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1- THe DivErst NATURE OF Mon- 1 Introduclion
‘. WWTERROGATIVE WH

In recent years. head-ralsing/promotion analyses of English restoictive
relative clauses (RRCs), whereby the head is moved directly from
within the RRC, have gained popatarity. n part becauwse they offer
weatment of relativization thal dispenses with mechanisms hike predi-
cation apd identificanon conditions on null operators. This type of
analysis Wit obpinally proposed hy Gchachter (1977) and Vergnaud
(1974, revived by Kayne (1994, and refined by Bianchi {20083
| answer 4 number of objections Kuyne's propusal raised by Noraley
(1997). Tlowever, on the hasis of empirical evidence perlaining 10
reconstruction possibilitics, Asun and Li (2003) have argued (hat in
l English, head raising is available only for non-wh-RRCs with type 1
‘ Jeterminers and that alt other RRCs—that is, wh-RRCs and non-wh-
i RRECs with type 11 determineIa— involve an external hase-generated
head thal enters into 4 p[udir.:a[ionl'agruemunt relation with # moved
wh-operator originsling within the RRC (sec Chomsky 1977;.'

In this squib, the following two cluims made by Aoun and Li
(20073) with respuct [0 RECs will e examined in rehadon to uther
ROMTNICIOEAve wh-constrigtions: (a) in Enplish, a maved noninier
[ogative wh-phrasc semantically combines quantitication and reswic-
tion (Aoun and Li 2003:212); {b) in RRCs, the usc of a wh-plrase
indicares that the structure is derived by movemuent of 2 wh-aperaing
that s in a predicadon/aprecment relation with a hasegensrated head
{Aoun and Li 2003 115- 116). We will argue, o1 the basiz of data
pertaining to Hnelish nonresiriciive relative Clauses (NRRCs), that
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Weare grareful 1o Julia Yerschensuhn, Barbara Partee, and four Lf review-
ers For helpful camments and supgrestions. AN remuaining criors are., naturally
enough, our own.

| The relevant distinerion between type I and type T0 determiners is that
Jdepwn by Carlson (1977:525) on the bagis of whether or nol the deteriiner
can coocour with 2 number exproasinn.

(1) Type L the fory nen. these fow insects, every e minutes, aff fifly
Vikings. €Ic.

(i Type 1L “rep many PEoples *few several mcileats. Frny twilve
pounds. el
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SQUIBS AND LISCUSSION

movement of o noninlerrogative wh-phrase does not always signal a
predlication relation, nor docs it entail that the wh-clement is quantifica-
tion- We will [urther claim. given evidence (rom clelting phenomena
it inplish, that 8 wh-phrase may occur m a strocture derived via
pramotion provided that ity the opional spell-out of the wh-feature
thar atrracts the “*promoted phrase™” to Spec,CP.

2 Aoun and Li’s (2003) Account of Restriclive Relative Clauses

Aoun and 1.1"% (2003} claim that hoth head-raising/promotion and head
bage-peneraton/operalor movement strategies are available to derive
RECs rests primarily on the observation that some RRCs cxhibit the
full range of reconstruction cffects while others do not. Tor example,
there is a systemalic contrast betwesn wh-RRCs and non-wh-RRCy
with respect 10 the reconstruction of ¥V + () idioms (la), anaphotic
binding (1h), pronouns interpreted as bound vaciables (1¢), and quanti-
fier scope (2).

(1) a. The careful track (thar)/??which she's kesping of her ex-
punses pleases me.
b. We admired the picure of himscll, (that)/*which Johny,
likes bast.
¢. The piclure of his, mother (thut)/7Fwhich every student,
painted in art class was inpressive.
(2) @ 1 phoned the two putients {that) every doctor will ex-
amine,
(wide scope reading Tor ¥ possible)
b. Tphoned the two patients whe every doctor will examine.
(wide scope reading lor ¥ unavailable)

Aoun and Li point out that the head-raising analysis casily cxplains
reconstruction cllects in non-wh-BRCs and propose that (hey partake
in the structure i (3). They also take the lack of reconstrucnon effecrs
in wh-RRCs 1o indicate that the head in such constructions is base-
gencrated in its surface position and that the wh-operator they contain
underpoes movemnent in the [ushion illustrated 1o (4).
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Besides having the obvious advantage of ac
recomstruction cffects in wh-RERCs, the structure in (€] dk?es pol base-
generate phrascs such as Ywho(m) NP| and [why ME], which are ncv.ur
found in other comexts. Having (o base-generale such phr:lmes_was
ane of the dissdvamages of Kayne's (1994) promotion apalysis of wh-

RKCs, illusirated in (3),
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(3) a. the person with whom T played tennis ., ,
L. the 1€ [T played 1ennis with whom person]]
¢. the [with whom person [C |1 played tennis felin}
d. the [eplee person, [with whom [c],]] |C" . |,

3 Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses

Unlike BRC:, NRRCs never appear withoul a wh-clement, as (8) illus
Lrutes.

(6) ‘This child, *(wha) my daughter played wily, had the .

TF we extend Aoun and Li's (2003) line of reasohing, this means that
NRRCs do not involve head raising but inseead are derived by operator
movemnent {contra Kayne 1994), Two picces of cvidence support this
conclusion. First, the head of an NRRC need not be 1 DP bur can be.
among other calegories, an AF or 3 VP (1o the begt of our knowledge.
this was first noled by Thompson (1971))

(7} a. Peter is Whrifty, whichi T will never he.
b. Sue shook bands with the president, which Patrck did
0.

Tn such cases, Borsley (1997) points aul, Kayne's (1994) promotion
approach would posit a structure in which the wh-vlement which has
an AP-lrace or a VP-trace as its complement. {nterrogalive whick,
however. never allows categories of this rype as ity complement.

(8) a. *Which thrifly is Peter?
b. *Which shake hands with the prestdent did Sue?

2 e

A second piece of evidence aguinst a promotion analysis of NRRCy
concerns their lailure w exhibit reconstruction efficts,

(9) a. *This is nothing but lip service, which Paul pays 1o civil
; liberties whenever he pets a chance,
/ b. *Vera haled this intergst in each other;, which [Jared ani
Nicole), often showed ur panies.
¢ "Two pictures of his, mother. which every stndeny, had
given Sue, were on the tbic.
d. L ralked ro two putients, who every doctor in town had
cxaniney,
(wale seope reading Lot ¥ unavailuble)

We are thus led W the conclusion Ui NRECS involve movemenl ol
the wh-element within the relgtive CP/TopP ihey contain,

We Lurn next i the senuintic narire of the wh phrase thar appears
in NRRCs. Are such phrases quantificatjonal, just like the ones that
appear in RRCy? To answer tiis quastion, we must first take a closer
look al the semantic feature specifications of the heads of NRRC,
which, regardless of one's theory of NRRCs, are in some way tied Lo
thase of their retative pronouns. As Radman (1976:175) puints out,
given dawa like (100, these specifications appear Lo be much more
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SOUIBS AND DISCUSSION 639

restcted than they ase in RICs, leading him Lo proposc that NRRCs
“imust he headed by a wanm which hus 2 unigue, identifiable referent.’”

(10y *Every/No/Any man. who is & mamnal, walks.

This characterizalion is inaccurate as it stands, however, since many
NERCs huve quantificational heads.

(11 Some/Many/A few/All the/Taactly three knights, Who wote
chain mail, survived the arcack,

Adopting Beghelll and Siowell’s (1997) classification of uanti-
fier phrazes (QPs). we can desorihe the contrast between (10) and (1
by saying that only OPs thal count individuals wilh a given property
(which Bephelli and Swwell call counting (F5) und QPs thal introduce
individual variables—whether singular or plural inelividuals-—{(which
Bephelli and Stowell call group-denoring QPs) ure allowed s heads
of NRRCs. Why should this be? The answer can be [ormulated on the
hasis of an obscrvation made by Cooper (1983:92-93). gecording {0
whom the facts concerning which QOPs can hewl NRR(S fgeem o
pear some relation ta . discourse anaphora, i.e. the possibility of
having a pronoun i i Senrence related [0 a nuun-phyasc posurning in
an sarlicr sentence.”” Simply put, his idca is that 2 QF is allowed 0
head an MREC enly if it cun serve as the antecedent of a pronoun that
it dots not bing, An exarple ol this parallel is given in (12)-(13).

(12) a. *Every/No knight, who worg chain mail, lefn the casde,
L. All the/Many knights, who wore chain mail, 1zt the
castle.
(13) a. *Hvery/No knight, wore chain mall and he; lett the castle.
n Al thw/Many knights, wore chaiu mail and they; lett
the castle,

The pronouns in the secund conjuncts of (13a-b) are E-type pronouns
(Evans 1977, 1980), that in, pronouns whase denotution is fixed by
2 description recoverable from the clause containing the quantitier
amtecedent (.5, the denolation of they in (13b) is fixed by the desorip-
tion the knighis that wore chain rmail). Thus, the subcluss of QPs that
cun serve as heads of NRRCs is the same as the subecluss that can
serve as antecedents for B-type pronouns. Apain, why should iz he'?
Suppose that we take The »u called relative pronoun in NRRCs to
literally be a {referential) pronowrn, a8 proposed by Demircdachs (1991).
If g, then we immediately cxplain why only (P that can be used s
anteeedents for propouns can be heads in thoxe constructions.,

Onber fnets follow as well. First, this proposal explains wly the
ead of an NRRC can be an AP or 4 VI? (see (7)) there arc pronouns
thal can substiture {or such categories. as illustrated in (14).

(14) . Deler is thrifty. Bil is anything but that. (Uhat - thrifly)

b, Sue shook lands with the prasidenl. Patrick did it wa. (it
= shake hauds with the president)

Second, it predicts the (act, ponied out by Sulir (1986:667) and Postal
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I
{1993:540), among others, that NERCs, unlike their RRC councrparts, }
do nen display weak crossaver effects. |

(13) a.  Jack;. who, they convinced his; sister that you had called
a coward, ...
h, *The kid; who, his, stster called a voward dud poorly on
the test,

The contrast in {13) follows from the standard assumption that only
quantificational elements trigper weak crossover effocts 1ogether with
our hypothesis that the whe in (1543 is pronominul culber than quantifi-
calional.

some intriguing questions remain. First, il the wh-clement i an
NRRC wilh a quantificational head is an E-type pronoun rather than
a bound variable, then it must be the case that it is not c-commanded by
that head. The structure for NRECs in (16). advocated by Demirdache
{1991) and Hornstein (20013, is consistent with this fact. In this struc-
wre, the NRRC is base-generated adjoined 10 the head iU modifies.

(16) pr
P
— ey
- s
DP CFP
fﬁ__.—""‘\-\._\_\_&
/\ - Hm“n\.
thiz woman whe everyone admires

This is insufficienl, however, because o pronoun inside an NRRC
cannat be bound by a quantifier located entivaly ouside the relative
consiction. Far example, Satir (1986:672) paints out that 2 subject
QP cannot bind # prunoun inside an objecl NRRC but it may do &0
inside an RRC.

(17} a. *Every student, forgave John. who he, liked.
b. Every swdent forgave a man who he, liked,

To explain these facrs, Sufir (1986) claims trat the nonrestricive stog-
fure is invisible al LF and is later auached at the Tevel of LTV, Tuis
unclem w us, however, how such an analysis can be restaled in terinsg
consistent with minimalist sssamptions, Demirdache (1991) proposcs
that the CP component of un NRRC is representcd uas an independent
clause m LE. Syntactically, this means tat at LT, the C1 adjoined (o
the NRRC head s lifed out of its constituent 1o attach to the highest
nude in the tree, Although this analysis is consistent with the facts in
(17a), it is inleresting 1o note that when overt movement largets an
NRREC, it cannot separate the relative’s head from s adjoined CP.

{18) n.  Thizcar, which is cquipped with 4 V6, 1 would consider
buying.
b, *“This car. 1 would consider buying, which is equipped
with a V6,
. *Which is cyuipped with a Vo, 1 would consider buying
this car.
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Why covert movement should be diflerent in (his respect is an interest-
ing guestion, which we will lzave apen [or future research.*

A second important issue concerns the nature uf the relation be-
{ween the head of un NRRC and its wh-clement, Note first that this
relation cannot be onc of predicaton, the predicate being the CF com-
ponent of the NRRC and the argument, its head, becavse the head of
an NRRC can itself be a (VE or AP) predicale, as shown in (7). Since
we took the position that the wh-element in NRRCs is a pronoun
endowed with a wh-fcature, ils relation 1o the head must be that of
discoursa anaphora. But here 2n interesting complication arises i rela-
tion tw quantificational heuds. Consider in this respect the following
paradigms:

(1% a. Sarah owns 2 Can- She takes goud care of ir.
b. *Sarnb is a car-owner. She takes pood care of it
. *Sarah is a car-owner, which, runs like a top,

{20y a. *John owns no shecp; and Harry takes carc of them,.
b. The professor saw no students in class Thursday. They
frad (all) xone to the beach instead.
. *The professor saw no students, who hadd pone o the
beach.

The contast between (1923 and (19b) shows that E-type pronouns are
not licensed by just any salicnl exprégsion picking vut a reforent in
the comtexl. Incorpurated nominals like car- 1 (19) arc not pood
enough; C-type pronouns need to be licensed hy syntaclic phrases, for
cranple, the indefinite QP a car in (19u), As shown in { 19¢), the swmne
is rue of e wh-clement found i NRRCs, a fact consistent with our
analysis. Consider next (20a), an cxample in which an E-lype pronoun
fails o be leensed. Since the role of an E-type pronoun is to reler w
the object(s) that satisfy the predicate in the antegedent clause and
(hereby make that clause trug, the E-type pronoun in (2(0)a) cannot have
a no quantifier as anlecedent since therc are na shevp that are owned by
Tohn, But then, what kind of pronoun ix the one in (20b)7 T illustrates
type of pragmmic anaphora noled and discussed by Partes (1978).7 In
such cages, the no quantifier does not serve directly as anweeedent to
the pragmatic pronoun: the referent of they in (20b) vefers 1o all of
the professor’s sludents, that is, the group over which the guantifisr
ne students 15 ranging, What 1s interesting js that the wh-element fuund
in an NRRC can never funclion in such a way, us (20c) illusrrates,

1 A revicwer suggests thar this objection to Dremirdache's (1991) proposal
i3 nol entively justiried, claiming that i epe changs- (1¥h) W something like
{1}, its slatus IMProves,

(i) This car, | would actuslly consider buying. which is cquipped wilh 2

Vé, Leher scats. and & whole unch of uxurious [eanires.
Although the speukars we constlred fownd (i) casier 1o process, Hhey still charae-

rerized it 55 beng inprammakicil.
*We are prutelul to an anonymous revicwer [or bringny {(20b) 1o oue

atenlion,
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Rather, its reference must be determined by the whole QP head. These
ubservalions make it clear that the wh-clement in NRRCs 15 a pronoun
that bears a very tipht relation to the relutive construction’s head.*
They also underscore the fact that there 15 o rea] distinetion between
E-1ype pronowss and pronouns of 4 more pragmalic nature.

4 Clefts

In o manner reminiscent of RRCx, clefr sentencoes may display, in the
CI* projection that Tollows the clefied phrase, £ thar, or a wh-phrase.

(21) Tt was Bill B/that/who they saw.

Clefts differ (rom RRCs, howgver, in that they allow reconstruction
repardless of whether of not a wh-element is used.

{22y a. It's hersell, thatwho she; hates the mast.
h. 1< 1his sort of story aboul herself; that/which no woman,
wuould tell 1 man.
c. It's two cancer patienls that/who every intem had to ox-
amdne yesterday.
{wide scope reading for ¥V possible)

These facls suppest that n promotion analysis of clefts along the lines
supgested by E. Kiss (1998} and ourselves (Authicr and Reed 1999,
2001) is warranted even when a wh-clement is present in the structure.”
Thus, for conereteness, we will assume that clefted phrases cnter the
derivaton in the cmbedded CP and meve to the speeilicr position of
a Focus ['hrasc that takes the embedded CP as it complement. Given
these assumptions, the strocture correspoding (o a sentence like (23a)
13 (23D).

4 This relution dogs not necessarily Tollow from syoracric considerations.
It might very wiell wen out o be the result of o discourse principle akin o tes
one that forces the pareathetical my sister in (i)t obligatorily eorefer with
Ielen.

(i) Llzlen, my sister, i5 an architeer.

% Pinkham and [lankamer (1975) argue that Uue presence of clelied ana-
phors in sentences like (224) eannot be wken as evidence Tor a pramorion
analysis aof cletting because of gramples like (i) and (u).

(i) It was himself thal Peter urged Ann o defend.

(Campase: “Peter urged Ann to defend himself.)

(i) *Ir's each other thae Peter and Ann can't srand.

We contend (hat examples like (i) are in (gt comsisrent with a promotion
analysis of clefung if the clefied phrase 15 not an anaphor it a noanominative
intznsified pronoun of the type discussed by Buker (1995)- -hat is, & pronoun
suhject 0 two conditions that regulare intensive NPs ke Peter fnavedlf genes

ally, () a contrasriveness requiremtcnt and (h) a requirement Ui e wdividal
Leing eferred ro be more central than other individuals 1o the coninist s
Note (it i such conditions are met, 4 nonpeminatve inwnsilicd pronoun cur.

RS



1127720068 11:51 IFAX frenchdeptBpsu. edu

QP head. These
L0515 4 pronoun
uction’s head.”!

inctionn between
afure.

y display, in the
or & wh-plirase.

v reconstruction

L.
hich no womary;

S50UIDE AMD DISCUSKRION

(23) a. lomigln be o Velma that Tred spoke.

+ Lisa Reed

010014

643

ntern had Lo ex-

1 ulong the lines
and Reed 1993,
in the strucore.”
hrases enter the
ifier position of
iplement. Given
wence like 230)

tic considerations.
inciple akn to the
anily careter with

we of glefred ana-
+ [ur a4 promation

with 2 promuolion
[ 4 nonnomutive
-that is, & pronoun
ter himeelf gener-
that the individual

0 the conlrast scl,
ified pronoun cam,

h. IF
Spac I
it 1 VP
might V FP
be Spec F

/ H\\

P CP

) Speo o

/\ ~

t C P

that  Spec T

Fred I v

"N

Speu v
f/,/'hﬂxhx
v ee
apoke A

i addition o the clefr pusition, appear n sitn as in (i), an cxample of the
type discussed by Zobi-Herz (198G},
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A promedion approach o clelling, however, necds L0 answer Wo
impuoriant questions: what i the nature of (he wh-element that some-
times appears in such constructivns, and what is its syntactie position?
Any auempt o answer these related questions must Lake into account
the fuet that the distribution of the wh-elemenls thal appsar in clefts
differs markedly trom that found in RRCs, Cuonsider in this respeet
the following cantrasts:®

(24) a. 1t's Velma who/??which Frad marmed
The woman who/!which Fred married ...

=3

Tt was thal year (*when) Fred decided to go o college.
. The year when Fred decided 10 2o to college ..

It was in thar eity (Fwhere) they held the tea parly.

. The city where they held the tea party ...

(X7 a. It was on Smiley (¥om whomy/*whom) the sherill placed

the blame.
b. ‘Lhe man on whom the sheriff placed the blame . ..

(25}

(16)

=SSO~

As (24) shows, which seems more natiral with a | | human] hecad in
RRE's than with 4 | +human] clefied phrase; as (25) shows, when i
fine in RRCs but more awkward in clefts; and as (26) and (27) show,
i anything other than a DP has been clefied. the presence of a wh-
clement appears to be tuled vut. The peculiar distribution of wh-elc-
ments in clefis has prompted Rochemaont (1986) hypothesize thal
they are used by analogy to relative pronouns’” in RRCs and then
only whea the ¢lefted phrase is nominal. In a similar vein, L. Kiss
(100%) surmizex that they merely signal the preposed nature of the

0l clefted constituent and/or the incompleteness of the CP [ollowing it.
‘13“ Flere we will argue that the distribution of wh-glements in clefts
{ - '

i cun le accounted for on the assumprion that the wh-element that some-

—_— ———

Tumning now Lo sentenees like (i), we nole, as Pinklium and Flankamer do.
that the inability of carh other to cecupy o [ocnsed position s noL restricred
10 clels b is alse foond in topicalization consrructivns, which ars ahnost
| universally assumed Gn the generaive liwratus=) to invulve direel movemens
of the wopicalized phrise
{iv) *Cach other. William and Mary knew iite well.
Additionaly, the anaphor each eter may be wpicalized and clefred 1l it i
part of a larger phrase.
(v} Privare detuils of each other’s lives, they always try nor ro wlk wbout
in [romr of stranpwers.
(vi) ICs priving deraily of cach other’s lives thut they should 1y not to
talk about in tront of srangers.
This conshznt may be related W [osal's (199%) abservation that yuunrifira-
tional phrases can only appear in fogused position i they are nol “wanple”

{yee Foomnote 7).
b The judgments in (24) (27) are subject w a fair amount of dialectal
vartion and are therefore w be mken as conrasive rather than absaluce.
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limes appears in such consuuclions is the optional spell-out in C of
{he wi-feature thal attructs the clefed phease w Spee,CP, prior w it
further movement to Spee,FP. We will further hypothesize that i
agreement takes place in 4 specilier-head configuration. This type of
agreement phenomenon in by no meuns restricted to clelt consuuctions
bt can be found in other arcus of the grammar s well—Ffor examiple,
in participle agreement o 2 varcly of Romance languages. Consider
in this respect the French data in (28).
(2% a. La lenétre gu'il a peint(e) . ..
the window which he has painwed( reM)
“The window which he painted ... ’

b La brosse avec lagaelle il w  peint(*c) oo
ihe brush with which  hoe has puinted(*rEm) this
mur ...
wall

“The brush with which he puined this wall .. .7

lior the RRC in (284), we assumc slightly modified and updated
version of Kaync's (1988) account of pust paniciple apresment in
REomance. That is, we assume that 4l some stage in the derivation, the
faminine DP conlaining fenéire ‘window' is in the vwer specifier of
v, where i finds iself n the checking dormain of the participial V and
therefore able W check its d-lfeatures. This checking operation results
in the optional mnrphological spell-oul of ((cmining) agreement on V.
In (28b), on the other hand, (he extracted phrase is a PP and therefore
no such agreement is pussible.
Consider now the paralle] between (28) and (29).

{29) a. It was Smiley who the sheriff placed the blame on.
b, 1L was on Smley (*on whony/*whom) the sheril[ placed

the blame.

We contend 1hat the wh-element in (29a) 1s the (optional) mamhologi-
cal spell-out of the wh-Teature thut attracts the nominal ¢lelted phrase
ta Spec,CP. Notice that who ather than which 1y the preferred [orm
wken by wih, which suggests hat this is an agreement reflex ol wi
nnder peci het-head agrecment with a [+ hwman] NP. The scatence
in (29h) conlicms thal we are degling with an wgecment process sinee
when the extracted phrase i a PP, the ~pelf-out ol wh becomes unpaE-
sible.

[F the wh-elemenl (1t sOMClnes JAPREArs in cleft constuetions
is the morphological spell-out ol a wh-leaturz, as we have arpued,
{hen it has not moved Lo the position in which it appears in the course
of the derivalion. Bather, we assumed that 1t is the clefled phrase that
moves 1o SpecCP on ils way 0 its ultimale landing site: Spec,FL.
Tuken wpcther, thess assumplions make an interesting predicdon: i
the cleftod phrase is nonquantificational P, then it ought not 1o

be sinee it, rather than the wh-clement,

resull in weall crassover elfec
anl, we do eapect

bincls a variahle in argument posiion. (n the ather h
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weak crossover effects if the clefied phrase is a QI This prediction
iz indeed borne oul by the facts in (30), uncoversd by Postal {1993
5417

(30) w. Ttwas Jack, that I thought she deseribed his; wile ot
b. *It way somebody, else that T thoughs she described his,
wife o 1,.
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