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Abstract

In this paper | show that Swedish has a type of relative clthetedoesn’t modify
nominal expressions, contrary to most descriptions/defirs of relative clauses.
Instead this type of relative clause modifies evaluativelipegdes. The relative
clause has similarities to both control clauses and attvibuelative clauses.

| point out some issues that theoretical accounts of thégevesclauses must
take into consideration, and also how current generatiedyaas fail to meet
these considerations. A promising route in such a generftamework seems
to be one where the head of the relative clause and the eleause itself are
independently merged in the structure; the head as suljébeimatrix clause
and the relative clause as an adjunct/complement to thecptedt modifies.
What makes this relative clause different from NP modifyiafgtive clauses is
the relation between the gap and the head.

1 Introduction

Relative clauses are in general considered to be modifigrerafnal expres-
sions, (1). This is a crosslinguistic observation that isofrom various
theoretical frameworks agree on (Alexiadou et al. 2000, @réft 2001, 322;
Falk 2001; Dixon 2010, 314) Swedish is no exception, (2).

1) a. The girl who was here is Mary'’s friend.
b. | know a man who works on the docks.

“I'm grateful to Eva Klingvall and Christer Platzack for corants and discussions.
1The semantics of modification is obviously very importantetation to relative clauses.

However, this paper is concerned with the syntactic asdeteodification and | will use the
term in a quite non-technical sense, similar to statemeufs as ‘adverbs modifies verbs and
adjectives, and adjectives modify nouns’.
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(2) a. Flickansomvar har arMariasvan.
the girl whowashereis Mary’s friend

“The girl who was here is Mary’s friend.’

b. Jagkannerenmansomjobbari hamnen.
|  know a manwhoworksin the docks

‘I know a man who works on the docks.’

However, Swedish has one type of construction in which aipa¢el an
evaluative adjective, is modified by what appears to be divelalause:

(3) a. Flickanardum som dar dit.
the girl is stupidthat goes there

‘The girl is stupid to go there.’
b. Larsvar srall som h@pte mig

Larswaskind that helped me

‘Lars was kind to help me.’

The exact status of the clauses in italics in (3) is not ckean if they are
considered by Teleman et al. (1999, vol.4:486) to be exsepattributive
relative clauses. In contrast to other relative clausesstibordinate clause
in (3) shares syntactic and semantic properties with botitrabclauses and
relative clauses.

The purpose of this paper is on the one hand a close exammratibese
clauses, and on the other a discussion of what theoretigdications they
have for linguistic theory. The outline of the paper is asoiwk. The second
section is an examination of some general properties oéttlasises and their
semantics. It is shown that they indeed modify predicatesNi®s/DPs. The
third section compares the clause to control clauses angukeahat classi-
fying the clause as a control clause is very problematic. fdlheth section
compares the clause to relative clauses. | show that olassit as a relative
clause is problematic, too, but probably the best optiorwélr, it is not the
kind of relative clause that Teleman et al. (1999) claim.f is

2Teleman et al. (1999, vol.4:486) say “a special variant ef dlttributive clause is the
extraposed relative subordinate clause with a functionlairto an adverbial that indicates
cause.”(my translation).
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The classification as such is not the ultimate aim of the paje classifi-
cation is rather a reflection of the approach that should bd ursaccounting
for the missing argument, the so called gap, in the clauséhelitalicized
clauses are control clauses, we expect that the missingnargucan be ac-
counted for in parallel to other control clauses. This aotasi for obvious
reasons theory dependent and may involve PRO, case pasdiwh theta
role assignment in the minimalist program, or functionajahoric control in
LFG. If the clauses are relative clauses, we expect that theimg argument
can be accounted for by means of the machinery a theory usasdounting
for gaps in relative clauses.

The reason for restricting the options to control and redatiauses is that
these are the only types of subordinate clauses in Swedslcdim have im-
plicit arguments. The fifth section discusses various linguistic theories in
relation to this type of relative clause and what problenay tave in accoun-
ting for predicate modifying relative clauses. The sixtbtgs contains some
concluding remarks.

2 Thesamantics

In this section | will show that the italicized clauses (froraw predicate
modifying relative clause$MRCs) in (3) really modify predicates and not
NPs. Also, | will show some general characteristics of theReM

First, the interpretation of the PMRC is that it restricte firedicate, not
the subject NP in (3), repeated here:

3 a. Flickanardum som dr dit.
the girl is stupidthat goes there

3] don’'t make a distinction between control clauses and egletase marking (ECM)
clauses, and | don't consider so called small clauses, &g in (

i Lisagick hem full.
Lisawalkedhomedrunk

‘Lisa walked home drunk.’
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‘The girl is stupid to go there.’
b. Larsvar srall som h@pte mig

Larswaskind that helped me

‘Lars was kind to help me.’

In (3a) it is possible to interpret the relative clause astaibative extraposed
relative clause (RC, from now) with the interpretation ttinet one who is stu-
pid is the girl, and the RC helps to restrict the referencénefNP. However,
this interpretation is not the salient one. In (3b) this NBtnetive interpre-
tation is even harder to get since the NP is a proper name ap&pnames
usually don’t require restriction. Proper names uniquegntify a referent by
default. It is also possible to use a subject NP that doedintwattributive
RC modification at all. In (4) the first person pronoun resi®@ modifica-
tion, showing that the PMRC does not modify the antecedettigayap, in
other words it is not attributive. Another type of phraset ttiaesn’t allow
RC modification is wh-words. In (4c) it's impossible to inpeet the RC as a
modifier of the subject as shown in (4d)

(4) a. Jagr dum somaldriglar mig.
| amstupidthat neverlearnrefl

‘I am stupid never to learn.’

b. *Jagsomaldriglar migardum.
| that neverlearnrefl is stupid
‘I who never learn is stupid.’

c. Vemardum somaldriglar sig?
who is stupidthat neverlearnrefl
‘Who is stupid never to learn.

d. *Vemsomaldriglar sig ardum?
who that neverlearnrefl is stupid
‘Who who never learns is stupid.’

In the predicate modifying interpretation the meaning & fentences cor-
responds to the English translations with a non-finite dauss shown by
Stowell (1991), Kertz (2006) and Oshima (2009), among athiee nonfinite
clause is part/modifier of the adjective phrase. In SwedislPMRC restricts
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the predicate; in (3afickan ‘the girl’" is stupid only in relation to the event
of ‘going there’; in (3b)Larsis kind only in relation to ‘helping me’. This
restriction of the predicate gives the PMRC an interpretatvhich is similar
to a causative or even conditional interpretation; the igsgtbn only holds
under certain conditions. This is why Teleman et al. (19@9.4v486) claim
the PMRC is similar to an adverbial that has causative inétagtion.

The fact that the PMRC modifies the predicate shows in whate¢heences
in (3) assert. In (3a) it isn’t contradictory to say:

(5) Flickanardum som @r dit, menhonarintedum i
the girl is stupidthat goes therbut sheis not stupidin
allmanhet.
general

‘The girl is stupid to go there, but she isn’t stupid in geriiera
If the RC is interpreted as modifying the NP, (5) is indeed mti@iction:

(6) Flickansom @r dit  ardum menhonarintedum i
the girl that goes theres stupidbut sheis not stupidin
allmanhet.
general

‘The girl who goes there is stupid, but she isn’t stupid ineyaii

What RCs and PMRCs have in common is restrictive semantittsibitive
RCs restrict arguments and PMRCs restrict predicates. Awillsee be-
low, it is possible to extend the PMRC’s domain of restrietioom adjectival
predicates to nominal predicates.

The PMRC is restricted to modifying evaluative predicatésaluative
adjectives (EAs hereafter) have been recognized as a sencateggory for
a long time (Bolinger, 1961; Lees, 1960; Stowell, 1991; KeP006, 2010).
Even though EAs seem to belong to a homogenous semanti¢ olatsall
adjectives in this class show the same syntactic behavitiere are EAs that
do not allow modification of PMRCs, for examplgelligent‘intelligent’ and
becavad gifted’. Instead, they behave like non-EAs sucHasg ‘long’.

(7) a. Johararsmartsomgar till tandBkarenregelbundet.
John is cleverthat goesto the dentist regularly
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‘John is clever to go to the dentist regularly.’

b. *Johanarintelligentsomgar till tandbkarenregelbundet.
John is intelligentthat goesto the dentist regularly
‘John is intelligent to go to the dentist regularly.’

c. *Lisaarlangsomnar upptill taket.

Lisais tall that reachego the ceiling
‘Lisa is tall to reach the ceiling.’

In (7a), smart‘clever’, is an EA that allows modification by a clause and
intelligentin (7b) is an EA that doesn‘.

As mentioned above, it's possible to use PMRCs with presheatouns.
Some EAs have corresponding nouns, and when these nounsear@nedi-
catively, they can be modified by a PMRC:

(8) a. Hanvar enidiot somslog ihjal katten.
he wasanidiot that killed the cat

‘He was an idiot to kill the cat.’

b. Jagar endumbomsominte betalarakningarna.
| ama fool that not pay the bills
‘I'm a fool not to pay my bills.’

We get the same interpretation here as in (3). Itis only iati@h to killing the
cat that someone is an idiot, not in general. If these nounsised referen-
tially the interpretation is that of an RC and the wellformesds is marginal:

(9) 7?7? Jakannerenidiot somslog ih@al katten.
| know anidiot that kiled the cat

‘I know an idiot who killed the cat.’

In this section, | have shown that the PMRC really is a moddfepredicates
rather than of nouns. What remains to show is that it inde@dR€ and not

“One difference between EAs that allow modification and thibaedon’t seems to be the
adjective’s ability to function as both a stage and an irthliai level predicate. Adjectives that
readily get a stage level interpretation allow modificatibwill not deal with the differences
between different EAs in this paper. Nor will | try to work catdefinition for them. | will
simply use those that are ‘canonically’ evaluative. Teleraigal. (1999, vol.2:175) provide a
list of evaluative adjectives.
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a control clause. The major argument against a relativeselalassification
is the fact that PMRCs don’t modify nouns, in many descripgia defining
criterion for RCs. In the following sections the properteggshe PMRC will
be investigated in detail and compared to Swedish contaolkes and relative
clauses. As mentioned in the introduction the purpose iseterthine the
most probable approach to accounting for the relation batwhe subject
in the main clause and and the gap in the PMRC. | will start bygaring
PMRCs to control clauses.

3 Control

The fact that the PMRC doesn’t modify the subject NP would smgndes-
criptions (Platzack, 2000; Teleman et al., 1999; Dixon,®adisqualify it as
an RC? The only viable option if this clause isn't a type of RC is teat as a
type of control clause. In this section the PMRC will be consglato control

clauses regarding both syntax and semantics. There areaksirgilarities

between the two types of clauses that could warrant a caclassification of
PMRCs. But, as | will show, there are a few facts that make suclassifi-

cation very troublesome. First we will look at some indirsihilarities that
involve paraphrases. Second, we will look at the missingestiland then we
will look at what | have called tense dependency. Finally wilel@aok at some

obvious differences between control clauses and PMRCs.

3.1 Indirect similarities

There are two indirect reasons to classify the PMRC as a @oaolkause:
One is the fact that the paraphrases of (3), (10a) and (16bjaim nonfinite
control clauses.

3 a. Flickanardum som dr dit.
the girl is stupidthat goes there

‘The girl is stupid to go there.’

51 will get back to the criteria for RCs in section 4.
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b. Larsvar srall som hipte mig
Larswaskind that helped me

‘Lars was kind to help me.’

(10) a. Detvar smallt (avLars)att hjalpamig.
it waskind (of Lars)to help me

‘It was kind (of Lars) to help me.’

b. Attgadit var dumt (avflickan).
to gotherewasstupid(of the girl)

“To go there was stupid (of the girl).’

The other indirect reason is that PMRCs have the same ietatfpn as
the nonfinite clauses that modify EAs in English:

(11) a. John was stupto kill the cat
b. Mary was kindo help me

The italicized clauses in (39) are analyzed as control elssee e.qg. Kertz,
2010, and references therein). However, these two readoedaiothe PMRC
as a control clause are only indirect and bear on paralletgéhter construc-
tions, rather than on the actual behaviour of the PMRC.

3.2 Thesubject gap

If we turn to direct similarities between PMRCs and conttalises, there are
two facts that speak in favour of a control clause analyd first is the fact
that both PMRC and control clauses are the only types of elausSwedish
where the gap is restricted to subjects (i.e. missing std)je¢he second is
the fact that there is some kind of tense dependency betweenadin clause
and the embedded clause in both PMRC and control clausesdé&pendency
Is not found between relative clauses and main clauses. &kebstlooking
at the gapped position. As illustrated in (12), only subgsgts are allowed in
control clauses in Swedish.

(12) a. Mariaville  traffaJohan.
Mary wantedmeet John

‘Mary wanted to meet John.’
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b. Mariaodvertaladelohanatt traffa henne.
Mary persuadedohn to meether

‘Mary persuaded John to meet her.
c. *Mariaharvelat Johantraffa—.
Mary haswantedJohn meet—
‘Mary wanted that John should see her’.
d. *MariaovertaladeJohamatt traffa—.
Mary persuadedohn meet—
‘Mary wanted that John should see her’.

Irrespective of whether we have subject control, as in (I@a)bject control,
(12b), only the subject in the non-finite clause can be gapipedmpossible
to interpret a missing object as coreferential with a mattikject, or object,
as in (12c) and (12d). This is indeed the same pattern we fitieeiPMRC®

(13) a. Flickarvar snall somhjalpteLars. SUBJECT
the girl waskind that helpedLars.

‘The girl was kind to help Lars.
b. *Flickanvar snall somLarshjalpte.OBJECT
the girl waskind that Larshelped.
‘The girl was kind for Lars to help.’
c. *Flickanvar srall somLarsgav boken. IND. OBJ.
the girl waskind that Larsgavethe book
‘The girl was kind for Lars to give the book.’
d. *Flickanvar small somLarspratademed.OBJECT OF PREP
the girl waskind that Larstalked to
“The girl was kind for Lars to talk to.’

There is one important difference between control clausdsPMRC regar-
ding the subject gap. In PMRCs there is a semantic restnictiiothe missing
subject. There is no such restriction in control clauseofding to Teleman
et al. (1999, vol.4:505) the semantic role of the subjechenRMRC must be

6Some of these examples are wellformed if the RC is intergrasean extraposed attribu-
tive relative clause. | will return to this in section 4.
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an agent. In sentence (14), the PMRC has a missing subjeéthésentence
Is still ill-formed, since the missing argument is not agent

(14) *Demonstrantenar dum somarresterades.
the protester wasstupidthat was arrested

However, the requirement is not strictly that the gappedesiitibe an agent
(contra the claimin Teleman et al. 1999). It's enough thastibject has some
vague type of control or influence over the event describederPMRC, or
that it is an experiencer as in (15a). Passives formedbhilitbecome’, which
imply that the subject has control over the described ewastwell-formed.
Compare (14) with (15b). Other paraphrases that allow ®stibject to have
some influence on the actions are also well-formed. For elgnipe verb
lata ‘let’ indicates that the subject has some kind of influenceanrevent,
even though it is not an agent, and when this verb is used ttiersee is well-
formed (15d). It is possible, too, for the missing argumenthie PMRC to
have the semantic role of causer, which also involves cbatrimfluence, as
in (15e) and (15f).
(15) a. Pojkenvar tokig somvar foralskadi henne
the boywascrazythat wasin love  with her
‘The boy was crazy to be in love with her.
b. Demonstrantemar dum somblev  arresterad.
the protester wasstupidthat becamearrested
‘The protester was stupid to get arrested.’
C. Pojkenvartokig somblev foralskadi henne.
the boyis crazythat getsin love with her
‘The boy is crazy to fall in love with her.’
d. Demonstrantemar dum somlatsig arresteras.
the protester wasstupidthat let refl arrested
‘The protester was stupid to let herself/himself be arakste
e. Demonstrantemar dum somfick sin  kompis
the protester wasstupidthat hadhis/herfriend

arresterad.
arrested

‘The protester was stupid to have his/her friend arrested.’
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f. Du var dum somhadehonomattstammamig.
You werestupidthat had him to sue  me

‘You were stupid to have him sue me.’

The semantic requirement that the subject be in some kindmtfal of the

action described in the clause indicating cause is probablyced by the EA.
The same semantic restriction holds when the sentencesi@ghpased with
a causal finite clause witkftersontsince’:

(16) a. *Demonstrantemar dum eftersomhonarresterades.
the protester wasstupidsince shewas arrested

‘The protester was stupid since she was arrested.’
b. *Pojkenvar tokig eftersomhanvar alskadav henne

the boywascrazysince he wasloved by her

‘The boy was crazy since he was loved by her.’

The sentences in (16) show that the semantic restrictiontisannected to
the PMRC, but to the EA.

3.3 Tense dependency

Another similarity between control clauses and PMRCs is@adependency.
Since control clauses in Swedish are non-finite, their tém®epretation is
dependent on a tensed verb in a matrix clause.

(17) a. Jagivertaladd.isa att diska.
| persuaded.isato do the dishes

‘| persuaded Lisa to do the dishes.’

b. Jagska Overtala Lisa att diska.
| will persuadé.isato do the dishes
‘| will persuade Lisa to do the dishes.’

In (17) the interpretation of the nonfinite clause is thaakes place after the
event in the main clause, irrespective of when that everk pdace, or will

"I will not discuss participles, which are non-finite too. Vheve too different a distribu-
tion from infinitival clauses and PMRC to be relevant.
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take place. Whether the event in the embedded clause tekes Ipkfore or
after the actual speech event is not determined when théxmatb is in the
past tense. In PMRC constructions there is tense dependency

(18)

a.

Pojkenardum somgar dit.
the boyis stupidthat goesthere

“The boy is stupid to go there.’
Pojkenvar dum somgick dit.
the boywasstupidthat wentthere
“The boy is stupid to go there.’

* Pojkenvar dum somgar dit.
the boywasstupidthat goesthere
‘The boy was stupid to go there.’

? Pojkenardum somgick dit.
the boyis stupidthat wentthere
‘“The boy is stupid to go there.’

? Pojkenardum somska ga dit.
the boyis stupidthat will gothere
“The boy is stupid to go there.’
Detvar dumt av pojken attga dit.
It wasstupidof the boyto gothere
‘It was stupid of the boy to go there.
Attgadit var dumt avpojken.
to gotherewasstupidof the boy
“To go there was stupid of the boy.’

The tense dependency holds between the PMRC and its matusec| Un-
less the tenses in the matrix clause and the PMRC are the g@mrs=ntences
are ill-formed, (18c), but given that the event in the PMR@uste recent it
is possible to have present tense in the matrix clause, (28sl) if the event
in the PMRC is intended to take place, different tenses assible, (189).
There is a logical requirement that the event, or the inbendif carrying out
the event, in the PMRC overlaps with the state of the adjectiVherefore
the state that the adjectives refers to cannot have ended thhbevent in the
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PMRC (intends to) takes place, as in (18c). Since the paaaphkiin (18f) and
(18g) have nonfinite control clauses there is tense depegdethese too.

There are two options regarding the tense dependency inNHRCP Ei-
ther the tense in the PMRC is ‘independent’ or it is ‘paragiit the tense
in the matrix clause. ‘Parasitic’ means that the tense nalggly is but a
marker without any independent tense semantics. Multigekimg of verbal
morphology is also called ‘multiple exponence’ by SellsG2p This kind of
parasitic verb morphology is well described in Swedish (Ardy 1988; Hed-
lund, 1992; Wiklund, 2001, 2007; Sells, 2004). The quesisoii the tense
marking in the PMRC is parasitic on the tense in the matrixis¢a If the
tense marking on the verb in the PMRC is parasitic, it would very strong
argument for treating the PMRC as a control clause, sincedhzon some
level of representation would lack tense, just as the natefierb in control
clauses. So let us look at the multiple exponence of verb-agreement that
we find in Swedish.

In (19) the two sentences are identical syntactically amadeseically and
the parasitic supine in (19b) is only a ‘surface’ form.

(19) a. Flickarskulle ha kunnat gora det.
the girl would havebe.able(supflo(inf.) it

“The girl would have been able to do it to do it.

b. Flickanskulle ha kunnat gjort det.
the girl would havebe.able(supdlone(sup.)t
‘The girl would have been able to do it.’

The supine is not the only form that can be parasitic in Swedi¢e find the
same parasitic pattern in imperatives, (20), fronted VR$),(and possibly
even passives (22).

(20) a. Sluta skrika!
stop(imp.)shout(inf.)
‘Stop shouting”

8t's unclear whether the passive form ‘behowgedin (22b) is parasitic or a real passive
form. More research is needed on this topic.
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b. Sluta skrik!
stop(imp.)shout(imp.)
‘Stop shouting”

(21) a. Dansar offentligt gor honinte.
dances(presin public does(pres.3he not

‘She will not DANCE in public.’
b. *Dansa  offentligtgor honinte.
dance(inf.)in public doesshe on the other hand not
‘She will not DANCE in public.’
C. Dansade offentligt gjorde honinte.
danced(pastn public did(past)she not
‘She would not DANCE in public.
d. *Dansa  offentligtgjorde honinte.
dance(inf.)in public did(past)she not
‘She would not DANCE in public.’

(22) a. Detbehbverkopas drickatill festen.
it needs bought(passiirinksfor the party

‘Drinks need to be bought for the party.

b. Detbelbvs  kopas drickatill festen.
it need(pasought(passiirinksfor the party
‘Drinks need to be bought for the party.

There is no semantic difference between the pairs in (1922). (Where
there is alternations between the base form and a paramitig the parasitic
form is characteristic of spoken and informal registerse Tdct that there’s
parasitic tense marking in Swedish in other clause typeshman indication

that the tense dependency we find between the PMRC and itxclatrse is

of the same kind. However, there are restrictions on paadsitse marking.

As Wiklund (2001) points out, the domain for parasitic teissthe clause and
tense only spreads between lexical verbs and auxiliar@grbetween two
lexical verbs’ PMRCs violate both these constraints. The tense dependency

°The exception is so called pseudocoordination where twodéxerbs are coordinated.
The first verb is usually a verb of posture and the coordindtias aspectual meaning:
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Is between two lexical verbs, and the verbs are in two diffectauses. If the
matrix clause is embedded in a context which makes it noafthie PMRC
must still be finite. An indication that the tense markinghe PMRC is not
parasitic on tense in the matrix clause:

(23) a. Honansig honomvara dumsom gick dit
she considerechim  stupidthat wentthere

b. Honanser honomvara dumsomgar dit
she considerdiim  stupidthat goesthere

c. *Honansg honomvara dumsomga dit
she considerechim  stupidthat go there

d. *Honanser honomvara dumsomga dit
she considerdiim  stupidthat go there

Also, in all other cases of parasitic verb morphology, thepiic form is not
obligatory. There is variation between the infinitival foand the inflected
parasitic form'® From sentences (23c) and (23c) it is clear that there is no
such variation of the verb forms in PMRCs. The conclusiomat the tense
dependency we find between the tense in the matrix clausehandMRC
is not of the parasitic kind and both clauses contain inddpentense mar-
king. The fact that PMRCs have tense makes them very diffém@m control
clauses which must be nonfinite in Swedish.

To conclude the sections on similarities between PMRC anttalclauses.
It seems that the two strongest arguments for classifyingQREMas control
clauses are: 1. the requirement that the missing argumensbbject, and 2.
the requirement that the main clause and the PMRC have the tegrse, i.e.
tense dependency. In the next section we shall look at therelifces we find
between these two clause types.

i Lisasattochlaste/sitterochlaser.
Lisasat andread/sits andreads

‘Lisa is reading/was reading.’

In psedocoordination the tense on the verbs must be the s8mee the conjunctionch

‘and’ is obligatory | will not make any comparisons to thisixstruction.
Fronted VPs are an exception where tense on both verbs ggatdly for most speakers

of Swedish.
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3.4 Differences

There are several differences between PMRCs and contusesa In addition
to the difference regarding the semantic role of the sulgegt and tense,
described in the previous sections, there are distribatidifferences between

the clause types.
Control clauses can be fronted, (24a), whereas PMRCs cai24dx).

(24) a. Attgapabio Overtaladgaghonom.
to goto moviepersuaded him

“To go to the movies, | persuaded him to do.’
b. *Somgar dit, arhandum.

that goesthere,is he stupid

“To go there, he is stupid.’

PMRCs only follow evaluative predicates, as mentioned atige 2. Control
clauses, in contrast, follow any predicate that subcaieg®ifor infinitival

clauses. The important thing is that control clauses and €§&e in com-
plementary distribution. We never find infinitival clausé®nevaluative ad-
jectives, (25a) and (25b) and we never find PMRC after préelcthat se-
lect for control clauses (25c) and (25d). This is an unexgekdistribution if
PMRC were a kind of control clause.

(25) a. *Lisaardum attgadit.
Lisais stupidto gothere

b. *Pojken arsmall att hjalpatill.
the boyis kind to help out

c. *Lisaonskadesomdiskar.
Lisawished that does the dishes

d. *LisaoOvertaladelohansomdiskar.
Lisapersuadedohn that does the dishes
To sum up the differences between control clauses and PMIRE® are
all in all four clear differences between the two. Contraludes are nonfinite,
have no semantic restriction on their subject gap, can brddoand are not
restricted by the semantics of their selecting predicat®lREs are finite,
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have a semantic restriction on their subject gap and camndtomted and
are restricted by the semantics of their selecting preelscaihey must modify
evaluative predicates.

3.5 Control or not?

How the properties of control clauses are accounted forripen the theo-
retical framework one chooses to adopt. If PMRC are categdras control

clauses the following facts are accounted for, presumiatthe chosen theo-
retical framework has an account of the properties of contro

e The missing argument must be a subject, since that’s theavglyment
that can be missing in control clauses in Swedish.

What remains unaccounted for if the clause is categorizedcastrol clause,
are the following facts:

e the requirement that the gapped subject have a semanti¢hatien-
volves control, or is anything but theme.

¢ the impossibility of fronting and the complementary distition of other
control clauses.

e the requirement that the PMRC be tensed, past or presemtpboonfi-
nite.

Since all control clauses in Swedish are nonfinite, infialtar participial, ca-
tegorizing the finite PMRC as a control clause will have cougsaces for any
account of control. This tense difference is on its own emoiagdisqualify
PMRCs as an instance of control, | would say. The problemfthilws if
PMRCs are classified as control clauses is that the lack sktBniteness is
often a necessary condition in theoretical analyses ofrabciauses (Chom-
sky, 1981; Bresnan, 1982; Falk, 2001). Having dismissedtegoazation
of the PMRC as a type of control clause, we now turn to its sirties and
differences compared to relative clauses.
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4 Relative clauses

Even though the PMRC looks like an RC, it differs in one impattway:
it isn’t a modifier of the gapped noun phrase. Dixon (2010,)3is4s four
characteristics of relative clause constructions. Therpaints of these cha-
racteristics are given in (26):

(26) a. The construction involves two clauses making up @mesce
which consists of a single unit of intonation.

b. The underlying structures of these two clauses must sirass-
gument (called the common argument (CA)). The CA is unders-
tood to function as an argument in the main clause (MC) and as
an argument in the RC .

c. The RC functions as a syntactic modiffeof the the CA in the
MC. At the semantic level it will normally provide informatn
about the CA which assists in focussing—or restricting-+#fe-
rence of the CA (restrictive RC), or provide further inforioa
about the CA (non-restrictive RC).

d. The RC must have the basic structure of the clause, implai
predicate and the core arguments required by that predicate

Compared to control clauses there is actually only one obDs<criteria that
distinguishes RCs from control clauses, and that is (26kis i exactly the
criterion that PMRCs fail to meet. That RCs modify nounsketafor granted
in both descriptive (Nikolaeva, 2006) and theoretical w@rkatzack, 2000;
Dalrymple, 2001; Falk, 2001) or as Alexiadou et al. (2000p@) it: “The
best studied case of [noncanonical complementation] igaleive clause
construction, in whichthe clause is embedded inside a nominal expression
which it modifies(my emphasis).

Since PMRCs don’t modify nominal expressions they cleaallytb meet
the modification criterion. However, in this section | wilh@wv that even

Ht's not clear what Dixon means by ‘syntactic modifier’ simoest of his criteria for RCs
are semantically based.
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though they fail to do that, their similarities to RCs are toany to be a
coincidence.

First, | will compare PMRCs to restrictive and non-resivetRCs. After
that we will look at some syntactic similarities and disdarities, and finally
there will be a comparison of some semantic parameters.

Semantically there is a difference between restrictive r@onlrestrictive
RCs, and some would say that there are syntactic differaaxe®ll (Kayne,
1994, Platzack, 2000). Restrictive RCs are necessary roatidn in the
sense that they delimit the set of possible referents of esnreferred to
by the common argument, and non-restrictive RCs gives exftoamation
about an independently established referent (Dixon, 20&&man et al.,
1999, vol.4:486). In Swedish, non-restrictive relatives gossible to modify
with the phraséor ovrigt ‘by the way’ (see Platzack, 2000), as in (27a). From
(27b) itis clear that PMRCs are not non-restrictive retiauses, since they
are impossible to modify witfor ovrigt.

(27) a. Enmanvar har igar som,forovrigt, kandelisa.
A manwasherey-day,that, by the wayknew Lisa.

b. *Pojkenardum som,forovrigt, gar dit.
the boyis stupidthat, by the waygoesthere.

Swedish and other Scandinavian languages are famous foiptissibi-
lities to extract out of relative clauses, (Andersson, 19%Kwood, 1976;
Engdahl, 1980, 1982, 1997; Taraldsen, 1982, a.0). One ofdskeictions
on extractions is that the relative clause is restrictivar(pare (28) and (30))
(Teleman et al., 1999, vol 4:500). Taraldsen (1982) claimas éxtraposition
of the relative clause is obligatory for extraction to takesce, and sometimes
it is even string vacuous. In (28) the RC has moved to a positidhe left of
the adverbialgar ‘yesterday’ and in (29) the RC is, according to Taraldsen
(1982), in the same extraposed positlénGiven the right context, extrapo-
sition out of the PMRC is possible, (31) and (32); a furthatication that

2Taraldsen (1982) uses sentences that involve phrasal aedostacked relatives, not the
kind of sentences in (28)-(32).
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PMRCs are not non-restricted relative clauses.

(28) Snablommorstod enmanpatorget  igar somsalde
thoseflowers stooda manat the squarg-daythat sold

‘A man who sold flowers like that was in the square y-day.
(29) Snablommorkannerjag enmansomsaljer.

thoseflowers know | a manwhosells

‘Flowers like that, | know a man who sells them’

(30) *Sanablommorstod enmanpatorget i gar somfor ovrigt
thoseflowers stooda manat the square-daythat by the way
salde
sold
‘A man who sold flowers like that was at the square y-day, by the
way.’

(31) Har du lort att Nilsson knapptadjer ragon mplk nufortiden?
‘Have you heard that Nilson sells hardly any milk nowadays?’
? Ja, ochdensistakon somgav mjolk var hanvaldigtdum
Yes,andthe last cowthat gavemilk washe very stupid

somsalde.
that sold

‘Yes, and he was very stupid to sell the last cow that gave alky m

(32) Jag vetinte hur jag ska orka springa. Jag har iétestr @ veckor.
‘I don’t know how | will be able to run. | haven’'t exercised ire@ks’.

? Stockholmmaraton var du ju vansinnigsomannalde dig
Stockholmmarathonwereyou part.insane that registeredefi
till da.
for then
‘Then you were insane to register for STHLM marathon.’

The conclusion is that if PMRCs are RCs, they are of the aettikind.

The PMRCs show other characteristics in common with RCst,Fioth are

13Extractions out of relative clauses are very sensitive tatexd and lexical semantics
which makes it difficult to come up with fully wellformed exates, see Engdahl (1997, a.0.)
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introduced by the subjunctissom Second, both types of clauses are finite.
Third, as mentioned in section 3, PMRCs cannot be front&th)(&nd neither
can RCs, (33b).

(33) a. *Som @r dit,ar han dum.
“To go there, he is stupid'.
b. *Som jag kinner, kommer en flicka idag.
‘That | know, a girl comes today’

However, there are differences between the two types okeklas well.
In contrast to control clauses, there are no restriction batv@rguments can
be left out in Swedish RCs. In Swedish an NP with any syntdatiction in
the matrix clause can be relativized, and the missing argtimghe RC can
have any syntactic function (Teleman et al., 1999, vol.8)48

(34) a. Flickansomsjunger.SUBJECT
the girl whosings

b. Enbok somLisalaste.OBJECT
a bookthat Lisaread

C. Lararen somLisagav enbok. INDIRECT OBJECT
the teachethat Lisagavea book

d. Hyllan somboken star i. PRER OBJ.
the shelfthat the bookstandsn
‘The shelf that the book is on.’

This is not possible with PMRCs. As shown before, there isiatsequi-
rement that the missing argument be the subject. Since guayrnant can be
relativized in RCs, there is no semantic requirement thaarttssing argument
be in control of the event described in the RC. In section apgde (16), it
was shown that this requirement was induced by the evatuptiedicate, not
the PMRC itself, and it holds in other subordinate clauses to

A further difference between PMRCs and RCs concerns exrapo.
Swedish relative clauses can optionally be extraposedn §85)1* The

14According to Teleman et al. (1999, vol.3: ch 21), the cowdisi under which extraposed
relative clauses are possible are not very well researamed\aill not pursue this topic here.
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PMRC is different. It can only get a predicate modifying npietation when
it is adjacent to the adjective. In (35) the meaning of the $emtences are the
same, and the position of the attributive relative claussdmt make a diffe-
rence. When there is an EA, the position of the RC is importithe clause
is adjacent to the antecedent of the gap, the interpretatitmat of a (non-)
restrictive RC, (35c). Itis only in the extraposed positibat it is possible to
get the predicate modifying interpretation discussed atige 2.

(35) a. Nu armannermrsomsaljerdammsugare har igen.
nowis the marthat sells vacuum cleanergereagain

‘Now is the man who sells vacuum cleaners here again.’
b. Nu armannerhar igen somsaljerdammsugare.

nowis the marhereagainthat sells vacuum cleaners

‘Now is the man here again who sells vacuum cleaners.’
C. Mannensomsaljerdammsugare artokig.

the manthat sells vacuum cleaners stupid

‘The man who sells vacuum cleaners is stupid.’

This difference in position is crucial for for the differemterpretations that
RCs and PMRCs get. In fact, it is somewhat confusing to calRMRC

extraposed as Teleman et al. (1999) do, since it is not exdegpfrom the
element it modifies. It modifies the evaluative predicateictviit is adjacent
to. However, it is possible to extrapose the PMRC, with nzan#d predicate
modifying interpretatiort?

(36) Lisavar dum igar somgick dit.
Lisawasstupidy-daythat wentthere

‘Lisa was stupid yesterday to go there.’

Another similarity between PMRCs and RCs is the distributd/herever
an RC can occur we can have a PMRC. The only difference seerns to
what they restrict, RCs restrict referential expressiamd BMRCs restrict
evaluative predicates.

15'm grateful to Christer Platzack for providing this exarapl
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4.1 Redativeclauseor not?

Categorizing the clause following an EA as an RC, accoumthéofollowing
facts:

e The missing argument in a tensed clause
e the use of the relative subjunctigom
e The restricting interpretation of the clause.

e The requirement of extraposition and that a non-extrapokete gives
a different interpretation and may even induce illformesine

What remains unaccounted for if the clause is a RC, are theniolg facts:

e The requirement of missing subject and the fact that it masefsome
control over the event in the PMRC.

Even though PMRCs differ in these respects from RCs, | thivekdata on
the whole this favours an RC-analysis of PMRCs. But instdadaxlifying
referential expressions, such as NPs, they modify pregicart at least predi-
cative evaluative adjectives and nouns. The next sectiamaes the phrase
structure of the adjective phrase and the PMRC.

5 Phrasestructure

The PMRC cannot be fronted:

(37) a. *Som @r dit,ar han dum.
“To go there, he is stupid'.
b. *Som inte betaladeakningarnaar jag dum.
‘Not to pay the bills, | am stupid.’

This indicates that the PMRC is internal to the adjectiveaplr The fact that
fronting of the EA together with the PMRC supports such acttme:
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(38) Fronting

a. Dum somsloghundenvar han.
stupidthat hit the dogwashe

b. Enidiot somsloghundenvar han.
an idiot that hit the dogwashe

C. Dum var hansomsloghunden.
Stupidwashe that hit the dog

d. Enidiot var hansomsloghunden.
An idiot washe that hit the dog

The fact that the adjective can be fronted on its own is priybalcase of
predicate fronting, as in (39)

(39) Springelgor  han.
runs  doeshe
‘Running is what he’s doing.’

(40) a. *Hurdum somslarhundenarJohan?
how stupidthat hits the dogis John

b. ?Hurdum arJohansomslarhunden?
how stupidis John that hits the dog

Wh-movement seems to favour a structure where the PMRCparttof the
AP, but the status of the sentences is questionable.

(41) Exclamations

a. ?Vad dum sominte betaladegakningarngag var!
Whatstupidthat not paid thebills | was

b. Vad dum jagvar sominte betaladgakningarna!
Whatstupidl wasthat not paid  the bills

‘How stupid | was not to pay the bills’.

c. ?Vilkenidiot sominte betaladegakningarngag var!
What an idiotthat not paid thebills | was

d. Vilkenidiot jagvar sominte betaladgakningarna!
What anidiotl wasthat not paid the bills
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Again, the PMRC-clause doesn’t seem to form a constituettt the EA or
EN. However, end-weight may play a role here as well as in dse avith
wh-movement.

(42) Pro-forms

a. Joharvar dum somsloghundenochdet var Lisamed.
John wasstupidthat hit the dogandthatwasLisatoo.
‘John was stupid to hit the dog and so was Lisa’.

b. *Johanvar dum somsloghundenochdet var Lisamed
John wasstupidthat hit the dogandthatwasLisatoo

somslogkatten.
that hit the cat

C. Joharvar enidiot somsloghundenochdetvar Lisamed.
John wasanidiot that hit the dogandso wasL too

d. *? Joharvar enidiot somsloghundenochdet var Lisamed
John wasanidiot that hit the dogandthatwasLisatoo

somslogkatten.
that hit the cat

Proforms indicate that the PMRC is part of AP. It is not cle&ether it is a
part of the predicative noun, thoughOne possible structure of the construc-
tion is:
(43) VP
V AP
‘ /\
var A RC

dum

som slog hunden

Also, the fact that the PMRC cannot occur without the adyeatidicates that
it is part of the AP. Whether it is an adjunct or an argumentfigcdlt to say.
The fact that only EAs can have PMRCs indicates that it is garaent, but

the adverbial modification indicates adjunct status.

8Even though it is important, | will not be concerned with theisture of the predicative
DP in this paper.
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6 Theoretical considerations

This section briefly points out some of the problems that arétecal analysis
of PMRCs must account for. The perspective is from a generitamework
(Kayne, 1994; Chomsky, 2001). There are two key issues teahaeed of
explanation. The firstis how the gap in the PMRC can be relatdte subject
of the PMRC'’s matrix clause, without inducing a noun modifysemantics.
The second is how to account for the predicate modifyingomegation.

The subject gap in the PMRC: Since the PMRC doesn’t modify the common
argument, or head, any head internal analysis (Kayne, 1Ba#zack, 2000)
of it will give the wrong semantics. An analysis along thesed will also
have to involve substantive movement of the head, from an €MfRernal
position to the subject position of the matrix clause. As I@sn pointed out
previously (Borsley, 1997, among others), the noun and #terchiner does
not form a constituent in head internal analyses of RCs. s$nahialysis of
Swedish RCs, Platzack (2000) assumes the following strerctu

(44) DP

/\
D NP
N CP
| Py
flickan pp C’

|
Op;  somt gick dit

If (44) was the structure in the PMRC, the subjélickanis made up of B
and N, which isn’t a constituent. In an analysis involving remh@aovement
this is avoided by first moving the CP and then moving the DRarAfrom
the apparent ad hoc solution that this kind of movement ajperanvolves, it
still gets the semantics wrong. Such an approach to accapiar the subject
gap predicts that the PMRC modifies the subject DP and notvhleagive
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predicate.

Platzack (2000, 285-288) provides a different analysigkiraposed rela-
tive clauses. He recognizes the problem with moving theesiithyead when it
Isn’t a constituent. For extraposed RCs he proposes thaethe is externally
merged in the subject position and the gap in the extraposed Rlled by
an operatot’

(45) [pp [po som] [wp [vo ti] [ep Op; [co t] [op t; gar dit]]]]

Applied to PMRCs, this kind of analysis, without modificatjavould pre-
dict that the PMRC modifies the subject rather than the etigiadjective.
Just as Kayne'’s raising analysis in (44).

The predicate modifying interpretation: A related issue is how the PMRC can
modify a predicate. It seems that the PMRC is embedded uhdepredi-
cate it modifies, and not just extraposed to the end of theixnadause. The
consequence of this is that it is not possible to apply theesanalysis to
PMRCs and RCs, extraposed or not. The most obvious way taiatdor
the predicate modifying interpretation is to assume thatRMRC is selec-
ted by the evaluative predicate, or perhaps optionallyahiced just like an
adverbial. As pointed out above, this relation to the pratienakes it very
difficult to account for the subject gap. Neither the opearattalysis nor the
raising analysis gives the right semantics.

The most fruitful way to go about this problem is presumablyeiase out
the semantic properties of the operator in the operatoyaisalThe PMRC is
merged with the predicate it modifies, just like most othediiers, except
for example extraposed relative clauses. The PMRC and RECaadrvery
different syntactically, the difference lies in the type agerator that they
have. Exactly what this difference is, is a topic of ongoiegearch.

"The structure in (45) is a simplified version of Platzack8)(3
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7 Conclusion

In this paper | have shown that despite the fact that PMRC4 dwdify no-
minal expressions, contrary to most descriptions/debingiof relative clauses,
they are a type of relative clause. They modify evaluativedmrates. They
have similarities to control clauses, but also differenddw fact that control
clauses are non-finite in Swedish and PMRCs finite, makes @espt to
give them a unified account very complicated and it has fachieg conse-
guences for current theoretical analyses of control. It sfemvn that tense
in the PMRC is an independent tense that isn’t parasiticométrix clause.
Had it been, a control analysis would probably be the bestopinstead the
PMRC show many similarities to relative clauses and it setbiaist is a sub-
class of relative clauses. It has more restrictions on it fR&s, but none of
these restrictions violates any RC restriction. The ciutifference to RCs,
though, being that PMRCs restrict predicates, not nouns.

| have pointed out some issues that a theoretical accouni&f®s must
take into consideration, and also how current generativeaRalyses fail to
meet these considerations. The most promising route in audcamework
seems to be one where the head of the PMRC (the common argiment
Dixon’s terms (2010)) and the PMRC itself are independemi&yged in the
structure; the head as subject in the matrix clause and tHie@ ks an ad-
junct/complement to the predicate it modifies. What make&fE&lIdifferent
from RCs is the relation between the gap and the head. The¢ eaage of
this relation is the topic of ongoing research and hopeftiiy results will
shed light on both predicate modification and the relatiomvben gaps and
their long distance dependencies to arguments.
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