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Abstract

Scandinavian relative clause extraction seems to violategotedly universal locality con-
ditions (i.e. the Complex NP Constraint (Ross 1967), Surjeg (Chomsky 1973) and the
Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky 2001)). Receatyeses of the construction
rely on the assumption that it involves only subject relatilauses (Kush, Omaki & Horn-
stein 2013), or that extraction from subject relative cismushould be analyzed differently
than extraction from non-subject relative clauses (Pt&t2#914). However, Swedish pro-
vides evidence that relative clause extraction involvas-subject relative clauses as well.
Crossover phenomena, parasitic gap licensing, islandtseféaxd connectivity effects show
that non-subject relative clause extraction involves Awmovement dependencies, which
means that relative clauses are not strong islands in gukges. If the Phase Impenetra-
bility Conditions holds, and\-movement is successive cyclic through Spec-CP, Swedish
relative C must tolerate multiple specifiers. These fadtergquestions for a phase-based
account of island phenomena.

As non-subject relative clause extraction is very rare ggest that speakers must be
able to deduce the possibility of extracting from non-sabjelatives from the possibility
of extracting from subject relatives, and that consequemte need a unified analysis of
subject and non-subject relatives.
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Rose Deal, Donka Farkas, Jorge Hankamer, Jim McCloskey akd¥iman for advice and discussion; and Johan
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1 Introduction

Swedish exhibits long-distance dependencies in which satadent outside of a relative clause
is associated with a gap inside the relative clause, as in (1)

1) [Detspraket] finnsdet mangaislanningarisomtalar _j].
the languageexistEXPL many Icelanders REL speak
‘There are many Icelanders who speak that language.’

The phenomenon is commonly calleglative clause extractignand examples like (1) have
been discussed in the international syntax community &t Isimce Erteschik-Shir (1973).
From a theoretical perspective the possibility of creasngh long-distance dependencies is
of interest, since it seems to violate purportedly univielseality conditions (i.e. the Com-
plex NP Constraint (Ross 1967), Subjacency (Chomsky 197@)tlae Phase Impenetrability
Condition (Chomsky 2001)) that have been proposed to atdouthe ungrammaticality of
corresponding sentences in languages other than the maiSzandinavian.

Beginning with Ross (1967), relative clauses have beertiftehas syntactic islands: con-
stituents that are opaque to movement relations. A comnaimdiion is that between strong
and weak islands (see e.g. Szabolcsi (2006) for an overviswdng islands are constituents
into which movement dependencies cannot reach at all, whaseak islands allow certain
dependencies, but not others. Relative clauses have bdemnda the prototypical example of
strong islands.

Some recent analyses of Scandinavian relative clausecagstraely on the assumption
that these dependencies involve only subject relativeselsuKush, Omaki & Hornstein 2013),
or that extraction from subject relative clauses shouldrimdyaed differently than extraction
from non-subject relative clauses (Platzack 2014). Theseapproaches share the idea that in
examples like (1) the relation between the hesd@nningarand the empty position inside the
embedded clause is not mediated byb_adependency.

In this paper, | investigate extraction from non-subjetdtree clauses, as in (2).

(2 [Dendéar halloweenmasken vill Edithhittandgom somhonkanskramma x med_;
the thereHalloween maskEF wantEdithfind someone&EL she canscare with

‘Edith wants to find someone that she can scare with that ifabbm mask.’

Similar examples have been noted previously (e.g. Kochs@&msen 1982; Engdahl 1997,
Heinat & Wiklund submitted; Platzack 2014), but here | argjuat they should be analyzed
as involving twoA-bar dependencies. Based on evidence from crossover pfesra) para-
sitic gaps and connectivity effects, | furthermore show thase&-dependencies have several
characteristics commonly associated with movement, aatdah analysis in terms of silent
pronouns is not viable.

From this | conclude that relative clauses are not stromgds in Swedish, but rather some
species of weak island. In effect, this means that it mustdssiple for speakers to learn that
relative clauses are not strong islands in a specific largugigce extraction from non-subject
relative clauses seems to be very rare in spontaneous speegiriting, a plausible hypothesis
is that speakers can deduce the possibility of extractiomg fnon-subject relative clauses from



the possibility of extracting from subject relative clasisehich occur more often. | take this
as an argument for a unified analysis of subject and non-stutgative clauses.

The paper is structured as follows. In the following sectigresent the previous proposals
by Kush et al. (2013) and Platzack (2014). In section 3, | skiwat extraction from non-
subject relative clauses involves twebar dependencies. In section 4, | argue for a unified
analysis of subject and non-subject relative clauses.i@ebtis a discussion of how the facts
from Swedish narrow down the hypothesis space for a feattiven account of relative clause
extraction given the Phase Impenetrability Condition, ahthe challenge this analysis poses
for this type of account of island phenomena. Section 6 cmied.

2 Background: Two recent proposals

There are several proposals for why the mainland Scandindanguages allow sentences like
(1).I Here I will discuss only two of these. Each of them try to ekpkhe exceptionality of
the mainland Scandinavian languages in terms of the steiofuhe embedded clause, and the
new data that | present in sections 3 and 4 are hard to squdréhem. In section 2.1, | will
discuss the Small Clause Hypothesis put forth by Kush eR@llg) and in section 2.2, | turn
to a proposal by Platzack (2014).

2.1 The Small Clause Hypothesis

So far | have been assuming that the embedded clause ined8ysomin (1), here reproduced
as (3), is a relative clause, headed by the relative compigpeesom

3) [Detspraket] finnsdet mangaislanningarsomtalar .
the languageexistEXPL many IcelandersREL speak

‘There are many Icelanders who speak that language.’

Kush et al. (2013), building in part on Kush (2011), try a eliffint tack. They argue that what
looks like a relative clause in these examples is actuallpallsclause. Kush (2011) proposes
that this small clause has the structure in (4).

1Some of these include Allwood (1982), Andersson (1982)datik-Shir (1973), Erteschik-Shir & Lappin
(1979), and Engdahl (1982, 1997). For an overview of difieepproaches, see Heinat & Wiklund (submitted).



(4) V!

The account is based on the fact that the relative complepeeisbmin the mainland Scan-
dinavian languages is homophonous with predicatisoah which has been argued to head
small clauses (Eide & Afarli 1999). According to Kush et &013) then, examples like (3)
only appearto involve extraction from a relative clause, and are onlsceized as acceptable
to the extent that the apparent relative clause could bgzedbs a small clause.

The clause is small in the sense that it lacks a CP-layer,hwiauld explain why there is
no problem for phrases to move to higher positions outsidbetlause without stopping off
in intermediate landing sites. However, since the verb @s¢hexamples is tensed, we have to
assume that the small clause contains a TP, as in Kush'sisteuabove.

2.2 Platzack’s proposal

Contrary to Kush et al. (2013), Platzack (2014) takes exampke (1) and (2) to be true
instances of extraction from relative clauses. Specifichét argues that there is a way to derive
subject relative clauses in the mainland Scandinavianiages without moving an element to
Spec-CP, thereby leaving an escape hatch in these comnstigict

The structure he proposes for extraction out of Swedishicése relative clauses is the
one in (6), which shows the intermediate step in the deowatf (5) where the extracted
phraseden teorinis in Spec-CP of the relative clause, i.e. the escape hatcbss®g out
marks unpronounced phrases, antheans that a feature is unvalued and functions as a probe.
EF stands foredge feature

(5) [Denteorin; k&nnerjag enmansomtror pa_j.
this theory know | a manwho believesin

‘I know a man who believes in this theory.



(6) DP
/\
D NP
en /\
N CP

[~9] den c
C TP
som
(0]  man T
S N
T vP
[¢]
man tror padenteerin
[¢]

In Platzack’s account, there is a relation between theiveldtead and a phrase in the left
periphery of restrictive relative clauses, and Agreetraha The relative head N has unvalued
¢-features, and agrees with a relative pronoun or unprorexipbrase in Spec-CP, in German
or English, for example. In Swedish on the other hapdeatures from the subject in a relative
clause can become accessible to the relative head withtaitlishing anA-chain. Platzack
assumes the following: the relative complementsmmis merged as T, and when the subject
agrees with Tsomgets the subjectg-features® T is then moved to C to value C’s unvalued
finiteness feature. Spec-CP and C are equidistant from Nheo\M probes forp-features, it
finds thep-features in C and agrees with them. The extracted pldesdeorinis moved to
Spec-CP by the edge feature on C.

The crux of this proposal is that mo-chain is needed to establish the relation between the
head of the relative clause and the relative marker. Theopditions are that the language in
guestion has movement from T to C, and that the relative maska complementizer. This
leaves Spec-CP unused, hence available as an escape hatch.

3 Multiple A-dependencies

A crucial point in both of the proposals presented in secBias that examples like (1), with
extraction from a subject relative clause, involve only (A\_nelependency. In this section, |
show that in examples like (2) with extraction from a nonjeuabrelative clause, there are two
A-dependencies, both derived by movement.

A-movement is commonly characterized by (at least) the gntogs in (7).

2This is not represented in (6), which shows a later step imlérization.



(7) A-movement
- leaves agap
- is apparently unbounded
- licenses parasitic gaps
- exhibits crossover effects
- exhibits connectivity effects
- respects islands

The characteristic tha#-movement respects islands deserves qualification. dfthié case that
the Scandinavian languages provide counter-evidenceetarttversality of the Complex NP
Constraint, of course we do not expect that constraint t@bpacted. Instead, to see whether a
relation is a movement relation, we need to look at congsdirat these languages usually do
respect, such as the Coordinate Structure Constraint @ahtential Subject Constraint.

The judgements reported here were collected in elicitatitim one consultant in the spring
of 2014. They are shared by several colleagues who have hreapiesent this paper.

3.1 A-movement out of the relative clause

We have already seen that the fronted phrase in relative€lextraction is related to an empty
position inside the relative clause. Example (8) shows thigt relation appears to be un-
bounded: the phrasen halloweenmasis related to a gap inside a relative clause, which is
embedded inside twatt-clauses.

(8) Apparent unboundedness

[Enhalloweenmasksa Olle [cpatt Zeldasa [cpatt honkannemagom [cpSomhon
a Halloween maslsaidOlle thatZeldasaid thatshe knows someone REL she

kange i i J].
cangive

‘Olle said that Zelda said that she knows someone who shel gieé a Halloween mask to.’
The relation between the fronted phrase and the gap carséaeparasitic gap (§).
(9) Parasitic gap licensing

Ett avproblemen kommerjagverkligeninte pd ndgok  jagkangora_y &t _jq [
oneof problemsper come | really not on something cando for

utan  attforvarra g ).
withoutto make worse

‘One of the problems, | cannot think of anything to do aboubheut making it worse.’

The next diagnostic foA-movement on the list in (7) is strong crossover, and (l@wshthat
the relation we are dealing with seems to induce strong oves<seffects: (10b), where the
phraseZeldahas crossed over the coreferential pronban is impossible.

3In the example, the parasitic gap is marked pg, and the ieahding gap, rg.



(10) Strong crossover effects

a. Zeldakan ingetspral somvi kantala _ medhenne
Zelda knowsno laguagerREL we canspeak with her

‘Zelda knows no language that we can speak to herin.’

b. *Zeldg kan hon ingetspral, somvi kantala _x med ;.
Zelda knowsshe no languagereL we canspeak with

Lastly, connectivity effects of different kinds are ofteakén as evidence that a dependency
relation is created by_\-movement. For example, if a phrase bears the case it wavd been
assigned as a complement of a verb in a subordinate clauseothid be taken as evidence
that it has moved from that position. In (11), we see that aqua in the relevant structural
configuration must have the case form it would have if it wasede the verb phrase.

(11) Case connectivity
a. Dig vet jagingetsprdk de kantala _med ;.
you-AcC know!l no languageheycanspeak with
‘I know of no language they can speak to you in.

b. *Du vet jagingetsprdk de kantala _x med ;.
you-NOM know ! no languageheycanspeak with

Crucially, as (11b) shows, the pronoun cannot be nominadiitiee relation between the fronted
phrase and the position inside the relative clause were m®o®od movement but involved an
A-bound pronominal — an idea that will be explored in the readtion — the case connectivity
would be hard to explain, as the default case in Swedish ismadive. This is shown by the

case of pronouns in specificational copular clauses. SWwelifiers from Danish in this regard

(Mikkelsen 2005):

12) a. Hejdetar {jag/ *mig}. [Swedish
hi it is | / me
‘Hi, it's me.
b. Hej,deter {*jeg / mig}. [Danish
hi it is 1/ me
‘Hi, it's me.

(Mikkelsen 2005, p 174, example 9.24)



3.2 Silent pronouns?

Cinque (1990) proposes that some relations that appeavdtvéA-movement should instead
be analyzed as involving an empty pronopno) that isA-bound by an operator. One of the
cases he treats this way is apparent island-violating mewénin this section | will show that
this type of analysis is not tenable for Swedish relativeistaextraction.

Invoking a particular notion of ‘referentiality’, Cinquegues that only what he calls refer-
ential DPs can participate in these apparently islandatilog dependencies. ‘Non-referential’
DPs like how many weeksannot. It is not entirely clear whether the phrases thanare
referential in Cinque’s sense constitute a natural semalass, but what ties the cases together
is the fact that the ‘non-referential’ DPs cannot bind a prom(at least not) in Italian.

An idea, then, if we wanted to try to salvage the claim thadtre¢ clauses are universally
strong islands, would be to try to argue that the instancédarid-violating movement that we
have seen above are actually not movement at all, but ina8sikent pronoun in the apparent
gap site. This approach quickly runs into trouble when &gpio Swedish, however.

First, several types of phrases other than DPs can be eedrboth from subject and object
relative clauses. Examples (13)—(17) show extraction oABna PP, and different types of
adverbial phrases introduced &§*

(13) lllgrong har jagnogingenting somjagvill mala_x ;.
piercing greerhavel PRTnothing RELI wantpaint
‘| probably don't have anything that | want to paint pierciggeen.’

(14) [Till henng vet jagingentingjagkange _x _j.
to her knowl nothing | cangive
‘I don’t know of anything | can give to her.

(15) [Sa fint]; kannerjagingerx som_y kansjunga ;
thatnice know | noonerReL cansing
‘| don’t know anyone who can sing that well.

(16) [S& mangaveckot; vet jagnogingerx somjagskulle vilja dkapasemestemed_y _; .
thatmany weeks knowl| PRTNnooneREL| shouldwantgo onvacationwith
‘I don’t know of anyone | would like to go on a vacation with ftirat many weeks.’

an [Sa sentj vet jagingery somjagkanringatill _y ;.
thatlate knowl noonereL!| cancall to
‘I don’t know of anyone that | can call that late.’

If we were to maintain that there is a silefwtbound pro inside the relative clauses here, we
would have to enrich the grammar with silent pro-forms otladise categories.

4At the Grammar seminar in Lund, Gunlég Josefsson pointedraut(13) also has a reading whéltgront
originates as the head N followiriggenting



Recalling Cinque’s connection between island-violatingvement and ability to bind a
pronoun, data from left dislocation are relevant. In Swededt dislocation, a pronoun is
bound by a hanging topic preceding Spec-CP, as (18) illiestra

(18) [[Min kusin Hanna;, [cp jag gillar verkligenhenneg]]
my cousinHanna | like really her

‘My cousin Hanna, | really like her.’

If an account in the spirit of Cinque were right, we might extae extracted phrases in (14)—
(17) to be able to function as hanging topics in left dislmratonstructions. Swedish does
have some pro-forms that languages like English and It#dielka(Engdahl 2001), but there are
no overt simple pro-forms for phrases liké sentsa fint andsa manga veckorThere is a
pro-form,det which can be used both for entities and predicates of vatigpes, which could
be used in left dislocation with phrases likgront in (13). With the extracted phrases in (14)
and (15)—(17), this is not possible. Resuming the advephiedses with other pronouns, like
temporaldd or mannessais not possible either.

(19) 7 lligrént;, jaghar nogingenting somjagvill mala_y det .
piercing green  havePrTnothing RELI wantpaint that
‘| probably don’t have anything that | want to paint pierciggeen.’

(20)  *[Till henné, jagvet ingenting jagkange _ dit;.
to her | knownothing | cangive there

(21) *[Sa fint];, jag kanneringerx som_y kansjungadet/sg
thatnice | know noonerReL cansing that/like that

(22) *[Sa mangaveckoti, jagvet nogingerx somjagskulle viljia dkapasemestemed_y

thatmany weeks | knowPRTNno oneREL| shouldwantgo onvacationwith
det/d§
that/then
(23) *[Sa seni;, jagvet ingenc somjagkanringatill _y det/d3 .
thatlate | knownoonerReL| cancall to that/then

This type of left dislocation, although not ungrammatiaalnot that common in Swedish.
Instead the co-referent pronoun tends to be fronted, asrsho(@4)°

(24) Lisa, hennevet jagingenting jagkange _till ;.
Lisa her knowl nothing | cangive to

‘I don’t know anything | can give to her.’

This type is quite common; see Engdahl & Lindahl (2014) faraples from the Nordic Dialect
Corpus.

5dit in (20) is a directional pro-form.
6See Andersson (1982), who calls this ‘topic movement'.
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Fronting the pronoun makes (19) better, as in (25), but isdwe improve the other exam-
ples (26)—(29Y.

(25) lligront, det har jagnogingenting somjagvill mala_x ;.
piercing greerthathavel PRTnothing RELI wantpaint
‘| probably don't have anything that | want to paint pierciggeen.’

(26) *[Till henng, dit; vet jagingenting jagkange _x _j.
to her thatknow!l nothing | cangive

(27) *[Sa fint];, det/sg kannerjagingern, som_g kansjunga
thatnice that know | noonerReEL cansing

(28) *[S& mangaveckot;, det/d3 vet jagnog ingery somjag skulle vilja akapa
thatmany weeks that knowl probablynoonereL| shouldwantgo on
semestemed .
vacationwith

(29) *[Sa sen}j,det/dd vet jagingen, somjagkanringatill _ ;.
thatlate that/thenknow! nooneReEL| cancall to

Clearly there is not a perfect correlation between the gw#isat can be extracted from rela-
tive clauses and the phrases that can occur in a left digtmcadnstruction in Swedish. These
examples also reveal something else. As we saw above, whegordnoun is not fronted in
hanging topic left dislocation, the subject moves to SpEcThis provides an additional argu-
ment that extraction from relative clauses involgesnovement of the phrase that is extracted
to Spec-CP. We see this in (30) and (31). When the extractebelis in Spec-CP, as in (30),
there has to be a gap in the relative clause, and a resumpteyn is ungrammatical. The
subject stays in Spec-TP. When the extracted phrase is anlgatogic and the subject moves
to Spec-CP, as in (31), a gap is ungrammatical.

(30) a. [Densortens halloweenmagk kannerjagingery som_i har_; (*den).
that kind-DEF-GEN Halloween maskeeErFrknow | nooneREL has it

‘I don't know anyone who has that kind of Halloween mask.’
b. [Densortens halloweenmaskkéannerjag ingery somjagkange _x _j (*den).
that kind-DEF-GEN Halloween maslknow | noonerReL| cangive it
‘I don’t know anyone who | can give that kind of Halloween mask

(31) a. *[Densortens halloweenmask jagkénneringery som_y har ;.
that kind-DEF-GEN Halloween maskeer |  know no oneREL  has

b. *[Densortens halloweenmagkjag kdnneringen, somjagkange _x _j.
that kind-DEF-GEN Halloween mask know noonerReL| cangive

"There is some variation regarding the acceptability of tkemples in (25)—(29). Some people do not like
(25) at all, even with the bound pronoun fronted, and some@ledoave a grammatical version of the strings in
(27)-(29). When they are grammatical, these strings pighatolve an expletivedet rather than the anaphor.
There is also an interpretation of (29) whegéesenintroduces a point in time, which makes it slightly better.
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Another type of evidence against a silent pronoun analyisgxiwaction from relative clauses

is provided by sentences that we might analyze as pro-dtamuld be argued that Swedish
has a silenpro in examples like (32&.In these cases it is always possible to replace the silent
pro with an overt pronoun (32b). The example is from Platzack (2@. 59-60) but with my
glosses.

(32) a. tp pro funderadq tp jag faktiskt [vp aldrig [vp jag fundemde papre I]]]
pondered | actually never on

‘| never thought about that, actually.’

b. Det funderadgag faktiskt aldrig pa.
that/it pondered!l actuallyneveron

‘| never thought about that, actually.’

c. *Jagfunderadeaktiskt aldrig pa.
| ponderedactuallyneveron

d. *Funderadgag faktiskt aldrig.
pondered actuallynever

e. Padet funderadgag faktiskt aldrig.
on that/itpondered!l actuallynever

‘I never thought about that actually.’

Notably, it is not possible to drop a DP that is not in clausgahposition (32c), and it is not
possible to drop a preposition along with a DP (32d), evenghdhe whole PP can be fronted
(32e). But extraction of a PP out of a relative clause is fbssas we saw in example (14)
above.

All in all, an analysis in terms of silent resumptive pronsus untenable. To maintain
it, we would have to adopt several types of silent pro-fororsathich there is no independent
evidence, and which for some unexplained reason would npbvssible to use in examples like
(32d), where there is no island involved. These pro-formaldialso pattern differently than
thepro that wedo see some evidence for, in that they cannot alternate witlvart pronoun or
phrase. In effect, we would have to stipulate this type oéobin our grammar only for these
instances where it would serve the purpose to save a pudbptteiversal island constraint.

3.3 A-movement inside the relative clause

We have now established that the relation between the ¢éattatirase and the position inside
the relative clause is ah-movement relation. But this is actually not disputed byei Kush

et al. (2013) or Platzack (2014). The two accounts are putdad with extraction from subject
relative clauses in mind and aim to explain why movement dwgugh structures does not
violate universal constraints. But here | am looking at sabject relative clauses. However,

8The phenomenon is usually called topic drop (see Mdrnsj@ 200examples from spoken Swedish).
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the more general idea that extraction from relative clawseg involves oneA-movement
dependency should be investigated. Is there any evidemtdhére is in factA-movement
inside non-subject relative clauses in extraction coestyos?

Evidence for movement inside a relative clause can plapsidlfound in facts about par-
asitic gap licensing, weak crossover phenomena and ing@dinther relativization respects
island constraints that are normally obeyed in the language

3.3.1 Parasitic gap licensing

Relativization in Swedish licenses parasitic gaps, as wese in (33), a sign that relative
clauses indeed involve akxdependency.

(33) Vi kopte bonorpé konservburkdu vet sddanasommankanéta_jq utan attkoka
we boughtbeanson can youknowsuch REL one caneat  wihoutto cook

— pg-
‘We bought canned beans, you know the kind you can eat wittmaking.’

The real gap afteditain (33), licenses a parasitic gap aft@kain the adjunct. Consider (34):

(34) Jagvill hittandgon somjagkanskrémma j ¢ meddendar halloweenmasken
| wantfind someoneREL| canscare with the thereHalloween maskeeF
utan att ge _jpgenalltfor storchock.
without INF give a too big shock

‘| want to find someone who | can scare with that Halloween maighout giving them too
big of a shock.’

This is a sentence with a non-subject relative clause, jkéehe ones | have been discussing
in this article, but with no extraction from the relative at. The relative clause dependency
licenses a parasitic gap, as expected. In (35) we see th@dltyya parasitic gap is licensed by

the relative clause dependency even with extraction ofreangthrase out of the relative clause.

(35) [Dendar halloweenmaskén vill jag hittandgor somjagkanskramma y g med_;
the thereHalloween maslkeer| wantfind someoneReL | canscare with
utan att ge _xpgenalltfor storchock.
without INF give a too big shock
‘| want to find someone who | can scare with that Halloween maighout giving them too
big of a shock.’

This last piece of evidence is especially interesting,esibchows that the relative clauses in
the examples we are investigating here — i.e. relative emfi®m which a phrase has been
extracted — are plausibly formed in the same way as regolarelative clauses. There is noth-
ing about extraction of a phrase from the relative clauseakeudes parasitic gap licensing or
about parasitic gap licensing that makes extraction ofterqthrase from the relative clause
impossible.
Ideally, we would like to be be able to use the parasitic gap tie investigate whether

Platzack’s proposal — that there is Aemovement inside the subject relative clause — is cor-
rect. Unfortunately, this is not possible since in a subjetdtive clause, the real gap would
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c-command the parasitic gap, which is ruled out in genemag¢fahl 1983, p. 22). In (36) we
see an instance of this. The real gap created by the refimzof a subject c-commands the
parasitic gap in the adjunct, and the example is ungramatatic

36) *Det finnsmangasom_,4talar detspraket utan att ndgon har undervisat
¢
EXPL existmany REL  speakthelanguageseF without that someondiavetaught

—Pg

Intended meaning: ‘There are many people who speak thatigg@gwithout anyone having
taught it to them.’

3.3.2 Weak crossover

In Swedish, relativization induces weak crossover effettse examples below are from En-
gdahl (1985) who shows that relativization patterns witlesiion formation in this respect,
unlike in English, where question formation but not relag@tion results in weak crossover.

(37) a. *mannensom hangmor tycktebastomt;
the-manthat his motherliked best

‘the man who his mother liked best’

b. *Vem tycktehang mor bastomft;
who liked his motherbest

‘Who did his mother like best?’ (Engdahl 1985, p. 9, exam@@g 1

Again, the construction we are concerned with patterns otitler relative clauses, even when
another phrase is extracted (38)—(39).

(38) *Jagkannerentjejj somhennegssysterskramde ; meddendar halloweenmasken.
| know a guyREL her sister scared  with the thereHalloween masleEF

(39) *[Dendar halloweenmaskén kanneragentjejx somhennegsysterskramde y med_;.
the thereHalloween masleer know | a girl REL her sister scared with

Just like the parasitic gap test in the previous section kweassover effects indicate that
relative clauses are formed Bymovement, even when phrases are extracted from them.

3.3.3 Island effects

Sentential subjects and coordinate structures are simislands in Swedish, and relativization
of a position inside of these structures results in ungrancaddy as well, as demonstrated by
(40)—(42).

(40) *Denbil; som[cpatt MajakOpte _j] var ovantat hadeinte dragkrok.
the carrReL  thatMajabought wasunexpectediad NEG towing hook

(41) *Jadfick etttal somMajahadekopt [pp enrdd cykeloch_j |.
| gota tentReL Majahad bought a redbike and
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(42) *Jadfick dettalt som[pp denrddacykeln och_;j | hadevarit minaforéldrars tidigare.
| got thetentReL  the red bikeDEFand had beenmy parent’s earlier

To sum up, all of the diagnostics for movement inside of thatiree clause point towards there
being anA-movement relation. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 establishecttieatelation between the
extracted phrase and the position inside the relative eleuslso created via-movement. In
the next section, | will discuss the consequences of thisdaa for the proposals put forth by
Kush et al. (2013) and Platzack (2014).

3.4 Consequences for the previous proposals

A precondition for the account provided by Kush et al. (20E3)hat only subject relative
clauses allow extraction, as small clauses are ‘subjeenhtad’. We have seen in section 3.1
that this precondition is not met. In fact, it is hard to see/lhwextend the small clause analysis
to non-subject relative clauses without ending up with acstire that is indistinguishable from
that of a non-subject relative clause. Recall that the ppegesmall clause structure needs to
involve a TP, since it is tensed. In section 3.3 we saw thatifog the relative clause in cases of
extraction from non-subject relatives involv@smovement. But if we have a clause containing
a TP, withA-movement of a silent element (presumably to the specifieson), this looks
remarkably like a relative clause, as we see in 43).

(43) XP

Platzack, on the other hand, acknowledges that it is pas&il@xtract from non-subject relative
clauses. Since this is not predicted by his account of eitratrom subject relative clauses, he
proposes that extraction from non-subject relative clausenade possible by the Principle of
Minimal Compliance (see Richards 1998). In deriving a secedike (44), the indirect object
Lisamoves to Spec-CP. This movement is licit, and the PMC thewallthe direct object to
move to the C-domain as well.

(44) Lisavet jagtre sakersomhanvill ge t
Lisa know!| threethingsthat he wantsgive (Platzack 2014, example 25)

9There are other reasons not to adopt the Small Clause Hygstlier example the possibility of extracting
from relative clauses inside DPs embedded under non-staai€ selecting verbs likeiffa ‘meet’. The restric-
tion to small clause selecting verbs that Kush et al. 2018eafgr does not actually hold when one takes a wider
range of verbs into account (see Muller submitted).
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Importantly, Platzack derives extraction from non-subjetatives in a way that has no relation
to his account of extraction from subject relatives. In tbkofving section, | will argue that
this has certain disadvantages.

4 An argument from learnability

Section 3 shows that extraction from non-subject relatigeses is possible in Swedish, and
that the element undergoing extraction may belong to angwéral categories. | have further-
more argued that it involves twa-movement dependencies: one for relativization itseif] a
one for extraction from the resulting structure. This meaaas Swedish relative clauses are not
strong islands, a fact which has repercussions for theofissandhood. If relative clauses are
not strong islands in all languages, it needs to be posdibla §peaker of a specific language
to find out whether a relative clause constitutes an islaridahlanguage. Further research is
needed to determine how this is possible. But the mere fattsieakers are able to arrive at
the conclusion that extraction from non-subject relatilgises is possible can give us a clue
about the structure of restrictive relative clauses these¢rspeakers must have available.

Extraction from relative clauses is rather uncommon in sgpoeous speech and writing.
| have gathered examples | have come across for around tkees,yand have a collection
of a few hundred by now. Among these, only one involves ektvacfrom a non-subject
relative clause (45). The example is from a discussion intaferum about bags for cameras.
The commenter is describing a specific bag that he has ergerigith. | have translated the
immediately preceding context to English.

(45) It fits well, but it's not very well ventilated. | easily get & bweaty on my back.

Fastdet har jaginte hittat nagonryggséack [jaginte blir _jav_gl.
but thathavel not foundsome backpack | not become of

‘But | haven't found any backpack that | don’t get sweaty frtdfh

The collection of these examples has not been controllednmeg that it is not possible to
make reliable estimations about how often extraction fran-subject relative clauses occur
compared to extraction from subject relative clauses. Hewd hear or read examples with
extraction from subject relative clauses at least a fewdim&eek, whereas extraction from
non-subject relatives is clearly much more rare.

This raises two questions. First, why is extraction from+sabject relative clauses so rare,
if it is grammatical? Second, how can speakers learn theaetian from non-subject relative
clauses is possible at all, if it is not in the input?

The first question most likely has more than one answer. Res@a processing of rela-
tive clauses and questions shows that it is easier to pretdgsct dependencies than object
dependencies, at least in Germanic languages such asttagtisDutch (see Kluender 2004
and references therein). Since filler-gap dependencidsxdrg for processing in general, it is
not surprising that the combination should be uncommornthéumore, since Swedish exhibits

LOhttp://www.sweclockers.com/forum/103-foto-och-vid&t6107-kameravaska/ (2008)
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that-trace effects, extracting the subject from a non-subjelettive clause results in ungram-
maticality. This means that for extraction from a non-sabjelative clause to be possible,
there need to be at least two other phrases in the clauselebeasie subject, both of which
need to be extractable. This greatly reduces the numberretuabject relative clauses where
extraction is even possible. Adding to this the requirememt the information states of the
participants for the extraction strategy to be used, it ise@xpected that such sentences are
rare.

But if there are almost no instances of extraction from nalojexct relative clauses in the
input, and some speakers still seem to deduce that it isljessihat do they deduce this from?
| suggest that that the possibility of extraction from sgbjelatives is precisely what is at play
here. Speakers encounter these examples, and from thisgh&pnclude that extraction from
other kinds of relative clauses is possible too. This mustmtkeat these speakers derive subject
relative clauses in a way parallel to non-subject relatieeiges. If what makes extraction
possible were connected to something unique to subjedivedaspeakers would not be able
to generalize the pattern to non-subject relatives.

If this argument is correct, then both Kush et al. (2013) diatizBck (2014) fall short. Since
both of the accounts are designed to allow for extractiomf(apparent) subject relatives but
not from non-subject relatives, they have no way of accognifior the fact that speakers can
deduce from these cases that extraction from non-subjetiveeclauses is possible.

5 Towards a unified analysis

In this section | discuss some options for a unified analykiextraction from subject and
non-subject relative clauses. Since one of the goals oftimdysis is to relate the facts about
Scandinavian extraction to current assumptions aboutitpchwill frame the discussion in
terms of feature-driven movement obeying the Phase Impaikty Condition (PIC) (46).

(46) Phase Impenetrability Condition The domain of H is not accessible to operations outside HP;
only H and itsedgeare accessible to such operations (Chomsky 2001, p. 13).

| do not mean to argue that that the Phase Impenetrabilitydi@ion is necessarily the right
way to condition locality. My aim is to show what kind of vati@an grammars have to allow
for, given the data | have presented here, and to make cleatrtivd consequences for a PIC-
based account are.

| will end up essentially adopting the account in PlatzaddO( 2014) for the attachment
site and structure of the relative complex, adding to théyarsaa new structure for the relative
CP.

5.1 The structure of the relative complex

Platzack (2014) assumes restrictive relative clausesctoimgplements of N, and the relation be-
tween the head and the relative marker to be mediated by aeAgtation. A theory-internal
motivation for the complement-of-N analysis is given intRék (2000): aside from Kayne’s
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complement-of-D analysis it is the only structure for refatlauses that Kayne’s (1994) anti-
symmetric phrase structure permits.

A more traditional view is that relative clauses are adjarfeither to NP or DP). Against
this background, a complement-of-N analysis of relatiaises in the Scandinavian languages
is also interesting in relation to proposals about islanast@ints in the tradition of Huang’s
(1982) Condition on Extraction Domain (CED), where adjsrantd subjects are islands. Unfor-
tunately for this general approach, grammatical extradtiom adjuncts is possible in certain
cases in Swedish. THawedish Academy Gramm@AG) gives (47) as an example that some
speakers accept in informal speech (the glosses and tiansiae mine)-t

47 Denhar duken  blir jagarg omdu spiller pa[-].
the heretableclothbecomd angryif youspill on
‘I'll get angry if you spill on this tablecloth.’ (SAG, vol. 4p. 424)

This means that the CED fails to capture the Swedish extrataicts, which in turn means we
cannot use it as an argument for relative clauses being engpits rather than adjuncts.

Semantically, restrictive relative clauses are abstnatipates, and function as intersective
modifiers to the nominal head. This in itself does not commitaiany particular analysis of
their syntax, but since the data | have collected for thiglardoes not bear on the question
of the attachment of the relative clause, | will simply adBpdtzack’s proposal that CP is a
complement of N. Now, if DP is a phase, we need to explain holrage moving out of the
relative clause can escape it. This is explained on Platackount (2000, p. 275). Restrictive
relative clauses have the structure in (48).

(48) DP
/\
Spec D
/\
D N
‘ /\
en N CP
/\
P /

p
D C

Notably, there is nothing occupying Spec-DP, which meaas ithis available as an escape
hatch. The question now is how phrases get to be accessitrieve to Spec-DP.

1] marks the gap in the notation in tsvedish Academy Grammar
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5.2 The structure of the relative CP

The facts from section 3 narrow down the hypothesis spac¢éh®structure of the relative
CP. There is a relation inside the relative clause whichnBes parasitic gaps and induces
weak crossover, and it respects the Coordinate Structunstf2ont and the Sentential Subject
constraint. If CP is a phase, and the Phase Impenetrabitibdi@ion holds, then only C and
the edge of CP should be accessible outside of CP. Say thaanetevderive (49).

(49) [Dendar halloweenmaskén vill  Edithhittandgop somhonkanskramma x med
the thereHalloween maskEF wantsEdith find someonerEL she canscare with
_j .

‘Edith wants to find someone that she can scare with that ifabbm mask.’

After building the TP, C is mergetf. C has an unvalued relative feature with an EPP. This
attracts the relative operator to Spec-CP. We have thetstauin (50).

(50) CP
e %
Op /\
[REL]
C TP
som
[-REL]

hon kan skramma t
med den dar halloweenmasken

Now we need the Diden dar halloweenmaskea be accessible from outside of CP, and this
means that it too must move to the phase edge, resulting strieture in (51).

(51) CRnax
DPy CP
den dar DP c
halloweenmasken Op
[REL] ¢ TP
som
[~REL] hon kan

skrammaitmed §

2Whethersomis merged as T or C is not important for the purposes of therphpel will assume it is merged
as a C here, for ease of exposition. | will also disregard tresphood of vP. If vP is a phase, it must be possible
to move both of the phrases involved in extraction out of vP.
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In (51), the phrase has moved to an outer specifier of CP, ahewelative operator. The core
of restrictive relative clauses in Swedish is just like tiekaclauses in English. The difference
is the option to move an extra phrase to an outer specifier.

If speakers can in fact deduce that extraction from nonesuibglative clauses is licit from
the possibility to extract from subject relative clauses] argued in section 4, this indicates
structural parallelism. Deriving a subject relative clauthen, must also involve moving a
relative operator to Spec-CP, and extracted phrases méwoggh an outer specifier of CP.
The assumption would be that encountering sentences ingaxtraction from subject relative
clauses, speakers learn that relative C must be able to lwwstthan one specifier. The parallel
mode of derivation allows this to be a generalization abelative C in all restrictive relative
clauses.

This analysis may seem undesirable. After all, a strongvabdn for the two previous
accounts is that they try to give a structural explanatiarmiby the mainland Scandinavian
languages, but no others, allow relative clause extrac#aeording to the proposal | present
here, we have no clear answer to this question. We seem tadedfto say that in acquiring
a mainland Scandinavian language, it is possible to leahrtative clauses can have two
specifiers, whereas in acquiring languages like Englisis,dbes not happen. Exactly why
this is the case is an important question, and the facts freed&h raise questions about the
explanatory value of a purely phase-based account of twedbbod of relative clauses in other
languages.

However, as | have shown in previous sections, the proppsaferth by Kush et al. (2013)
and Platzack (2014) are not consistent with the data. If wa teamaintain the PIC and other
standard assumptions, i.e. that CP is a phase andAthavement is successive cyclic, we
are forced to assume this structure for non-subject relaiauses. Otherwise, we would have
to accept the possibility of non-successive cy@_lkmovement, or movement of the relative
operator to some position other than Spec-CP.

In fact there is another structure that is consistent wighpitesented data, where relativiza-
tion involvesA-movement not to Spec-CP but to an outer specifier of TP (52).

(52) CP

C TP

REL
Op
Subj

T vP

T~
Sh

In a non-subject relative clause the relative operator doubve across the subject, and this
would be what caused the weak crossover effect. The moviegatg would cause the Coordi-
nate Structure Constraint violation and the Sententiaj&uiConstraint violation regardless of
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whether it moved here or to Spec-CP, and we would have to gistjplulate that this is a type
of A-movement and, as such, licenses parasitic gaps. Sincaveaio independent motivation
for the existence of two specifiers of TP in Swedish, | will patsue this alternative here.

Some further support for the idea that extraction involudsaespecifiers comes from em-
bedded questions, which also permit extraction (53).

(53) [Detdér vinefx minns  jagintevem som_; tog med_ till festen.
the therewine remembet not who C tookwith  to party-DEF
‘I don’'t remember who brought that wine to the party.’

See Engdahl (1986) for an account of extraction from emb@ddestions, and Engdahl (1980)
for an argument about the relevance of Subjacency similgpinit to the one made here about
the PIC.

5.3 Which phrases can move?

So far, we have not been concerned with what types of phcasemtbe extracted from relative
clauses. While Swedish relative clauses are not strongds|dahey do not permit extraction of
just any phrase. For example, expletive objects cannot tracted (54).

(54) a. Jadckannermangasom_j baratog det lugnti somras.
I  know many REL onlytook EXPL.OBJcalmin summer

‘I know many people who just took it easy this summer.’

b. *Det kannerjag mangasom_j baratog i lugnti somras.
EXPL.OBJKnow | many REL just took calminsummer

Engdahl (1997) and Lindahl (2010) investigate naturallgusdng examples of extraction from
relative clauses, and conclude that the moved phrase isaftestone of a few different types
of topics (see Engdahl & Lindahl 2014). The examples in thila have also all involved
topics, and were presented to the consultant in a contextethe fronted phrase would easily
be interpreted in that way. But questioning, clefting andtreization of a position inside a
relative clause is also possible.

(55) Question formation

[Vilken halloweenmaskvill ~ Edith hittandgoR somhonkanskramma x med_;?
which Halloween maskvantsEdith find someoneEL she canscare with

‘Which Halloween mask does Edith want to find someone thatahescare with?’

(56) Cleft formation

Detéar[dendar halloweenmaskeén somEdithvill hittanagom somhonkanskramma
it is the thereHalloween maskEF REL Edith wantsfind someon&EL she canscare

_xmed ;.
with

‘Edith wants to find someone that she can scare with that Webo mask.’
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(57) Relativization

Jagsag [enhalloweenmasksomEdithvill  hittandgon somhonkanskramma y med_;?
| saw a Halloween maslrReL Edithwantsfind someone&EL she canscare with

‘| saw a Halloween mask that Edith wants to find someone theatah scare with.’

In questions, there is a further restriction. Out of contantexample like (58) probably sounds
strange, but given a context where we are talking about afgetaple scaring other people
with a set of things, it seems fine.

(58) Vad vill  Edith hitandgoR somhonkanskramma yx med ;?
whatwantsEdith find someon&EL she canscare with

‘What does Edith want to find someone that she can scare with?’

This is reminiscent of Pesetsky’s notion of D-linking (1987Extraction ofvilken-phrases,
which are inherently D-linked, is also grammatical (59).

(59) [Vilken halloweenmaskvill ~ Edith hittandgonR somhonkanskramma y med_;?
which halloween maskwantsEdithfind someon&EL she canscare with

‘Which halloween mask does Edith want to find someone thatahescare with?’

Note also the effect of clefting which makes it more plausithiiat the questioned item is D-
linked (60).

(60) Vad var det Edithville hittandgor somhonkanskramma y med ;?
WhatwasexpL Edith wantedfind someone&EL she canscare with

‘What was it that Edith wanted to find someone that she caresg#in?’

Some adjuncts can also be questioned, in a plausible confextspeaker A asks the ques-
tion in (61a), a speaker B can reply with (61b), where an attjurside the relative clause is
guestioned.

(61) a. A: Hursentkanvi ga ochhandla?
how late canwe go andshop

‘How late can we go to the store?’

b. B: Hm... [hur senf; vet du nagonstansmankankopacigaretter_y _?
hm ... howlate knowyousomewhereone canget cigarettes

‘What is the latest time such that you know of a place thatsafjarettes that is open
at that time?’

Given this restricted overview, the types of phrases thathm extracted all seem to relate
to the semantics/pragmatics of the discourse context. [gxoe the relative operator, all of
the operations that result in extraction from a relativaistacould be argued to be driven by
a feature related to the discourse: topics have a topicreand the pivot of a cleft most
likely carries a focus feature. The difference between Weeihed and ill formed questions of
positions inside relative clauses is also related to theodise context, as we have seen. If
we could argue that the relative operator bears some diseoalated feature, we would have
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something that looks like a natural class of phrases thabeaxtracted. A possibility may be
that the operator bears a topic feature. In Lexical Funati@rammar, the relative pronoun is
standardly assumed to have a topic function (though seg#all0) for a critique of this view).
To determine whether this is a viable path, more investigadtito the properties of extractable
phrases is needed.

Assuming for now that these features do form a natural cladssoourse-relatedeatures,
relative C in the mainland Scandinavian languages woulé hawnvalued DR-feature, attract-
ing any phrase with such a feature to an outer specifier, wiheveuld be available to later
steps in the derivation as in (62).

(62) [CPl XP; ... [Dp K2 [sz R Op( [C’ som [Tp... Qﬂ( AP Hm
DR DR [DR] [Rfﬂ [=Rel,=BR] [Rfﬂ DR

T 1 1 |

This is an abstract skeleton, covering the data in thislartia forming a relative clause, first,
the operator Opmoves to Spec-CR creating the core of the relative clause. The extracted
phrase XPthen moves to the outer specifier of £ satisfy the discourse-related feature on
relative C. After moving through the outer Spec-Cihe extracted phrase escapes the DP via
Spec-DP, and moves to its final landing site, in Speg-CP

While evaluating the proposed structure for relative atsiisve should note that it predicts
that we should only ever be able to extract one phrase frorfaavweclause. Engdahl (1980),
however, argues based on constructed data that more thgrhoase may be extracted. Thus,
there is in principle no motivation for limiting the numbefravailable specifiers. This would
involve assuming that the unvalued discourse-relatedifeain relative C is “insatiable”. In
that case, Swedish relative C would essentially be what a8¢1999) calls an ‘Attract all
F element’. Such an analysis actually also solves a problériine unvalued DR-feature is
satisfied by any phrase bearing a feature belonging to taas.chnd we are assuming that the
relative operator bears some DR-feature, it would seenthieatnovement of just the relative
operator should satisfy both of the unvalued features orf thelunvalued discourse-related
feature is “insatiable”, this is avoided.

Notably, in Swedish, the extra CP-specifiers can only famcéis escape hatch positions in
a derivation. They cannot be pronounced as intermediatéfigpe. This holds for both relative
clauses and embedded questions. This makes Swedish wliffieran languages like Bulgarian,
where it is possible to pronounce multiple Spec-CPs. A wagcmount for this would be to
add a condition on multiple Spec-CPs, active at PF (cf. RLEB8).

6 Concluding remarks

In this paper | have argued that extraction from non-subjeletive clauses involves twa-
movement dependencies. These dependencies exhibitlgavgrarties characteristic of move-
ment, e.g. strong and weak crossover, the licensing of piargaps, and case connectivity.
The data do not lend themselves to an analysis in terms oft plt®nouns. This means that
relative clauses are not always strong islands.



23

In addition, considerations of learnability support theuasption that extraction from sub-
ject and non-subject relative clauses must be derived byaime mechanism. | have proposed
that what is special about the mainland Scandinavian lagegiss that they permit multiple
specifiers of relative complementizers. The proposal igdhasn some common assumptions
about locality and feature-driven movement, namely thesPhimpenetrability Condition, and
successive cyclic movement through Spec-CP. If we are totanai these assumptions, we
are forced to assume something like what | suggest heressnie can identify something else
about the syntax of relative clauses in the mainland Scandin languages that sets them apart
from relative clauses in other languages.

Clearly, more research is needed about which types of phageand cannot be extracted
from relative clauses. A careful study of the discourse fimmcand semantics of the fronted
phrases is necessary in order to find out exactly what restidraction. So far, there is very
little research about relative clause extraction in spoedas discourse, and data from such
research would be valuable in this investigation.

Since relative clauses are not strong islands in Swedisimtaresting question is to what
extent they are similar to constituents that are usuallyyaed as weak islands. Some accounts
of weak islands (Szabolcsi 2006) propose that they are aelgrgemantic phenomenon, and it
would be interesting to see to what extent such an accoustatfire clause extraction is viable.
Specifically, Szabolcsi (2006, p. 515) proposes that pbris# can be extracted from weak
islands “range over discrete individuals”, while phradest tannot “denote in a partially or-
dered domain3 It would seem that the grammatical Swedish extractions wédial phrases
in (21)—(23) and (61) go against this proposal, but moreil@etanvestigations are required to
determine whether we ultimately need to state the relevamtiglizations in the semantics, the
syntax, or both, and in what way role the discourse contegsl This type of study would
further our understanding of what islandhood really is.
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