun is in the embedded clause, there
are no Condition C effects. The following examples illustrate the pattern with R-
expressions inside the relative head:

(467) a) ?die [Briefe von Hansi an ihre; Eltern], von denen eri denkt,
the letters of John to her parents of which he thinks

dass jedes Mddchen; sie lesen sollte
that every girl them read should

lit.: ‘the letters by John; to herj parents that he; thinks every girl; should
read

b) ?[die Briefe von Hansi an thre; Eltern], von denen ich vermute,
the letters of John to her parents of whichI suspect

dass eri jeder Schiilerin; gedroht hat,
that he every student threatened has

sie in der Klasse vorzulesen

them in the class read.out

lit.: ‘the letters by Johni to herj parents that I suspect he; threatened
every student; to read out in class’

The following pair shows the same for relative operators:

(468) a) *die Journalistin, von [deren Artikel Giber Clintons; Brief an
the journalist of whose article about Clinton’s letter to

thre; Eltern| eri, vermutet, dass jede Schiilerin;j ihn aufbewahrt
her parents he suspects that every student it keeps

lit.: ‘the journalist whose article about Clinton’si letter to her; parents
he; suspects every student; keeps’

b) die Journalistin, von [deren Artikel iber Clintons: Brief an ihre;
the journalist of whose article about Clinton’s letter to her

Eltern] ichglaube,dass eri jeder Schiilerin; rat, ihn nicht zulesen
parents I believe that he every student advisesit not to read

lit.: ‘the journalist whose article about Clinton’si letter to herj parents I
believe he; advises every studentjnot to read’

With wh-movement, we get exactly the same picture:

147 T do not give any examples of correlations with amount readings. As we will see in 3.5.3 below,
there are independent reasons why this cannot be tested.
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469) a) *Von [welcher Meinung von Hans; Uber ihren; Aufsatz] denkt eri,
g
of which opinion of John about her essay thinks he

dass jede Schiilerin; sie ernst nimmt?
that every student it seriously takes

lit.: ‘Which opinion of John; about her;j essay does he;i think every
student; takes seriously?’

b) Von [welcher Meinung von Hans; Uber ihren; Aufsatz| denkst du,
of which opinion of John abouther essay think you
dass eri jeder Schiilerin; rat, sie ernst zu nehmen?
that he every student advises it seriously to take

lit.: ‘Which opinion of John; about her; essay do you think he; advises
every student; to take seriously?’

Finally, topicalization patterns the same as well:

470) a) *Von [der Meinung von Hanmsi Uber ihren; Aufsatz] denkt er;,
g
of the opinion of John abouther essay thinks he

dass jede Schiilerin; sie ernst nimmt.
that every student it seriously takes

lit.: ‘The opinion of John; about her;j essay, he; thinks every student;
takes seriously.’

b) Von [der Meinung von Hamsi Uber ihren; Aufsatz] denke ich,
of the opinion of John abouther essay think I

dass eri jeder Schiilerin; rat, sie ernst zu nehmen.
that he every student advises it seriously to take

lit.: ‘The opinion of John; about her;j essay, I think hei advises every
student; to take seriously.’

Summing up this subsection, the Condition C pattern does not change if
reconstruction if forced by variable binding, a fact we also observed with regular
relativization. This is therefore another fact that suggests that the proleptic
construction is structurally very similar to regular relativization.

3.3.7 Obligatory non-reconstruction

I mentioned in 2.2.8 that there are cases where the external head must not be
reconstructed because it has to be interpreted in the matrix clause as e.g. in the
following example with idiom formation:

(471) Er schwingt [grofle Reden]|, die keiner __ hoéren will.

he swings grand speeches which no.one hear wants
‘He gives grand speeches no one wants to hear.’

The idiom eine Rede schwingen, lit. ‘swing a speech’, meaning ‘give a speech’, can
only be formed if the external head is not reconstructed. The same is found in the
proleptic construction. The following two examples illustrate this for idiom
formation:
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(472) a)

b)

Reconstruction

Er schwingt [grofle Reden]|, von denen ich weif,
he swings grand speeches of which I know

dass sie keiner horen will.
that them no.one hear wants

‘He gives grand speeches that I know no one wants to hear.’

Ich habe ihr einen [Streich| gespielt, von dem ich flirchte,

I have her a trick played of which I fear
dass sie ihn nicht so schnell vergisst. (einen Streich spielen =
that sheit not so quickly forgets ‘play a trick))

1 played a trick on her that I fear she won'’t forget soon.’

The same can also be illustrated with anaphor binding (2.2.8). In the following
example, the anaphor contained inside the external head is bound by the matrix
subject. Consequently, the external head must not be reconstructed:

(473)

3.3.8

Peter: hat mir ein [Bild von sichi] gegeben,
Peter has me.DAT a picture of self given

von dem ich flrchte, dass es niemandem gefallt.
of which I fear that it no.one pleases

‘Peteri gave me a picture of himselfi that I fear no one will like.’

Conflicting requirements

In 2.2.9, I discussed examples where the external head is subject to conflicting
requirements. Some elements of the external head have to be interpreted in the
matrix clause and some in the embedded clause. The same is found in the
proleptic construction as the following examples show:

(474) a)

b)

Schwing keine [grofilen Reden Uber denjenigen seineri Fehler],
swing no grand speeches about the.one his.GEN mistakes
von dem du weifst, dass keiner; ihn vorgehalten bekommen will.
of which youknow that no.one it reproached get wants
‘Don’t give grand speeches about the one of hisi mistakes that you
know no one; wants to be reproached for.’

Maria brach immer einen [Streit Uiber diejenige seiner;i Schwéachen]
Mary broke always a fight aboutthat.one his.GEN weaknesses
vom Zaun, von dem sie wusste, dass jeder Therapieteilnehmer
off.the fence of which she knew that every therapy.participant
sie am wenigsten ertragen konnte. (to break a fight off the fence =
it the least bear could ‘start a fight))

‘Mary always started a fight about the one of hisi weaknesses that she
knew every therapy participanti could bear the least.’
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3.3.9 Reconstruction into intermediate positions

In this subsection, I want to discuss whether there are also cases where the
proleptic object is interpreted in an intermediate position. In regular A’-
movement, such cases are very restricted. I pointed out in 2.2.10 that binding an
anaphor in an intermediate position is degraded for many speakers (not only
because of independent problems with long-distance relativization):

(475) a) #das [Bild von sichi], das Peter: denkt,
the picture of self which Peter thinks
dass ich __ am besten finde
that I the best find

‘the picture of himselfi that Peter: thinks I like best’

b) #[Welches Bild von sichi]i1 denkt Peter:,
which picture of himself thinks Peter

dass ich _ 1 am besten finde?
that 1 the best find

‘Which picture of himselfi does Peter; think I like best?’

Probably the best case was found in the interplay between variable binding and
Principle C: in the following examples, there must be reconstruction into the
lowest clause to satisfy the variable binding. At the same time, reconstruction
must target a position above the coreferential pronoun to avoid a Condition C
effect. This is possible in the first example and consequently must involve an
intermediate position:

(476) [Welchen der Artikel, die er; Ms. Brown: gegeben hat]i,
which the.GEN articles whichhe Ms. Brown given  has
hofft jeder Studentj, [ce__1 dass siei lesen wird]?
hopes every student that she read will
‘Which of the articles that hej gave to Ms. Browni does every student;
hope shei will read?’

b)??[Welchen der Artikel, die er;i Ms. Brown; gegeben hat],
which  the.GEN articles which he Ms. Brown given has
hofft siei, [cr dass jeder Student __1 Uberarbeiten wird]?
hopes she that every student revise will
lit.: ‘Which of the articles that he;j gave to Ms. Browni did she; hope that
every student; will revise?’

3.3.9.1 Reconstruction into the matrix clause as intermediate binding?

The attentive reader will have noticed that in a sense I have already discussed
cases where reconstruction into an intermediate position has taken place,
namely the anaphor binding cases where the binder was located in the matrix
clause, cf. (426), (430)—(431). I repeat two examples for convenience:
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(477) a) das [Bild von sichi], vondem Peteri denkt,
the pictureof self of which Peter thinks

dass ich es am besten finde
that I it the best find

‘the picture of himselfi that Peter; thinks I like best’

b) Von [welchem Wesenszug von sichi] denkt Peter:,
of which trait of self thinks Peter
dass ich ihn noch nicht kenne?
that I it still not know

‘Which trait of himselfi does Peter; think that I don’t know yet?’

In case there is an A’-dependency between the proleptic object and the position
occupied by the coreferring pronoun, we would be dealing with intermediate
binding. Importantly, however, these sentences are much better than those with
intermediate binding in regular A-movement illustrated in (475) above.

A similar and perhaps even more striking asymmetry is found in cases where
only an anaphor or a pronoun is topicalized. The following pair shows that a
topicalized anaphor can be bound by the matrix subject in the proleptic
construction, but not in regular topicalization:

(478) a) Von [sichi| denkt Peteri immer, dass alle Menschen ihn toll finden.
of self thinks Peter always that all people him great find
‘Himselfi Peteri always thinks all people find great.’

b) *[Sichi]: denkt Peteri immer, dass alle Menschen __; toll finden.
self thinks Peter always that all people great find
‘Himselfi Peteri always thinks all people find great.’

A comparable contrast is found with Principle B: in the proleptic construction,
the topicalized pronoun leads to a Principle B effect whereas no such effect
obtains in regular topicalization:

(479) a) *Von [ihmi] denkt Peteri immer, dass alle Menschen ihn toll finden.
of him thinks Peter always that all people him great find
‘Himi, Peteri always thinks all people find great.’

b) [Thni]: denkt Peteri immer, dass alle Menschen _ 1 toll finden.
him thinks Peter always that all people great find
‘Himi, Peteri always thinks all people find great.’

This suggests, of course, that binding in the matrix clause in the proleptic
construction is something qualitatively different, namely, that the proleptic object
can be interpreted in the matrix clause, in the c-command domain of the matrix
subject. This aspect will indeed turn out to be one of the keys to the
understanding of the proleptic construction.

3.3.9.2 Reconstruction into an intermediate position in the complement

Given the result of the previous section, it is interesting to look at intermediate
binding in the complement of the matrix verb. Interestingly, intermediate binding
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in this configuration is more difficult to get than in the matrix clause cases
discussed in the previous subsection. The judgments reflect the variation and
uncertainty that is found in regular A’-movement. For many speakers,
intermediate binding is therefore dispreferred in the following examples. The
putative intermediate positions are indicated by underline. The first pair
illustrates relativization:

(480) a) #das [Gerlicht tiber sichi/|, von dem ich glaube,
the rumor  aboutself of who I  believe

dass Hans; firchtet, _ dass Maria; es gehort hat
that John fears that Mary it heard has

‘the rumor about himi-/herselfj that I think John; fears that Mary;
heard’

b) #die [Lligen Uiber einanderis;], von denen ich glaube,
the lies about each.other of who [ believe

dass Hans und Marie; flrchten,
that John and Mary fear

__dass die Schwestern; sie  gehort haben kdnnten

that the sisters them heard have could
‘the lies about each otheri/; that I think John and Mary; fear that the
sisters;j could have heard’

Wh-movement patterns the same:

(481) a) #Von [welchem Gertcht tiber sichij] denkst du, dass Hansi
of which rumor about self think I that John

farchtet , _ dass Maria; es gehort haben kénnte?

fears that Mary it heard have could

‘Which rumor about himi-/herselfj do you think John; fears that Mary;
could have heard?’

b) #Von [welchen Ltuigen Giber einanderi/;] denkst du,
of which lies about each.other think you

dass Hans und Maria; flirchten,
that John and Mary fear

__ dass die Schwestern; sie  gehort haben kénnten?

that the sisters them heard could have
‘Which lies about each otheri/; do you think that John and Maryi fear
that the sisters; could have heard?’

The final pair illustrates topicalization:

(482) a) #Von [diesem Gerticht tiber sichjj] denke ich, dass Hans;
of this rumor about self think I that John
farchtet , _ dass Maria; es gehort haben kénnte.
fears that Mary it heard have could
‘This rumor about himi-/herselfj I think John; fears that Mary; could
have heard.’
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b) #Von [diesen Lugen Uber einanderis;] denke ich,
of these lies about each.other think I

dass Hans und Maria; flirchten,
that John and Mary fear

__dass die Schwestern; sie  gehért haben koénnten.
that the sisters them heard could have

‘These lies about each otheri/; I think that John and Maryi fear that the
sisters; could have heard.’

There is one more type one can test, namely, when the anaphor constitutes the
entire proleptic object. Binding in an intermediate position is again only available
to some speakers:

(483)  #Von [sichi| denke ich schon, dass Peter; glaubt,
of self think I indeed that Peter believes

__dass ihn jeder mag.

that him everyone likes

‘Himselfi I think Peter; believes to be loved by everyone.’

As for the evidence for intermediate positions that is provided by the contrast in
(476), it cannot be reproduced with the proleptic construction because Condition
C effects are systematically absent if the coreferential pronoun is in the
complement clause. Both examples of the following pair, modeled after (476), are
therefore equally grammatical:

(484) a) Von [welchem der Artikel, die er; Ms. Brown; gegeben hat],
of which the.GEN articles whichhe Ms. Brown given has
denkst du, dass jeder Student hofft, _ dass siei ihn lesen wird].
think you that every student hopes that she it read will
‘Which of the papers that hej gave to Ms. Brown; do you think every
student; hopes shei will read?’

b) Von [welchem der Artikel, die er; Ms. Browni gegeben hat]|,
of which the.GEN articles which he Ms. Brown given has
denkst du, dass sie; hofft,
think you that she hopes
dass jeder Student; ihn Uberarbeiten wird?
that every student it revise will
lit.: ‘Which of the articles that he;j gave to Ms. Brown; do you think shei
hopes that every student; will revise?’

In conclusion, the proleptic construction behaves only partially like regular A’-
movement. While intermediate binding in the complement of the matrix verb is
degraded for many speakers, anaphor binding by the matrix subject is
straightforwardly available and suggests that this is not due to intermediate
binding.
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3.3.10 Overview

Reconstruction in resumptive prolepsis is very similar to reconstruction in
regular A-movement in German. Reconstruction for variable binding and
Principle A/B is pretty much identical, and all types of A’>movement behave the
same.

The only aspect where the different types of A-movement in the matrix clause
play a role concerns Condition C effects. With relativization in the matrix clause,
they are completely absent. With relative operators, topicalization, and wh-
movement, they occur systematically in the matrix clause, but are absent in the
embedded clause. In a sense, the latter A’-movement types behave like
relativization with respect to reconstruction for Principle C into the complement
clause. Another important observation is that the Condition C pattern is
preserved in the proleptic construction even if reconstruction is forced by variable
binding.

One can also construct examples with the proleptic construction where there is
either obligatorily no reconstruction or where there are conflicting requirements
on interpretation. Finally, intermediate binding shows a number of intriguing
asymmetries: while binding in an intermediate position in the complement of the
matrix verb is about as restricted as in regular A’-movement, anaphor binding by
the matrix subject is impeccable.

Since the pattern is very similar to that of regular German A’-movement,
reconstruction effects in the proleptic construction are strong evidence in favor of
movement. The following gives an overview of the results:148

(485) external | relative wh- PR
phenomenon topicalization
head operator | movement
idiom
, . |414) + n.a. + +
interpretation
variable 4171, (418 . . . .
binding (417), (418)
matrix clause
(426), (430), + n.a. + +
Principle A (431)
embedded
clause (424), + n.a. + +
(429), (428)

148 Unless noted otherwise, a ,+“ means that there is reconstruction and ,—“ that there isn’t.
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Reconstruction

Principle B (434)-(435) - n.a - -
matrix clause
(440), (444), = + + +
(445), (446)
argument
embedded
clause (439), - - - -
(441)-(443)
matrix clause
(447)b, (448)b, - - - -
adjunct (449)b
embedded
clause N N N N
argument- matrix clause N + + +
adjunct (447)-(449)
asymmetries |embedded
O | clause - - - -
2L | semi-idiomatic cases under
a, - + + +
'C | embedding (455)
é embedding effect inside
A proleptic object with semi- - - - -
idiomatic cases (456)—(458)
matrix clause
(459), (461), n.a. + + +
SCO and (463)
SSCO embedded
clause (460), n.a. + + -
(462), (464)
matrix clause
(467)a, (468)a, + + + +
correlation (469)a, (470)a
with variable |embedded
binding clause (467)b,
(468)b, (469)b, - - - -
(470)b
non-reconstruction for
idioms and anaphors (472), + n.a n.a n.a
(473)
conflicting requirements (474) + n.a n.a n.a
reconstruction into
intermediate positions (480)— +/- n.a. +/- +/-
(482)

149 A +“in this category means that there is an argument-adjunct asymmetry.
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3.4 Arguments against extraction from the complement

In this section, I will discuss data suggesting that the relationship between the
matrix argument and the coreferring pronoun does not result from movement.
Instead, we will see that there is strong evidence that the fronted proleptic object
originates in the matrix clause and that the CP complement is a barrier.

3.4.1 The PP originates in the matrix clause

This section presents evidence for a matrix clause-internal base-position of the
proleptic object.

3.4.1.1 A base-construction with the proleptic object in-situ

There is reason to believe that the proleptic object originates in the matrix clause.
Next to the A’-cases of resumptive prolepsis we find well-formed examples with
the proleptic object in a low position in the matrix clause:

(486) a) Ich hoffe von [diesem Buch], dass es ein Erfolg wird.
I hope of this.DAT book that it a success becomes
T hope that this book will be a success.’

b) Ik hoop van [dit boek] dat het een success wordt.
I hope of this book thatit a success becomes NL

I will refer to this variant of the proleptic construction as the in-situ variant. The
construction where the von-XP is A-moved will be called the ex-situ variant. For
many speakers, the in-situ construction is somewhat marked, an issue I will
come back to in 3.9.

So far one could argue that the fact that there is an in-situ construction has no
implications as long as we don’t know whether the ex-situ variants are actually
based on it. This is, however, indeed the case, as can be easily shown in Dutch:
the relative PP can be separated, the preposition van ‘of being stranded in the
verbal domain:

(487) a) het [boek] waarvan: ik _ 1 denk, dat Piet het leuk vindt
the book whereof I think that Peter it cool finds
‘the book that I think Peter likes’

b) het[boek] waar: ik _; van denk, dat Piet het leuk vindt
the book where 1 of think that Peter it cool finds
‘the book that I think Peter likes’ NL

This fact shows that both the ex-situ and the in-situ construction have the same
basis. The derivation of the ex-situ variant therefore always has the proleptic
object in a middle-field internal position at some point.

In case there should still be movement from the embedded clause, this would
have to be of a somewhat exotic type and is therefore quite unlikely, as will be
discussed below. But first I want to determine the in-situ position of the proleptic
object more precisely.
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The position of the proleptic object can be determined quite accurately: It is
higher than the VP and lower than the matrix subject. The following examples
provide evidence for this: a vP-internal subject can bind a pronoun inside the
proleptic object. I use negative indefinite subjects to make sure that the subject
is actually inside the vP (cf. Diesing 1992):

(488) a) weil wahrscheinlich [v keineri von [seinem: Sohn| denkt,
because probably no.one of his son thinks
dass er intelligent ist]
that he intelligent is

‘because probably no one; thinks of his; son that he is intelligent’

b) omdat er [w niemand; van [zijni zoon| denkt
because there no.one of his son thinks
dat hij intelligent is]
that he intelligent is NL

VP-topicalization shows that the complement clause forms a constituent together
with the matrix verb, to the exclusion of the proleptic object:

(489) a) [Geglaubt, dass er intelligent ist];, habe ich von [Peter| schon _ ;.
believed that he intelligent is have I of Peter indeed
Lit.: ‘Believed that he is intelligent I have indeed of Peter.’

b) *[Von [Peter] geglaubt| habe ich schon, [ dass er intelligent ist].
of Peter believed havel indeed that he intelligent is
Lit.: ‘Of Peter believed have I indeed that he is intelligent.’

This shows that the proleptic object is generated higher than the verb, either in a
higher projection of V or adjoined to VP.

That the proleptic object is higher than the complement clause is also shown by
the fact that the DP c-commands out of the PP into the complement clause. In
the following example an NPI in the complement clause is licensed by a negative
indefinite proleptic object:

(490) a) Ich glaube von [keinem Hollander],
I  believe of no Dutchman

dass er auch nur einen einzigen Euro verschwenden wurde.
that he even only a single Euro squander would

1 believe of no Dutchman that he would squander even a single Euro.’
b) Ik denk van [geen Nederlander]
I think of no  Dutchman

dat ie ook maar eeneuro zou verspillen.
that he even only a euro wouldsquander NL

1 believe of no Dutchman that he would squander even a single Euro.’
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3.4.1.2 The in-situ position as a non-derived position: anaphor binding

There is strong evidence that the in-situ position is not a derived position, i.e. not
the landing site of some movement from the embedded clause: anaphors
contained in the PP in its base-position can be bound by the matrix subject:150

(491) a) dass Peteri von [sichi] denkt, dass er der Grofite ist
that Peter of self thinks that he the greatest is
‘that Peter: thinks of himselfi that he is the greatest.

b) dat Pieti van [zichzelfi] denkt dat hij de grootste is
thatPeter of self think that he the greatest is NL

This fact is important: Recall from 2.1.4 that German and Dutch differ from
English in not allowing binding of anaphors in the landing sites of Amovement
as in the following examples (which show wh-movement and embedded
topicalization):

(492) a) John; wonders which picture of himself; I like best.

b) Hans: fragt sich, [ [Welches Foto  von *sichi/ihmi]:
John asks self which picture of self/him

ich __1 am besten mag].
I the best like

c) Hans: vraagt zich af [welke foto  van *zichzelfi/hemi]:
John asks self up which pictureof self/him
ik __1 het leukst vind.
I the best find NL

(493) Peter: denkt, [cr [dieses Buch Uber *sichi/ihni]:
Peter thinks this book about self/him
fande ich __1 interessant].
find.suBJ I interesting

‘Peteri thinks that this book about himi/himselfi I find interesting.’

This implies that the in-situ position cannot be the final landing site of some long
A’-movement operation, which in turn implies that there cannot have been A’-
movement out of the embedded clause.

The only case where binding of anaphors in a derived A’-position is (marginally)
possible are intermediate positions, as discussed in 2.2.10 and 3.3.9. However,
since the in-situ construction is grammatical, the position of the proleptic object
cannot be argued to be an intermediate landing site. Consequently, the proleptic
object occupies a non-derived position in the in-situ construction.

One could object to this reasoning and claim that the proleptic object actually
occupies a derived A-position: Suppose there is A’>movement up to the Spec, CP
of the complement clause and then A-movement to the matrix middle field.

150 The same was, of course, implied by the binding facts of the ex-situ construction in 3.3.9.1.
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However, as the following subsection shows, this is ruled out by the ban against
Improper Movement.

3.4.1.3 The in-situ position as a non-derived position: Improper Movement

Movement from the embedded clause is also ruled out on theoretical grounds
because it would instantiate a violation of the constraint against Improper
Movement. If there was movement from the embedded clause, it would have to be
of the A’-type. Since the landing site would be middle-field-internal, it would be
an instance of long-distance scrambling. However, it is a well-known fact (at
least) about German that scrambling across finite clauses is prohibited, cf.
Muller & Sternefeld (1993):

(494) *weil ich [das Buch]: glaube, dass Peter _ 1 gekauft hat
because I this book believe that Peter bought has
‘because I think that Peter bought this book’

Muller & Sternefeld (1993) rule out such movement as an instance of Improper
Movement. They argue that this would require the combination of two different
types of A’>movement (which they disallow): first movement to a position adjoined
to CP, then to a matrix middle-field position (scrambling is conceived of as A’-
movement in their approach).

Different derivations are also unlikely for the same theoretical reasons. Suppose
that there is direct A’-movement from the embedded clause. Then we predict
further A-movement to be impossible (the sequence of positions A-A’-A is ruled
out). However, the following example shows A-scrambling of the proleptic object
where the proleptic object binds a pronoun inside the subject:

(495) dass von [jedem Politikeri|: seini Ubersetzer __: denkt,
that of every politician his interpreter thinks
dass er kein Talent fir Fremdsprachen hat
that he no talent for foreign.languages has
‘that every politician; is considered to have no talent for foreign
languages by his; interpreter’

Further A’-movement as in the A’-variants of the proleptic construction is
predicted to be impossible as well, contrary to fact.

Another option would be to assume A-movement to the edge of the complement
clause, followed by A-movement to the matrix middle field. Again, this violates
the classical ban against Improper Movement.151

Things are somewhat different in Dutch because there is a type of scrambling,
called focus-scrambling, that can undergo long-distance movement and can
target a matrix middle field position, cf. Neeleman (1994: 398):152

151 But see Hornstein (2000) and Hicks (2003: 63) for approaches to tough-movement that assume
just that to overcome a paradox very similar to the one discussed here.
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(496) dat Jan [zulke boeken]: zelfs onder vier ogen niet zegt
that John such books even under four eyes not says
dat hij _ 1 gekocht heeft
that he bought has NL

‘that John would not even admit in private that he bought such books’

It is assumed that this movement does not touch down in the embedded Spec,
CP but reaches the matrix middle field in one fell swoop, cf. Barbiers (2002).
Given Miuller & Sternefeld’s (1993) constraint against mixing different types of A’-
movement, this would predict that the A’-versions of resumptive prolepsis are
impossible, contrary to fact. Furthermore, the following example shows A’-
scrambling of the proleptic object in Dutch and therefore makes the same point
(under the assumption that short and long scrambling are different A’-types and
must not be mixed):

(497) omdat van [zijni zoon]: geen vaderi _ 1 zou denken
because of his son no father would think

dat hij stom is
that he stupidis

‘because no fatheri would think of hisi son that he is stupid’ NL

A-scrambling is possible as well, which would be ruled out under the traditional
constraint against Improper Movement (*A-A’-A). In the following example, the
scrambled proleptic object binds a pronoun inside an adverbial:

(498) dat ik van [elke man;]: op zijni verjaardag altijd _ 1 denk
that I