Free Relative Constructions in OT Syntax"

Ralf Vogel

1 Introduction

This paper is part of a reseach project on OT Syntax and the typology of the
freereative (FR) construction. It concentrates on the details of an OT analysis
and some of its consequences for OT syntax.t | will not present a general
discusson of the phenomenon and the many controversial issuesit is famous for
in generative syntax.2 An example of an English freerelative (FR) clauseis the
subordinate wh-clause in (1), taken from (Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978:

(1)  [ce ] drank [rr whatever therewas]]

The FR clauses that we will be examining here ae dauses that stand for a
verbal argument. An interesting debate about the corred syntactic analysis of
FR clauses took placein the late 1970s and 198G. The most widely discussed
proposals were by Bresnan & Grimshaw (1978 and Groos & van Riemsdijk
(1981). The debate @ncentrated on the question how to represent FRs
syntacticdly, i.e., which node label should replacethe ‘FR’ in (1).

In (Vogel 2001) | assumethat FR clauses have the structure of other ordinary
subordinate dauses and that the label ‘FR’ is to be replaced by ‘CP in (1).
Rooryck (1994 argues for this proposal in detail.3 Many earlier acoounts claim
that there must be an NP node healing the FR clause. Bresnan & Grimshaw

U1 would like to thank the following colleagues for helpful comments and fruitful discussions:
Artemis Alexiadou, Gisbert Fanselow, Silke Fischer, Hans-Martin Gértner, Anastasia Giannakidou,
Jane Grimshaw, Alex Grosu, Fabian Heck, Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, Shin-Sook Kim, Jaklin
Kornfilt, Jonas Kuhn, Geraldine Legendre, Gereon Miiller, Peter Ohl, Jiirgen Pafel, Henk van
Riemsdijk, Doug Saddy, Tanja Schmid, Méelita Stavrou, Ruth Seibert, Halldor Sigurdsson, Markus
Steinbach, Hubert Truckenbrodt, Sten Vikner. I'm further thankful to the audiences of presentations
of parts of this paper at the Rutgers University, New Brunswick, Johns-Hopkins-Universty,
Baltimore, the Stuttgart 19990T Syntax Workshop, the Workshop on Conflicting Rules in Potsdam
and IATL 16, June 200Q Tel Aviv. All remaining errors are mine. The work on this paper was fully
supported by a grant for the DFG research project “ Optimalitétstheoretische Syntax des Deutschen”
(MU 14442-1), Univerdty of Stuttgart.

1The analysisto be presented here is a significant revision and extension of the one presented
in (Vogel 2001).

2Thisisdoneto some extent in (Vogel 2001) and (Voge!, to appeara).

3 See also (Afarli 1994 for a similar proposal for Norwegian FRs. In fad, thisis a revival of
the first generative acount of this congruction by Kuroda (1968). The latter proposal, to be honest,
incorporates both the NP and the CP treatment in a way that was only possible in the pre-X-bar
period. The topmost node is an NP node that immediately dominates an S node that hogts all the
material inside the FR, including the FR pronoun. With respect to the ‘outsde world an FR is an
NP, but itsinternal structureisclausal: [ne[s... FR ... ]].
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(1978 asume that this NP node hosts the FR pronoun. Groos & van Riemsdijk
(19817), and many others foll owing them, propose that the NP node is occupied
by a phoneticdly empty pronoun, pro. However, none of the exlier acoounts
could convincingly prove the need for the proposed exceptional structure of FR
clauses by showing exceptional syntactic behavior — compared to ardinary
subordinate dauses.

The only exceptional property of FRs is the so-called ‘matching effect’: the
FR pronoun seams to be sensitive to the requirements of both the matrix verb
and therelative dause internal verb. Asan effed of this, English and Dutch, and
some other languages, including perhaps variants of German, only have well-
formed FRs if the pronoun is able to ‘fulfil’ both requirements smultaneously.
Thisisthe @asein (1). But note that the requirements of the verbs do not match
here literally: the matrix verb requires a dired objed, while the FR pronoun is
the subject of the FR clause. But the form of the pronoun is the same for subject
and dred ohed, soits form matches bath requirements.

Rooryck (1994 notes that it is not necessary to assume a more mpli cated
structure in order to allow for such effeds. The accesshility of the [SpecCP]
position of the subordinate dause for the matrix verb is also necessary in order
to acoount for complementation in subordinate wh-clauses, asin (2):

(2) [cp Mary asked [cp what Peter said ]]

The verb ask requires a wh-complement, but it is the [Spec CP] position of the
complement clause, and not the CP node itsdlf, where this requirement is
fulfilled.# Another examplein case ae so-called ECM-constructions, where the
subjed of an embedded infinitival clause is ‘exceptionally’ assgned accusative
by the main verb o the superordinate dause, asin (3):

(3) John expeded [ip Mary to leave ]

The NP Mary occupies the highest spedfier of the infinitival complement clause
of the verb ‘expect’, but can nevertheless be assgned case by expect into this
positi on.

The situation in the @ase of FR complements is not very different. In FR
congtructions, we are deding with case requirements that have to be fulfill ed by
the dement in the [Spec CP] position of the subordinate dause.

In languages other than English that have a more daborated case system, a
case conflict can occur on the FR pronoun between the @ase required by the
matrix verb (henceforth m case) and the aserequired by the FR-internal verb
(henceforth r - case). Consider the following German clauses with the verbs
vertrauen (‘trust’), which requires a dative objed, and einladen (‘invite’), which
reguires an accusative objed:

4 Other crucial data ae possible extradions out of a complex wh-DP in [Spec,CP]. See
(Chomsky 1986 for a discussion of these i ssues.
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(4) a Ichladeein *wen/ wem ich vertraue
| invite *who-acc/ who-DAT | trust
b. Ich vertraue *wem/ *wen ich einlade

| trust *who-DAT/ *who-Acc | invite

A case onflict in German FRs nead not lead to ill-formedness as can be seen in
(44). But it can do so sometimes, as (4b) shows. Although the FR pronoun in
(44) has dative @se, and although the accusative aseis not realised, the dause
is well-formed. The same ‘violation’ leads to ungrammaticdity for many
German spe&kerss, when the FR pronoun has nominative @ase:

(5) Ichladeein*wen/ *wer mir  begegnet
| invite *who-Acc/ *who-NOM me-DAT meds

The dausein (5) with wer has the same ‘ constraint violations' as (4a) with wem
— bath suppressthe accusative Gase required by the matrix verb and rediser -
case on the pronoun. However, (4a) iswell-formed, (5) isnot.

Standard explanations for data of this kind, which can be found in many
languages, rely on the observation that there is a case hierarchy at work. In the
German data &ove, it is not crucial whether accusative is redised or not, but
whether of the two conflicting cases that one is realised that is higher on the
German case hierarchy. This is the @se in (4a) with wem, but not in (5) with
wer. For German, it is quite dea that the ase hierarchy must be of the
following form (see also Pittner 1991, and Bayer, Bader & Meng (2000 for
additional evidencefor this hierarchy from language emprehension):s

5 Though not for all German speakers, see section 2.4.

6 One important question that | discuss in detail in (Vogel, to appeara) is whether case
hierarchies are universal or language particular. First of al, there is no consensus among case
theoreticians that thereis auniversal inventory of cases, let alone what it lookslike. Case inventories
might well be language particular as such. But even if we take a universal inventory of (abstract)
cases for granted, it is not clear that this universal inventory isthe aqucial factor here. Thereason is
that it seems to be esential how a certain case is overtly realised in a language. The corflict in
German between m case=aacusative and r - case=nominative that yields ungrammatical FRs for
many speakers, as we saw above, can be resolved for inanimates, because the inanimate wh-pronoun
is the same for nominative and accusative. Furthermore, while in German accusative @n be
suppressd in favor of oblique @se, this is impossible in Spanish and Romanian for animate
acausatives, presumably because in this case the wh-pronoun takes the form of a PP (see Grosu
(19949 for further details). If we only used an abstract nation o universal accusative ase we would
have to determine universally whether accusative @n be suppressed in favor of oblique @se or not.
Depending on which decison one makes, one would fail to predict ether German o
Spani shYRomanian. One could, however, assume that only the hierarchisation is language particular.
As | show in (Vogel, to appeara), such language particular hierarchisation crucialy relies on what
surface form a case takes in a language. The assumption that the ase hierarchies that take effect in
FRsare language particular hierarchies of surface @ase formsis, as| seeit, unavoidable.

This has an important consequence for the grammar model one assumes: How does a grammar,
consisting of only uiversal constraints, determine whether a given FR clause is well-formed, if it has
to rely on a language particular hierarchy of forms? The suppressed case @uld be assumed to be
present in the form of an abstract feature that is not spelled aut. But thiswould nd be sufficient, we
need the surface form that the suppressed case would have had, if it had been spelled aut. But this
form is not present in the expresson to be evaluated. The grammar needs to have access to an
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(6) nominative < accusative < dative, genitive, PP

The @nstraints that have to be obeyed in German FRs sen to be the following
ones:

() The FR pronounrealisesr - case.
(i) m case isnot higher than r - case on the case hierarchy.

Other languages have other solutions of the problem. Gothic and Romanian
can shift between m case and r-case on the pronoun. Modern Greek,
redising m case in general, has a resumptive pronoun inside the FR, if the
otherwise suppresseed case is oblique. More details of the typology will be
discused in sedion 2. An optimality theoretic treatment appeas to be
promising for the foll owing reasons:

* FRs seam to be ‘imperfed’ as such. All posshble resolutions of case
conflicts in FRs have certain disadvantages. Either one of the two required
casesis suppressed, or aresumptive pronoun isinserted to realise bath cases,
whichis‘bad’ under considerations of economy.

» We find that different languages use different solutions under different
circumgtances, which could mean that the different ‘imperfedions of the
possble solutions mentioned above have different ‘weight’ in different
languages.

» There is a markedness sale of cases at work. OT, in principle, can
make use of universal markedness gales in a dired way. However, as the
scales at issue might turn out to be language particular scales, it ismuch less
clear how to proceed in our case.

* We have a quite diverse typology. Although other frameworks can aso
deal well with typology, an OT account might do so in a more transparent
and systematic way.

The next sedion will present some details of the typology to be aacounted
for. The third sedion introduces the OT analysis, and sedion 4 shows how it
predicts the given data.

(external) ‘database’ of case forms. This problem, as| seeit, calls for modularity of the kind popular
in the generative debates of the 198Gs in the context of the GB framework. The arrent minimali st
paradigm, avoiding any kind of modular computation o other non-local operations, does not seem
to be able to make the generalisations that seem to hold here. One anonymous reviewer tries to
reformulate the approach developed here in a derivational way compatible with minimalism. The
ideais basically that the FR pronoun leaves the syntax doubly case marked and that a post-syntactic
device D that maps chains onto linearized heads which are subject to lexical insertion could work as
well asthe nonrminimalist global account advocated here. This could well be the @se, but does not
affect the problem just discussed, namely, language particular case form hierarchies. Such a device
D would still have to ‘know’ that hierarchy in arder to work correctly. It might contain a universal
principle stating that oblique @se is more marked than non-oblique @se, but what it means to be
oblique differs from language to language. So the necessty of a case module will not go away in a
derivational model.
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2 The Typology of FRs

With resped to FRs, languages differ in 2 dimensions: first, they differ in
whether they have FRs at all, only matching FRs or aso some or al non-
matching FRs; seamnd, languages differ in the resolution strategies. We observe
threedifferent ways of realising FRs: we find FRs with the FR pronoun redising
r - case and m case remaining unredi sed, FRs with the FR pronoun realising
m case and r - case remaining unrealised, and we find FRs with the FR
pronoun realisng m case and an additional resumptive pronominal eement
redisingr - case. The fourth type of ‘resolution’ that aso hasto be considered
in an OT acoount is the shift to another construction like, for instance a
correlative construction, aleft didocated structure or an ordinary headed relative
congtruction. This sedion will briefly introducethe different language types that
have to be considered.

2.1 Languages without FRs

There ae languages that do not allow for freerelatives. One examplein caseis
Hindi (cf. Dayal 1996. The usua way to trandate a ¢ause like ‘I didn't like
whatever Anu ardered’ is by using a correlative mnstruction:?

(7) jo ciizeN anu-ne mangaa&iiN ve mujh-ko nahiiN pasand aayiiN
which things Anu-Erg ardered themI-Dat not like comeP
“Which things Anu ordered, | didn't like them’ (Dayal 199, 213

Anocther language that might belong to this classis Tok Fisin:

(8 Wanemoal kaikai oli givimyu, yu no ken kaikai
what Pl.food they give you, you Neg can eat
‘“Whatever food they give you you must not eat’ (Wodford 1978, 484)

Although Tok Pisin is classfied as a language having FRs in the literature (cf.
Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978and Wodford 197§ the data can be interpreted in a
different way. The reason is that here the FR looks exactly like a headed relative
congtruction, cf.:

(90 Ol samting mipelasalim i golongyui kamap pinis long yu
Pl.thing we sent goto you come Aspedto you
‘The things that we sent you arrived’ (Wodford 1978, 485)

Restrictive relative dauses in Tok Pisin lodk like ordinary clauses, they are not
introduced by a mmplementiser or a relative pronoun. So we only have to

7 The example is syntactically parallel to a |eft didocated structure. | will treat correlatives and
left didocated FRs on a par.
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exchange the ' FR’ pronoun in (8) with an ordinary NP to yield a headed relative
construction asin (9).

Bresnan & Grimshaw argue on the basis of the Tok Pisin data that FRs are
structuraly different from interrogative wh-clauses. Tok Pisin does not have wh-
movement, i.e., wh-pronounsin interrogative dausesremain in situ:

(10) Yutupela sutim husat tru?
you shot who redly
‘Who did yau redly shoat? (Woolford 1979, 43)

If Tok Pisin has no FRs, then this argument breaks down, and the parallelism of
FRs and ather subordinate wh-clauses is re-establi shed.

2.2 Languages with only matching FRs

In languages which only have matching FRs the surfaceform of the FR pronoun
has to ‘match’ the forms required for the redisation of bath m case and r -
case. English is auch alanguage:

(11) a I drank whatever there was
b. I'll reread whatever paper John has worked *(on)
c. *I'll reread on whatever paper John has worked
d. I'll live wherever you live
e. I'll livein whatever town you live (in)
(Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978

If the matrix verb requires an NP, then the FR pronoun has to be of that
category, as we seein (11a-c). The same holds for a PP requirement (11e).
However, English has preposition stranding. Although there is a conflict in
(11b) with resped to the forms required by the verbs — the matrix verb requires
adired object, i.e. an NP, and the enbedded verb a PP—, aFR is possible, if the
pronoun moves alone and leaves its preposition behind (11b). Pied-piping as in
(11c) yidds ungrammaticality. This shows again that it is not the requirements
of the verbs that have to match, but it is the dement in the [SpegCP] position of
the FR that has to match the matrix requirement, and on the other hand fulfil its
reguirements inside the enbedded clause. One might argue that English only has
this matching effect, because it has preposition stranding: (11c) is odd tecuse
of the posshility of (11b). Groos & van Riemsdijk (1981, 173) show that Dutch
is also a matching language, but Dutch does not have English type preposition
stranding:s

8 Dutch anly has preposition stranding in a very restricted way:

(i)  Waa heb jeob gerekend?
where have you on counted?
‘What have you counted orf?
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(12 a *Ken jij met wie zij flirt?
know you with who she flirts?
‘Do you know (the person) with who sheisflirting?
b. Ken jij wie zij net kuge?
know you who she just kissed?
‘Do yau know (the person) who shejust kissed?

Norwegian also seams to be a matching language, as reported by Afarli (1994).
German is clasdfied as a matching languege by Groos & vanRiemsdijk (1981).
Pittner (1991) and Vogel (2001) show that many German speakers do accept
non-matching FRs. In the latter paper | also show that German speakersvary in
which kinds of non-matching FRs they accept. | assume two ‘didedal’ variants
German A and German B. It canot be excluded that there ae speakers of
German who only accept matching FRs as proposed by Groos & van Riemsdijk
(1981). These speakers would then constitute a third variant, German C.

2.3 Icelandic

Icdandic has an interesting and somewhat surprising pattern. The FR pronoun
aways bearsm case.? In addition, there do not seem to be any restrictions on
the suppresson of cases and Icdandic has preposition stranding. So it ishard to
find a configuration that does not yield awell-formed FR.

In the following examples, two headed restrictive relative constructions
(13a,c) are paired with two FR constructions (13b,d). The dhosen verbs are
hjalpa, which requires a dative objed, and elska, which requires an accusative
objed. In German the same configuration would yield ungrammaticality for
(13b). This is not the @se here. Icdandic FR pronouns always take m case
andr - case is smply suppressd. Thisis, however, not very surprising, if we
look at redtrictive relative dauses. They are uniformly introduced by the
complementiser sem (‘that’), and the relativised argument (which is represented
by a relative pronoun in many other languages) remains unredised, no matter
what case it should have:10

(13) a éghjdpapeim/ *pann sem ég eska
| help those-DAt/ *those-accthat | like

This is the same in most variants of German, where preposition stranding is also paossible only
with the r-pronouns wo (‘where’) and da (‘there’). See (Herdund 1984 and (Miller 2000 for
further discusson.

9 This phenomenon is called case attractionin the literature.

10The FRsin (13b,d) arejudged as ‘archaic’ or ‘a bit strange’ by my informants. But they agree
that they are possble. The complementiser sem is optional here, contrary to redrictive relative
clauses. Many thanks to Halldér Sigurdsson and Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson for sharing their
judgements with me.
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b. ?ég hjdpahverjum/ *hvern  (sem) ég elska
| help who-DAT/ who-Acc (that) | like
C. ég elska*peim/ pann sem ég hjalpa
| like those-DAT/ those-accthat| help
d. ?ég elska *hverjum/ hvern (sem) ég hjdpa
| like *who-dat/ who-acc (that) | help

The dasdfication of (13b,d) as FRs and (13a,c) as headed relatives is based on
two olservations: the complementiser can be omitted in the FRs with the wh-
pronoun, and in (13a,c) the d-pronoun can be separated from the reative
clause:1

(14 a peimhjdpa é sem ég elska
those-DAT help | that | like
b. *hverjum hjalpa ég (sem) ég elska
who-DAT help | (that) | like

2.4 German A

German has matching FRs and, in addition, non-matching FRs, if m case is
one of the structura cases nominative and accusative. As already noted, we can
identify at least two, if not three different variants of German with resped to
FRs. In Vogd (200)) | discusstwo variants | call German A and German B.
These differ only in the treament of one particular case conflict, namdy, if m
case isacausative and r - case isnominative:12

(15 a *Er zerstorte, wer ihm begegnete
He destroyed who-Nom him-DAT met
‘He destroyed who he met’
b. Er zergrte was ihm begegnete
he destroyed what-Nom him-DAT met
‘He destroyed what he met’

11 To ke honest, (14b) is not just ill-formed becuse the FR is disrupted. The wh-pronoun
hverjum can be interpreted as interrogative. The variant of the clause with an overt complementiser
isthen odd because of difficulties to connect the relative dause to its antecedent and make sense of
the dause. Interrogative pronouns usually cannot berelativised.

12 The well-formedness of (15b) is due to the fact that the FR pronoun was has the same form
for accusative and nominative — because of this we find a matching configuration here, although the
required/assigned cases are in conflict. Cf. the analogous case in English dscussed above. The
examples in (15) are taken from (Pittner 1991). One anonymous reviewer pointed aut that (15a) is
odd for the independent reason that zerstoren is quite unusual with animate direct objects. Thisis
true. However, on the other hand there is a difference between ajudgement of ungrammaticality and
a judgement of being unusual and informants usually are able to keep the two apart. But the effed,
of course, occurs with any German transitive verb. The verb in (15a) could be replaced by verletzen
(“hurt’) or toten (“kill") without a change in the grammaticality status of the datum.
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The given judgement is for German B. German A differs from German B in that
here (159) is fine. One possible interpretation of these fads could be that in
German B FRs are sensitive to the @se hierarchy: only FRs that suppressthe
lower marked case are acceptable. German A could then be seen as a kind of
mirror image of Icelandic in that it does not care about the @se hierarchy and
always redlises the FR pronounwith r - case, suppressngm case.

The difference to Icdandic is, however, that oblique forms, i.e, dative,
genitive and PPs, cannot be suppressed at all in German. But the fact that in
Icdandic relative dauses any case form can be suppressd is quite exceptional
and surprising anyway.

Further examination suggests an explanation for this phenomenon that sheds
some light on the functioning of case systems as such. Let us compare the dative
in German and Icdandic: German has a phenomenon called ‘freedative' . Dative
objeds can be added in many clauses, recaving a benefactive, malefactive,
‘affeded possessor’ or similar reading:

(16) a Ich backte meiner Mutter einen Kuchen
|  baked my  mother-pAT a cake-AccC
‘| baked my mother a ke’

Contrary to German, Icdandic does not have free datives (cf. Holmberg &
Platzack 19%, 202):13

(17) *Egbakadi mémmu minni koku
| baked mother my (a) cake

This‘gap’ might suggest the foll owing conclusion: The @se systems of German
and lcdandic have different ‘places’ in their grammars. In German, case is
comparatively autonomous. Oblique @ase plays an independent role in semantic
interpretation.14 Suppresson of obique @se thus yieds uninterpretability. In
Icdandic, case is always lexicaly licenseds, and because of this case
suppresson is eadly remverable via the lexicd entry of the verb. No semantic
information is lost by case suppresgon. This explains why on the one hand in
relative dauses all cases can be suppressed, but, on the other hand, case forms
do not make an independent contribution to the meaning of the dause and hence
cannot ocaur fredy.

13 Free dative FRs are 0.k. in German, while they seem to be uninterpretable, if not unparsable
inlcelandic:

(i)a Ich backe énen Kuchen wem ich vertraue
| bake a cake-ACCWho-DAT | trust
‘| bake acake for whom | trust’ (German)

b. *Eg bekadi kéku hverjum/hvern ég dska
| bake acakewho-DAT/who-AcC | like
‘| bakea cakefor whom I like (Icdlandic)
14 For a recent proposal that oblique se has some semantic implications see (Wunderlich
2000.
15This claim has previoudy been made, mong athers, by Holmberg & Platzack (1995.
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With resped to the OT analysis that | will propose below, there is an
interesting consequence We might get winners of OT competitions in German
A and in Icdandic that bath suppressdative @ase. While the Icelandic example
would be fine, the German A example is odd, athough it is the winner: the
reason for this lies in the fact described above, namely, that dative @se is
semantic information in German that gets lost under suppresson: The German
A winner failsin the semantic component of the grammar.

2.5 German B

As $own above, German B is a language that has matching FRs. It also has
non-matching FRs, but only if the suppressed case is hierarchicdly lower than
the @se realised on the FR pronoun. In addition, the FR pronoun cannot bear m
case, obvioudy for a generd reason. This means that FRs are impossble in
German B, if m case is higher than r - case, but possble in the opposite
Situation:6

(18 a m case=ACCr - case=NOM:
*Er zerstorte, wer ihm begegnete
He destroyed who-Nom him-DAT met
‘He destroyed who met him’
b. m case=Nowm;r - case=AccC:
Thm begegnete, wen er zerstoren wollte
Him-pAT met who-Acc he destroy  wanted
‘Him met who he wanted to destroy’
(199 a m case=DAT;r - case=AccC.
*Er begegnete, wen er zerstoren wollte
He-NoMm met who-Acc he destroy  wanted
‘He met who he wanted to destroy’
b. m case=Acc;r - case=DAT:
Er zerstOrte, wem er begegnete
He-Nom destroyed who-DAT he-Nom met
‘He destroyed who he met’

2.6 Gothic and Romanian

German and Icdandic are languages that uniformly realise either m case or
r - case on the FR pronoun, but cannot shift between the two. Thisis possble
in Gothic end Romanian. In these languages, it isaways the ‘higher’ casethat is
redised.

16 The verbs in the following examples differ in that zerstéren requires an accusative object,
while begegnen requires a dative object.
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(200 a Cui i se da demincaretrecbuiesi  munceasci
who-DAT him sdf giveof food ~ must SUBJwork
‘(He) who gets food must work’ (Grosu 194, 116)

b.Mivoi adresa cui mi poate intelege
me will -1 addresswho-DAT
‘| shal turn to who can understand me’ (Grosu 194, 120

In (20a) the embedded verb requires dative on the pronoun, while the FR is the
subjed of the dause. In (20b) the FR pronounis sibjed of the FR clause, while
the FR itsdlf serves as dative objed of the matrix clause. In both instances, the
FR pronoun must bear dative ase.

The same behaviour can be observed in Gothic, as reported by Harbert
(198317

(21) Gothic, nominative vs. accusative (Harbert 1983, 24)
a. jah po-e isus Laudeikaionjus ussggwaid
and Acc-Compl is from Laodicea  you read
“and read (the one) which isfrom Laodicea’ (Col 4:16)
b. pan-ei frijos  siuksig
Acc-Compl you-lovesick is
‘(The one) whom you love is sck’ (Joh. 11:3)

In (21a) the m case isaccusative and in (21b) it isther - case. Nevertheless
the FR pronoun bears accusative morphology in bath instances. Accusative is,
however, dways sippressd, if it conflicts with higher marked dative or
genitive:
(22) Gothic, accusative vs. dative/genitive (Harbert 1983, 248)
a hva nu wiledp e taujaupamme qipip piudan ludaie?
what now you-want that I-do dat-Compl you-say king  of-Jews
‘“What now do you want that | do to him (whom) you call the king of
Jews? (Mk 1512
b. bugel piz-ei paurbeima
buy gen-Compl we-might-have-need-of
‘Buy (that) of which we might have need’ (Joh 1329)

If onetried to reducethe hierarchies at work here to a two-element hierarchy of,
say, ‘marked’ and ‘unmarked’ (which actualy could not redly be alled a
“hierarchy’), one would have to dedde whether accusative counts as marked or
as unmarked. Depending on what this dedsion would be, it would either be
predicted that accusative @annot lose against dative or genitive (because it is
marked) or that it cannot win against nominative (because it is unmarked). In
these two languages, and aso in German B, we are redlly dealing with a scale,
not only with, e.g., a distinctive feature.

17The glosssare as given by Harbert (1983.
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2.7 Modern Greek

Modern Greek shares with Icdandic that the FR pronoun aways bears m
case:

(23) a. Agapo gojon/*opjos me agapa
love-1Sg whoever-ACC/* NOM me loves
‘I love whoever lovesme' (Alexiadou & Varlokosta 1995, 12)

The FR pronoun shows obligatory case atraction. If the otherwise suppressd
r-case is an oblique dative/genitive, then there has to accur a resumptive
cliticredisngr - case:

(24) a Thavoithiso  opjon tu dosis to onomamu
FUT help-1S  whoever-acc cl-GEN give-2S the name my
*opjou ‘whoever-gen’
*s opjon ‘to whoever’
*opjou tu ‘whoever-gen him-gen’

‘I will help whoever you gve him my name
(Alexiadou & Varlokosta 19%, 13)

This is another way of resolving the @se conflict: bath cases are redised
without giving Y the FR structure. This option is chosen in Modern Greek,
when m case isnominative or accusative and r - case isdative/genitive.

2.8 Summary

Table 1 gives a summary of the typology to be accounted for. There ae
languages without FRs and languages with only matching FRs. And then there
is a language with an overall strategy, Icdandic. The cother langueges are
obvioudy sengitive to the ase hierarchy. German A and Modern Gre&k seam to
make use of the @se hierarchy in a different way than the others. They only
change their dtrategy, when their standard mode of conflict resolution would
yield suppresson of oblique ase. German A has no FRs in this stuation, while
Modern Greek uses the resumptive pronoun strategy. Gothic and German A also
take cae of accusative-nominative wnflicts. As shown above, many of these
typological patterns are observed in more than one language.



Free Relative Constructionsin OT Syntax 13

Conflictis Hindi Engl. lcd. Ger.A Ger.B Gothic M. Gre&k
IMFNOM; I =ACC — M R R R M
M=NOM;I =OBL - - M R R R RES
M~ACC;r =OBL — — M R R R RES
M~ACC;I =NOM — M R - M M
M~OBL ;I =NOM — — M - - M M
MFOBL ;I =ACC — — M — - M M

ner — FR FR FR FR FR FR

Table 1: Typology of case conflict resolution in FRs

Thereisno neal to assuume that Table 1 is complete. On the other hand, the data
sugeest a cetain systematicity. The anflicts are sorted into two groups: in the
first three onflict typesr - case is higher than m case, the next threetypes
have the opposite pattern. Only two languages do not sean to have a uniform
strategy for the same group of conflict types. But this might be an artefact of the
mode of presentation. If German A and Modern Greek only distinguish between
structural and oblique @se ad judge the two structura cases nominative and
accusative as equivalent, although they are morphologically distinct, then the
pattern is quite uniform again: nominative and accusative would not conflict.

Four of the seven language types are sensitive to the @se hierarchy, while
they differ in whether they use a two-element hierarchy (structural vs. oblique,
asin German A and Modern Greek), or a threeelement hierarchy (nominative,
accusative, oblique, asin German B and Gathic).

Each possble strategy to resolve @se conflicts in FRs has certain
problematic aspeds. Neither solution is ‘perfed’. So there is no a priori
universal ‘default’. It might not be a surprise that this quite diverse typology
occurs in such a Stuation.

A language's preference for a certain srategy mirrors gedfic properties of
its grammar. The tradition in generative grammar is to concdve these as
language particular parametrisation of universal principles. In Optimality
Theory, such a parametrisation is expressed through the ranking of constraints.
The next sedion spells out the details of the OT account that | propose and
sedion 4 shows how this acoount is able to capture the typol ogy described here.

3. The OT account

The phenomenon provides at least threeinteresting chall enges for OT syntax:

18 Only those forms of nominative and accusative ae taken into aceunt that differ, so Engdlish
has no corflicts between nominative and accusative forms, because these forms match. The
abbreviations M, R, and RES stand for the three different types of FRs: those with the pronoun
regisngr - case (R) and m case (M), and those that use the resumptive pronoun strategy (RES).
These abbreviations will be used throughout the paper.
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(8 We nead a way to account for the ungrammaticality of FRs in some
languages.

(b) As the aucial elements are surface forms, we need a syntax model that
integrates surface representations of clauses with more abstract
representations.

(c) The @se hierarchies that are used here sean to be language particular,
because they are hierarchies of forms, not of features. OT is good at
integrating universal markedness sales. But hereit islessobvious, how we
have to procee.

Problem () is ®lved by a strategy called ‘neutralisation’: The winner is a
candidate that is dightly different from the input, in our case this can be éther a
correlative/left dislocation construction, or a headed relative wnstruction.

The solution for problem (c) liesin the assumption of modularity. Instead of
asauiming a whole array of constraints on the redisation of individual cases, |
asaime three general constraints on case redisation, which are differently
liberal. These mngtraints use a language particular ‘database’ of case forms to
determine whether the given form in an expresson meds the requirements
defined in the mnstraint. The most rigid congraint wants for each abstract case
feature one surface @se morpheme, and viceversa. Thisisonly satisfied by FRs
with an additiona resumptive pronoun as exemplified by Modern Greek (cf.
(24)). If the appropriate mnstraint that punishes resumptive elements is ranked
high together with the just described cosntraint, then alanguage hasno FRs.

A more liberal constraint alows for one Gase morpheme to serve as reali ser
of more than one abstract case. This congtraint is fulfill ed in matching FRs, but
not in non-matching ones (except again for those with an additional resumptive
pronoun). An even more liberal version of the latter constraint cen be satisfied
by a different case morpheme if it is higher on the @se hierarchy. This
constraint is important in languages with alternating srategies like Gothic,
German and athers. The relative ranking of these three onstraints determines
whether alanguaege hasno FRs, only matching anes or aso non-matching ones.

The most difficult task is problem (b), not only for an OT analysis, but for
any acount of the phenomenon. How can the FR pronoun be sensitive to the
requirements of the enbedding verb and itself be located in the lower clause?
Harbert (1983) already proposed that case atraction, i.e., the situation where the
FR pronoun surfaces with m case, is a PF phenomenon. He asaimes case
assgnment at the level of PF. This ounds a bit strange, because PF is not a
syntactic level, but case assgnment is presumably a syntactic process Instead of
this, | assume that case attraction is indeed a PF phenomenon, but the @se is
already asdgned a LF — to the whole FR clause. The FR pronoun can surface
with m case, beause the C° head of a FR is an agreement head.l> The
spedfier-head relation between FR pronoun and C° can be interpreted in the

19 Rooryck (1994 was the first one to assume that the C° head of an FR has agreement
properties.
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process of LF-PF mapping such that the FR pronoun surfaces with m case. |
do not asaume that this is possble in spedfier-head relations in general, only
FRs have this property and thisiswhat makes them FRs.

On the other hand, FRs are not the only phenomenon where something like
this might happen. A subordinate wh-clause is often assumed to be marked as
interrogative by the dement in its [SpecCP] position. In the same way one
could assume a FR to be marked as dative objed by the dative objed in its
[SpecCP]. As | said, this must be restricted to FRs, their C° heal has this
spedfic property, most other heads do not. Another example in case might be
exceptional case marking (ECM), where the subject of an embedded infinitival
clause is assgned accusative by the verb from the upper clause. Traditional
andyses asaume that nothing prevents this, because infinitiva INFL is no
intervening case governor. Alternatively, one culd assume that infinitival INFL
is a case asdgner, and that it only has no case to assgn by itself, but inherits
acausative @se from the upper verb. It can transfer this case to the subject,
because it is in a spedfier-head relation with it. This way the @se assgned to
the whole infinitival clause can surfacein itshighest spedfier positi on.

A couple of case theoretic background assumptions are also needed. |
discuss this asped of the problem in detail in (Vogel, to appeab). For the
present purposes, it will be sufficient to assume the foll owing:

(a) abstract case isassgned syntacticdly to maximal projedions.

(b) morphological case is aso a property of the PF correspondents of maximal
projedions, but it may surfacein several ways. on the heads as inflection,
as (affixal or prepositional) case markers, or, as a sort of alternative ‘last
resort’ method, in the spedfier of a maxima projedion that is headed by a
head with agreament functions.

(c) abstract case is asggned by lexical items (oblique @se) or functional heads
(like INFL for subjects and whatever functional head one assuumes for dired
objeds).

(d) the question why which argument surfaces with which case is not touched
upon at al here. See Aissn (to appea), Wodford (to appear), Wunderlich
(2000 and Fansdow (2000 for such a discusson within OT, and (Vogdl, to
appeab) for acritical review.

The system | am going to propose makes extensive use of the Chomskyan
claim that a linguistic expresson is an [LF, PR pair. Pesetsky's (1998 version
of OT syntax uses an LF as input and several possble PFs as candidates. The
model used here also asaumes that an LF can be paired with dfferent PFs —the
different types of FRs differ only in their PFs, not in their LFs. In addition,
however, it is also possible to have @ndidates with different LFs — this is
necessry to account for ineffability. The question that immediately arises in
such an approach ishow to restrict the candidate set. | will use a spedfic version
of the @ndidate generating function Gen to reach this aim. The following
subsedions discussthe detail s of the just sketched approach.
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3.1 On the Architecture of the OT Syntax Model

The general model of an OT grammar can ssimply be described as follows: An
input representation | is mapped onto a set of output candidates Co by a
generation function Gen. The dements of Cy are then evaluated according to a
set of constraints Con. The evaluation function is called H-Eval — for *harmonic
evaluation’. The output O is the most harmonic candidate & determined by H-
Eval.

We @n distinguish two general ways of modelli ng syntax in OT. They differ
in how they concdve the input and Gen. Let us call them the ‘derivationa
picture and the ‘representational picture’. In the derivational picture theinput is
an initia stage in the syntactic derivation of the dause to ke processed.
Grimshaw (1997) thought of it as the argument structure plus some other
semantic spedfications. If thisis a syntactic representation at all, then it is one
at a very early stage. Other derivational models are used by Hedk (1998 1999,
Hed & Miller (2000 and in LFG (e.g., Bresnan 2000).

In these approaches Gen is a generator in two ways. it literally generates the
candidates and that way forms the @ndidate set. Gen can also be defined as
generating only the candidate set, without generating each candidate each time.
This latter task can be performed by another function that is presupposed by the
OT syntax moddl. Let us asaime that an independently existing universal
sentence generation function2o already generated the universe Ug of possble
sentence or LF patterns. As Ug is not language particular, there @nnot be access
to lexical information. The generation of the candidate set performed by Gen is
now a process of seleding a subset of Us. Output candidates must passa certain
criterion that defines the competiti on.

The system proposed by Legendre € a. (1998 can be interpreted in that
way. Here, the @ndidates have to be similar to a given target LF, but might
depart from it minimally in a restricted, pre-determined way. This proposa
shares with that of Grimshaw (1997) and others that the input in syntax is a
representation of semantic properties. However, Keer & Bakovi¢ (2000) show
that the input sometimes needs to contain purely formal information in order to
acoount for phenomena like, e.g., the @mplementiser optiondity in the
following example:

(25 Johnthinks (that) Mary is polite

In their proposal the verb think in (25) would exist in two versions, one selecting
for a complementiser-introduced complement clause, and the other seleding for
a clause without complementiser. That way we get two different inputs,
depending on which version of think is chosen. Each of the two variantsin (25)
is more faithful to its corresponding input than the other. That way, both can be

20 This function can be seen asthe ‘core’ of the Universal Grammar in generative syntax: The
X-bar schema plus the universal inventory of syntadic categories (including their general selection
regrictions, if there are any) and a combinatorial or merging mechanism.
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winners of their own OT competition, but they both take part in bah
competiti ons.

If it is unavoidable to asaume functional material as part of the inpu then the
input itself is already a fully elaborated syntactic structure. A representation that
contains lexical information, as required by Grimshaw (199%), scope
information, as required by Legendre & al. (1998) and functiona information,
as required by Keer & Bakovi¢ (1999), is a complete syntactic structure, e.g.,
the Logical Form (LF) as defined by Chomsky (1995.

In order to acoount for ungrammatical FRs it might be necessary to include
within the candidate set at least one candidate that is not a FR. 2t This candidate
is supposed to win, when aFR is ungrammaticd. But it shoud also be as smilar
as posshle to the structure of a FR. Goad and natural candidates are sentences
with correlative or left-didocated FRs, asin (7) or in (26):

(26) German:
Wer einmal 1Ugt, *(dem)  glaubt man nicht
who-Nom once lies *(the-DAT) believes one not
“Whoever lies once, one doesn’t beli eve him anymore’

The minimal difference to FR constructions is the occurrence of a resumptive
element (the bracketed pronoun in (26)) picking up the referent introduced by
the dislocated FR. But this is only a difference in the formal or functional
inventory of the dause, not in its meaning or its (non-functional) lexicd
material.

Thereisalso, on the other hand, optionality of this didocation or correative
structure:

(27) German:
Wer einmal 1Ugt, (der) [Ggt auch ein zweites Mal
who-Nom once lies (the-Nowm) lies also a  second time
‘“Whoever lies once (he) lies a secnd time, tod

Thismeansin OT terms that a correlative is able to win in Stuations whereit is
possble to have a FR. The two clause types are not in complementary
distribution. For a FR competition, we would want the FR to win against the
correlative most times. But the rrelative is the more frequent construction:
whenever a FR is possble, it has a well-formed corresponding correlative
construction, but not vice versa. This case is parallel to the one discussd by
Keer & Bakovi¢ (1999). In order to let the rrelative win, we have to

21 There is another way of accounting for absolute ungrammaticality that | do not want to
discuss here because of its minor theoretical appeal: assime that the ‘null parse’ takes part in every
competition and that there is only one @nstraint that this candidate violates, namely a congraint
‘NoNullParse . The ranking of this constraint with respect to ahers which are aucia for FRs
determines the possbility of FRs. A third way of accounting for ungrammaticality is
‘uninterpretability’. A winning candidate might be uninterpretable, e.g., in semantics. This option
will be discussed below as a posshle acount of German A. It cannot, however, derive optionality of
FRsand correlatives.
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digingush it from the FR in the input and gve it some advantage via
faithfulness in its own competition. But this can only be done by encoding
functional material of the dause dready in theinpu.

For this reason | will explore here a radical version of what | cdled the
‘representational picture’: the ‘input’ isitsalf the LF of an output cendidate, the
most faithful one. Its competitor LFs are chosen from Ug by Gen acoording to a
similarity criterion.

But the LF, as element of Ug, is only one out of three congtitutive parts of a
candidate. Elements of Ug lack everything language particular: They do not
contain lexical items, neither syntactic information introduced by these. The LF
is paired with a language-particular ‘phonetic form' (PF. Candidates are
ordered [LF,PH pairs.2

We only want those structures to compete that contain the same (non-
functional) lexicd materia. So an element of Us, concaved as input, stands for
awhole family of competiti ons that differ in the used lexical items.

The functions of Gen and inpu in the proposed OT syntax model can be
summarised in the foll owing way:

» Ugisthe universe of sentenceor LF patterns.

* Each of these patterns definesits own family of OT competiti ons.

 Candidates of the same @mpetition have an LF that is ‘smilar’ in a
way to be determined to the LF pattern that defines the competiti on.

* In addition, candidates of the same competition have identical lexical2s
material in corresponding syntactic positi ons.

* Candidates are [LF,PH pairs. PFs are derived from their corresponding
LFs.

The set of universal LF patterns Usis of central methodological importance
for the arrent task. We want to model, how languages express FR
congtructions. The assumption that the FR pattern is universal guarantees that
the FR constructions of different languages can be cmpared. If there was no
Us, we oould not guarantee that the candidate sets of the FR competitions in
different languages are dike, and thus would not be able to compare the
competitions. In the end, we would not be able to come up with a proposal for
the typology of this construction. Something like Us, as | seeit, is a ‘conditio
sinequanon’ for doing typol ogy within OT syntax.

A competition isdefined by a universal LF pattern plusa ‘lexical index’, i.e.,
a set of lexical items that occupy the terminal nodes of the LF pattern. FR
congtructions can be (part of) such universal LF patterns.24

22 This is the standard assumption in current generative syntax, see, for ingance, (Chomsky
1995).

23The dtribute‘lexical’ hererefersto open classitems, lexical categories, not to function words
and functional categories. We want to allow for variation in the functional architecture, but keep the
lexical material constant within a single competition.

24 Theterm ‘index’ is used by Legendre  al. (1999 ingtead of ‘input’. In much the same way
as described here, the function of the index is only to define what competes. Output candidates
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We then derive a set of candidate LFs — in our example there ae only two
such aternative LFs, the FR and the arreative. The candidates are then derived
by pairing each LF with possble PFs. We considered three possble PFs for a
FR-LF — differing in the overt case morphology of the FR pronoun and in
whether an additional resumptive dement ‘spels out’ r-case. We only
considered one type of correlative, but there may be many of them: with the
relative dause preposed, extraposed or intraposed, with or without a resumptive
pronoun, with all kinds of distributions of overt case markers etc. The severa
stages of the Gen function are summed upin table 2.

Sded ‘input’ Seled ‘similar’ Addlexicd generate

LF pattern LF patterns ‘index’ [LF,PH pairs
FR FR FR ex FR & —M
FRLEX -R

FR & — RES
CORR CORR ., CORRg, —

Table 2: The Gen function

A FR competition can be seen as ‘inputless insofar as the information attributed
to the input is fully represented in at least one of the candidates, the one that
containsthe seleded ‘input LF .25 Candidates that contain the ‘input LF will be
marked with a ‘®’.26 The competitions for FR and correlative might have
identicd candidate sets and dffer only in which of the LFs of the candidates is
chosen as defining the competition:

FR competition CORR competition
OFR-M ¢, FR-M ¢,

OFR-R FR-R &«
®OFR-RES, FR-RES .,

CORR ¢, ®CORR ¢,

Table 3: Candidate sets for FR and CORR competiti ons

Ingtead of input-output faithfulness we will speak of ‘ ®-LF faithfulness bel ow.
Candidates are evaluated with resped to their ‘similarity’ to the candidates that
have the initial LF pattern. As the same LF may be aleto be paired with more
than one PF, more than one ®-candidate can occur. This does not matter.27

compete, if they share a certain property, i.e., ‘have the same index’. | therefore mostly use this
notion instead of ‘input’ below.

25 For a more extended dscussion of why OT syntax needs no input as a genuine level of
representation, see Heck et a. (2000.

26 This is the astronomical symbol for ‘sun’. It is open to the reader to find deeper reasons for
why this ymbol is used here. There is no formal difference between the ®-LF and an autput-LF.
The ‘®’ marks those output candidates that contain the LF that is used as input or ‘index’ in
defining the cmmpetition. @-LF-to-O(utput)-L F faithfulness is only a special version of input-output
faithfulness.

27 Evaluation of candidates with respect to their similarity to another candidate has first been
introduced in sympathy theory for OT phonology (see McCarthy 1998. Sympathy was invented to
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3.2 Ineffability and Optionality

OT offers two strategies to account for ungrammaticality: uninterpretability and
neutralisation. The uninterpretability strategy lets a winner ‘crash’ at some
interface, which could be the ‘conceptual-intentional’ or the ‘articulatory-
perceptud’ interface The neutralisation strategy lets a candidate win that is
‘unfaithful’ to the input. This is the strategy described above: in languages
without FRs, a FR is ‘neutralised’ to a correlative construction. Let us have a
closer look at the two strategies.

3.2.1 Ungrammaticality with Uninterpretability

Consider the foll owing German data ayain (remember that folgen assgns dative
and bewundern accusative to its object):

(28) a *Ichfolge wen immer ich bewundere
| follow who-accever | adore

b. *Ichfolge wem  immer ich bewundere
| follow who-DAT ever | adore

Let us assuume that under the German constraint ranking only candidates with
r - case on the FR pronoun win. Then (28b) loses againg (284). But in (28a)
an obique @se is suppresed. This, we further assume, results in an
unrecverable deletion of semantic information. As a @nsequence the FR
cannot be interpreted in the semantics. From this perspedive, we could all ow
(284) to win an OT syntax competition without predicting that it is judged as
well-formed by native speakers. But now consider the foll owing example again
which isungrammaticd in German B, but well-formed in German A:

(290 (*)Er totet, wer immer ihm begegnet
Hekills who-Nom ever  him-DAT meds

If the ungrammaticality of this clause in German B was aso due to
uninterpretability, then it should also be blocked in German A. Asthisisnot the
case, the syntax-semantics interface @nnot be held responsible for the ill -
formedness In (28a), we have suppresson of a presumably semantically
significant oblique ase, while in (29) we have suppresson of a semantically
relatively empty structural case. (28) can be explained by uninterpretabilit y, but

deal with opadty phenomena. To yield the correct results we sometimes need to refer to what has
been an intermediate stage in derivational phonology. In a srictly output-oriented theory like OT
such intermediate stages are invisble. Sympathy has been designed to ‘emulate’ access to such
intermediate stages. An intermediate stage is ‘represented” by one of the output candidates,
designated through an extra ‘ sympathy competition’. The present discusson has nothing to dowith
problems of thiskind. It isthe character of syntax as such that lets an approach appear attradive that
may be reminiscent of sympathy.
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not (29)! Uninterpretability may be taken into account for some instances of
ineffabili ty, but not for all of them.

3.2.2 Ungrammaticality with Neutralisation

Neutrali sation requires the inclusion of a candidate in the @andidate set that is
not a FR, but only minimally different from it. | showed above that correatives
or headed relatives are perfed for this task. The only difference to FRs is the
occurrence of a pronoun ‘heading’ the relative dause that now can be
interpreted as an ordinary redtrictive relative dause. The gructure for a headed
relative dause would beroughly asin (30):

(30) [op PRON+M case [cp RELPRON+ - case ... ]

The advantage of this candidate is that bath cases arerealised — m case on
the ‘head’ pronoun and r - case on the reative pronoun. Its disadvantage is
that it is unfaithful to the FR structure. The inclusion of this candidate requires a
‘relaxed’ definition of Gen and faithfulness to functional features which are
spedfied in the inpu. The basic ideathat | will follow here is that the FR
pronoun stands for a bundle of features. In a headed construction asin (39) this
feature bundeis lit into two separately projecting functional heads.

The ontent of the features that the FR pronoun is composed of is lessclear.
My proposal is geculative, though perhaps plausible. | assume that the semantic
property that distinguishes an ordinary relative pronoun from a FR pronoun is
referentiality: a simplerestrictive relative dause @nnot represent or introduce a
discourse referent by itsdf, it always has to be conneded to a ‘head’. A free
relative dause is referential.22 So let us asaime two feaures [+ReF] for
‘referentiality’ and [tReL] for characteristics of the relative operator (these
features may be further decomposable into ather features, but this is a different
isaue). Thisisrepresented in Table 5.

[REF] [REL]

pronoun + -
relative pronoun - +
FR pronoun + +

Table 5: The composition of FR pronouns

| assume that the feature bunde of a FR is contained in the C° head of the FR
and that the morphological properties of the FR pronoun are refledions of the
SpecHead agreament between FR pronoun and FR head.

In a FR ‘input’ LF pattern the feature bundle of the C° head contains the
‘sub-bundl€’ [[ +rer][+REL]] and maybe more features. The function Gen seleds

28 Wiltschko (1999 presents many pieces of evidence that FR pronouns are semantically
indefinites.
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al dstructures that contain the same functional material as the ‘input’ FR,
including those structures where the features are distributed in a different way.2°
The crrelative or headed rative andidate results from splitting upthe feature
(sub-)bundle of the FR pronoun and letting each of the two features projed on
its own.

(3) Input: { ... [[+ReF][+REL]] ... }

Output 1: [Fr[c® [[+REF][+REL]] ] ... ]
Output 2: [op[p® [+REF]] [cp[c® [+REL]] ... 1]

The ‘feature bundle split’ strategy is only one way to ‘expand’ the structure of a
FR without changing its functional/forma inventory. True instances of |eft
didocation asin the German (26), repeated bel ow, might be different.

(32 Wer einmal 10gt, *(dem)  glaubt man nicht
who-Nom once lies *(the-DAT) believes one not
‘“Whoever lies once, one doesn’t beli eve him anymore’

Here, the structure of the FR is kept, but it is placed outside of the matrix clause.
A resumptive pronoun (‘ dem’) isinserted into the matrix clause representing the
FR.

This is another way of deviating from the functiona architedure of the
‘input LF without changing its contents. Let us call this grategy the
‘placeholder’ dtrategy. The ‘feature bundle split’ strategy would yield the
following structure for the example:

(33) Manglaubt enem, der einmad IUgt, nicht
one believes (some)one-DAT the-Nom once lies  not

(32 has the advantage of keeping the feature bundle of the FR pronoun intact,
but it dugicates the FR with a resumptive pronoun. The FR in the ‘inpu LF
has two correspondents in the output LF, and it has the FR moved outside of the
matrix clause. (34) splits the feature bundle of the FR pronoun, but leaves the
relative dauseinside the matrix clause.

Which strategy is more optimal in which language is an interesting issue, but
not centra for our discusson here. So | will abstract away from the difference
between (32) and (33) in this paper. | will use the label ‘CORR’ for the non-FR
candidate and leave open which one of thetwo gptionsis actually chosen.so

29 Different distribution must be restricted to cases where a feature projects on its own —in a
‘stacking fashion: The projection of one feature must immediately dominate that of the other
featurein this case:

(i) [XP[X° F1+F21]

@[i) [YP[Y® F1][xP[x°F21] ]

30|t isinteresting that one can (marginally) use a wh-pronoun as head for the relative dausein
(33):

(i) ?Man daubt wem nicht, der einmal lugt

one believes(some)one-DAT not  the-NOM once lies
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3.3 Correspondence

The ncept of correspondence as introduced by McCarthy & Prince (1995 is
of central importance for the anaysis that will be developed here. Candidates
are ordered pairs of two representations LF and PF. All sorts of constraints on
the rrespondence of LF and PFcan beimagined, and | will make use of some.
The second important correspondence relation holds between the designated
‘input’ or ‘®’-LF and the LFs of output candidates (O-LF). There is, however,
no correspondence between the PF of an output candidate and the ®-LF.

3.3.1 ®-O correspondence

The objeds that correspond in the ®-LF and an O-LF are syntactic chains. ®-O
correspondenceis crucial for the unfaithful correlative @andidate(s). While there
is only one dhain of the FR (index ‘i’ in (34)) or the FR pronoun (index ‘j’ in
(34)) in the ®-LF, an LF with a correlative FR contains either two chains of the
FR itsef, or of the ®-FR pronoun, depending on which of the strategies
described in sedion 3.2.2 is chosen:

(349 alce..[rrRFR-PRON; ... ]i...] ®-LF
b.[cp... [P D [cpCP ... 11i] O-LF with *feature bundle split’
C. [FR FR-PRON; ... ]i [cp... PRON; ...] O-LF with |€ft dislocated FR

Astheindices ow, in bath (34b) and (34c), thereis one chain in the ®-LF that
corresponds with two chains in these @ndidates. The type of faithfulness
constraints that is sensitive to this kind of deviation is called INTEGRITY’ in
(McCarthy & Prince 1995):

While (i) counts as a structure with a headed relative dause where the relative dause is
extraposed — a very frequent pattern in German, the clause in (32) contains a FR. But the only
difference is the distribution of the pronouns. It is interesting that the pattern in (32) isimpossble
with right didocated FR:

(i) *Man daubt dem  nicht, wer einmal lugt
one believesthe-DAT not  (some)one-NOM once lies

The distribution of wh- and d-pronoun seems to be governed by a simple rule that requires the
referentially independent wh-pronoun to be first, and the anaphoric d-pronoun to accur whenever a
previoudy introduced dscourse referent is picked up again. If we abstract away from this, the
difference between (i) and (32) reduces to whether the relative clause is left or right dislocated. In
turn, this interpretation could mean that whether a pronoun is called ‘resumptive’ or ‘head of a
relative clause’ depends on whether it follows or precedes the relative dause. Be thisasit may, what
interests us here isthat this pronoun is obligatory in these cases, and can be omitted in ather cases —
thelatter cases are called freerelative constructions.



24 Ralf Vogel

(350 INTEGRITY —‘No Breing’
No element of S; has multiple correspondentsin S,.
Forx OS,andw, zOS,, if xOw and xOz, thenw = z.

For the present purpose, S, isidentified with the ®-LF and S, with an O-LF. In
(34b), there ae two correspondents of the FR pronoun, and in (34c), there ae
two correspondents of the whole FR. The mnstraint violated here will be alled
INTEGRITY-®-LF.

The opposite pattern must also be mnsidered. (34a) could be acandidate of a
different competition with (34b) as ®-LF. In this case (34a) violates
‘UNIFORMITY" (cf. McCarthy & Prince 1995):

(36) UNIFORMITY —*‘No Coalescence
No element of S, has multiple correspondentsin S;.
Forx,ydS andz S, if xOz andydz, thenx =y.

This constraint gives the wrrelative @andidate an advantage in a non-FR
competition. High ranking o these two faithfulness constraints leads to
optionality of correlative and FR — each of them winsits own competiti on.

3.3.2 LF-PF correspondence

Output Candidates are ordered pairs of two representations, LF and PF.
Elements of these representations gand in correspondence At LF the dements
in question are gain chains. At PF we are deding with words and srings of
words. It can ocaur that an LF element has two PF correspondents. This
happens, for instance when resumptive pronouns spell out traces of moved
elements in addition to the PF string that spells out the head of the chain of that
element, asin example (24) from Modern Greek:

(37) O-LF XP, ... 1
O-PE FR-pronoun... resumptive pronoun

The LF chain {XP,t} counts as one syntactic dement. But there ae no chains
at PF: only one link of the chain should be spelled out, but in (37) we have an
additional resumptive pronoun and hencetwo PF correspondents for asingle LF
chain. The mnstraint that is violated by such a candidate is ‘INTEGRITY -LF-
PF 31

LF-PF correspondenceis also crucial for the way case conflicts are resolved
in FR constructions. We saw that the form of a FR pronoun, i.e, its PF
representation, isthe dement that fulfill s case requirements. The problem is that
the FR pronoun is able to fulfil the requirements for a chain that it does not
correspond to. It hasits own syntactic chain.

31 Note that herethe LF in quegtion isthe O-LF, and not the ®-LF.



Free Relative Constructionsin OT Syntax 25

The syntactic analysis that | proposed in sedion 1 relies on spedfier-head
agreament: The FR pronoun occupies the [SpegCP] position and agrees with
the C° head of the FR. This agreement configuration is assumed to be
responsible for the FR pronoun’s snditivity to case reguirements that are
imposed on the CP and should normdly be fulfill ed by the PF correspondent of
co.

The problem now is: How can we say that the PF correspondent of the FR
pronoun realises the abstract case assgned to the FR, if it does not correspond to
it? If m case isafeature of the FR, then we want the PFcorrespondent of the
FR to bear the appropriate @ase morphology. The FR pronoun is part of the
string that corresponds to the syntactic structure of the FR at LF, it is even the
initial element, but it isnot the head of the FR —the cmplementiser is the head,
which hasno PF correspondent at all in the FRs of many languages.

(38) LF:[cpXP,C° ...tr - case J;-m case
PF / /FR-pronoun(+ni r - case)/,... /1

The anfiguration in (37) describes a FR with a matching FR pronoun. This
aternative PF redlisation of a syntactic feature introduces an asymmetry:
although the FR pronoun redlises m case, we @nnot say that the PF
representation of the FR has the morphology of m case — the CPs in the
languages under discusson have no case morphology. That is to say, the
spedfier strategy isaway of realising the ase feature of a cdegory, but it is not
away of case-marking it. On the other hand, at LF the FR has an abstract case
feature, and this g/ntactic case feature has a PF correspondent within the FR.
But from the perspedive of PF, there is no case morphology on the FR that
‘seeksfor’ acorresponding LF case feature.

This asymmetry is an intrinsic ‘structural defect’ of FRs. It might be
formulated in terms of feature identity, again a family of constraints introduced
by McCarthy & Prince (1995):32

32 An anonymous reviewer remarks that this constraint should be a MAX condraint rather than
an IDENT condraint. | think that this would be mideading. A MAX constraint, as defined by
McCarthy & Prince (1995 talks about existing correspondence relations, i.e.,, MAX is fulfilled for
an edement of LF iff it has a correspondent at PF. IDENT constraints talk about existing
correspondence relations and evaluate whether corresponding el ements are identical. What has to be
clarified is whether a case feature is an element of LF in this sense or whether it isjust a property or
feature of an edement. The standard assumption would be the latter: elements of syntactic
representations are syntactic categaries (NP, VP, N° etc.), or, as | assume here, chains of syntactic
categories. Syntactic categories can be mmposed of features like @se features, but these features are
not syntadic dements by themselves. However, much of the arrent work in generative syntax tends
to gveup thisdistinction and treats many syntactic features as heads that project on their own. From
this perspective, the anonymous reviewer would be right. The ‘unanswered question’ that lies
behind this problem is how to deal with the periphrastic/synthetic distinction: case @n be expressed
in many ways, by prepositions, as well as by morphological aternation of nominal stems. What
should a uniform account look like? In this paper, | take the more cnservative point of view. In the
resumptive pronoun FRs of Modern Greek a pronoun occurs in the position of the trace of the FR
pronoun to spell out the @se assigned to it. If only the @se needs to be spelled aut, why does there
not occur a pure @se morpheme? Why do we have a pronoun? The answer is. because ase does not
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(399 IDENT(F)
Correspondent segments have identical values for the feature F.
If xOy and xis[yF], thenyis[yF].

If we replace x with the LF representation of a FR and y with its PF
representation, and further assume the feature F to be @se, then we get what we
want:

(40) IDENT(cASE)-LF-PF
Correspondent LF chains and PF strings have identicd values for the
feature @se.

If xOy and xis[ycasd], theny is[ycase].

This congtraint is violated by FRs in general, except that they are CPs that are
infleded for case. It is also violated by non-matching FRs with case attraction,
i.e., where the FR pronoun surfaces with m case. In this case, the abstract case
feature of the dhain of the FR pronoun, i.e, r - case, is different from its overt
case morphology, i.e, m case.

The FR candidates with case dtraction violate IDENT (case)-LF-PF twicess
(seetable 6).

Candidate IDENT(cAsE)-LF-PF
®FRR *

®FR-M *x

®FR-RES *x

CORR

Table 6: Violations of IDENT(cAsE)-LF-PFin non-matching FRs

A language like German seams to make adigtinction between single or double
violation of this constraint. While it tolerates sngle violation, allowing for FRs
with the FR pronoun redising r - case, it does not all ow case attraction, where
IDENT (casE)-LF-PF is violated twice This difference @nnot be aptured by
simply counting the violations. We will need a second constraint that punishes
double violation of IDENT(cAsE)-LF-PF. The tedhnique of constraint
conjunction has aready been used for syntax by Legendre & a. (199). The
constraint we assime can be defined asin (41):

(41) IDENT(cAsE)-LF-PF°ep
No double violation of IDENT(cASE)-LF-PF within the same CP.

projed by itsdlf, it is a feature of NPs, not their governor, so it takes an NP to ‘spell out' a case
feature.

33 Interestingly, the two ways of violating this congraint differ. The FR pronoun realises the
wrong case in case attradion. The FR-CP realises no case at al. An aternative acaount might use
this difference to formulate two different constraints.
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Table 7 shows the violations of this congraint. It is generaly assumed that
conjoined congtraints must be ranked higher than the congtraints they are
composed o, but this might be anegledable mnvention.3+

Candidate IDENT(cASE)-LF-PF°cp
OFR-R
OFR-M
OFR-RES
CORR
Table 7: Violations of IDENT(case)-LF-PFp in non-matching FRs

3.3.3 Case

If the mnstraint IDENT(casE)-LF-PF was the only constraint affected by case
conflicts in FR constructions, then the mere eistence of FR constructions
would be a surprising fact, let alone their typological diversity. Although the FR
pronoun cannot ‘case-mark’ the FR, it is neverthelessa possble ‘realiser’ for
m case and this has not yet been rewarded. Let us asaume a constraint
‘REALISE CASE'’ that is defined in the foll owing way:

34 This can be seen as a relict of connectionist modelling: if violations of congraints are
interpreted as ‘weights in a connectionist model, then it can be assumed that double violation of a
condraint results in a heavier weight than a single violation. But this trandation into the
conrectionist perspective might be too literal: If a candidate violates a wnjoined constraint A&B,
then its overall constraint profile is worse than that of another candidate that does not violate A& B,
no matter where A&B is ranked. The ‘overall (negative) weight' of the candidate is increased.
Assume the following table:

B C A&B

*
*
*

cand.l
cand.2

If candidate 1 is dill in the competition when the evaluation comes to the condraint ‘A&B’,
then there is no co-competitor that performs better or worse than candidate 1 on the @nstraints A
and B. But this could mean that A& B cannat be decisive éther, because the candidates should again
have identical numbers of violations here. Note on the other hand that conjoined constraints are
always relativised to a domain (in (41) this domain is CP). This need not hold of its consgtituent
parts. We might then have a situation, where two candidates both violate A and B, but one andidate
has these violations within the same domain and the other in dfferent domains. In this case, only the
first candidate also violates A&B. Thus, A&B would be dedsive, athough it is ranked below its
congtituent congtraints. | see no reason why this should beruled aut.

Consider another situation: the table above also says that it is worse to violate A twice than to
violate A and B only once (within a certain domain). If A&B was ranked higher than A, then we
would need another higher ranked constraint A& A to emulate this effedt. The convention in question
might only produce notational variants. For an interesting exploration of the power of constraint
conjunction see(Fischer 2001).
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(420 REALISE CASE:
If vy isthe abstract case feature of XP at an LF, then its corresponding
PF, contains an element x that bearsthe ase morphology of y. x hasto ke
a correspondent of either a., b. or c.:
axXP
b. X°
c. YR the dement occupying [SpecXPF] at LF, if X isan AGR-head.

Languages have different strategies of making case features morphologically
visible. Some use etra markers that are attached to the phrase they mark, like
prepositions or postpositions. In other languages the @ase feature is ‘reflected’
by infledion of the words contained in a case marked phrase, in othersit isonly
the determiner that redises the ase of an NP. The redly exceptional and
unwua way of realising case is the spedfier strategy that is chosen in FR
constructions. But remember that a candidate fulfilling (42c) is only generated if
X is an agreament head, as | asaume this for the C>-head o FRs to be the @se.
One other instance of (42¢) might be exceptional case marking asin:

(43) John expeds[ir Mary to win the game]

Under the traditional analysis, the NP Mary occupies SpeclP and is assgned
case by expect, i.e,, from outside of its host IP. It might not be unreasonable to
subsume ECM under the matching effed in a parallel fashion: expect assgns
case to IP and the element in [Spec | P] redi ses that case feature.

REALISE CASE isobeyed in matching FRs. It rules out non-matching FRs.
Thus, it isranked high in, e.g., Endlish, and low in the non-matching languages.

The next isae is the question of how to implement case hierarchies. We
could replace the general constraint in (42) by a series of constraints for each
casein auniversaly fixed ranking:

(44 REALISE OBLIQUE >> REALISE ACCUSATIVE >> REALISE
NOMINATIVE

We @n chek whether the @se hierarchy should be encoded dredly in the
congtraint set of the grammar by the predictions of this method for case @nflicts
in FRs. For the sake of the example, et us asaume the fixed hierarchy in (44) as
given.

The system that we explore has two candidates: a freerelative structure with
the pronoun redising r - case and a correlative structure. Ungrammaticaity of
aFR in this g/stem means that the rrelative wins. In order for the rrelative
not to always win, there must be a constraint that bans correlatives. We use the
constraint ‘I ntegrity-®-LF asintroduced in sedion 3.3.1.

Correlatives have the advantage that all cases can be redised, while in non-
matching FRs only one of them is readlised. This, together with the wnstraint
hierarchy in (44) should suffice for the data of German B as introduced in
sedion 2.5. Let us asaume the foll owing ranking for German B:
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(45 REALdat >> REALacc>> INT-®-LF >> REALnom

Thisranking makes the crred prediction for non-matching FRs with accusative
and nominative:

(46) The'index':
m case =NOM ; I - case = ACC
iscorredly predicted to yield awell-formed FR:

NOM — ACC REAL|REAL|INT-®-LF| REAL
dat | acc nom
& @FR wen (‘who-AcC’) *
Corrdative *
(47) The'index':

m case =ACC; T -case =NOM
iscorredly predicted to yield an ill-formed FR:

ACC— NOM REAL|REAL|INT-®-LF| REAL
dat | acc nom
®©FR wen (‘who-Acc') *
& Corrdative *

The problem arises with accusative and dhtive. Because both REALdat and
REALacc are higher than INT-®-LF, the crrelative is always better than the
FR. But such a FR is well-formed, if m case is accusative and r - case is
dative. The FR pronoun caries dative morphology here, and this is in
acoordance with the case hierarchy. So here we get a wrong prediction:

(48) The'index':
M case =ACC; r - case = DAT
iswrongly predicted to yield an ill -formed FR:

ACC— DAT REAL|REAL|INT-®-LF| REAL
dat | acc nom
® O©FR wen (‘who-Acc') *
& Corrdative *

With a different ranking we would get the @rred result for (48): INT-®-LF
should be higher than REALacc. But this would now wrongly predict a well-
formed FR for the pattern in (47). We have a so-call ed ‘ranking paradox’, which
isamajor way of proving the falsehoad of a particular OT analysis. The cucia
problem of the proposed model is that we encoded the @se hierarchy diredly
into constraints. This st of constraints does not expressthe relative markedness
of accusative. The mnstraint INT-®-LF constitutes a split within the @ase
hierarchy that in fact divides the ase forms into two groups of unmarked and
marked cases. The system does not express relative, but absolute markedness
The solution of this problem that | want to propose consists of two crucial steps:
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(a) Language particular hierarchies of case forms are determined in a separate
module of the grammar. They are presupposed by the @re OT syntax
system. This ‘case module’ might have an OT architedure, but it does not
neal t0.35

(b) In addition to ‘REALISE CASE’ there is a second constraint ‘REALISE
CASE (relativised)' that is @ndgtive to the @se hierarchy. For this
congtraint, a case x counts as ‘redised’ not only, when a PFelement has the
case morphology of x, but also, when it bears the morphology of a case that
is higher than x on the @ase hierarchy.

(500 REALISE CASE (relativised):
If y is the abstract case feature of XP at an LF;, then the wrresponding
PF, contains an element x that bears the ase morphology of y or the ase
morphology of another case & for which holds that y < & on the language
particular hierarchy of case forms. x has to be a crrespondent of either
a,b.orc:
a XP
b. X°
c. YR the dement occupying [SpecgXPF] at LF, if X isan AGR-head.

While REALISE CASE distingu shes betwean matching and non-matching FRs,
REALISE CASE (relativised) distinguishes between non-matching FRs that are
in accordance with the @se hierarchy and non-matching FRs that are not. To
acoount for the compl ete typol ogy, we need bath constraints:

(50) a English FRs violate neither REALISE CASE nor REALISE CASE
(relativised)
b. German B and Gothic FRs can violate REALISE CASE, but not
REALISE CASE (relativised)
c. lcdandic FRs can violate bath REALISE CASE and REALISE CASE
(relativised)

3.3.4 What we have so far and why Icelandic is missing

Table 8 gives an overview of the mnstraints we introduced up to now and shows
for each of them the violationsin each of the threeFR competition types.

35 For amore detailed discussion of this matter see (Vogd, to appearb).
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INT®-LF INT-LF-PF IDC IDC°cs RC RCr
m case <r-case

®R 1 1
©M 2 1 1 1
®RES 1 2 1
CORR 1
m case >r-case
®R 1 1 1
©M 2 1 1
®ORES 1 2 1
CORR 1
m case = r-case
®OR/M 1
®RES 1 1
CORR 1

Abbreviations  INT-®-LF: INTEGRITY-®-LF; INT-LF-PF: INTEGRITY-LF-PF; IDC:
IDENT(CASE)-LF-PF; IDC%p: IDENT(CASE)-LF-PF%p ; RC: REALISE CASE; RCr: REALISE
CASE (relativised)

Table 8: Preliminary Summary of constraints, competitions and violations

We @n seein this table whether there ae ay candidates that are ‘harmonicdly
bounded’, i.e., candidates that can never win because their constraint violations
are supersets of the mngtraint violations of another candidate. Thisisindeed the
case; candidate M can never win the ‘m case < r-case’ competition. It is
bounded by candidate R. This is an unwanted result, because in Icdandic (and
in Modern Greek, if m case isnominative and r - case acaisative) candidate
M wins this competiti on.

In order to let candidate M win the ‘m case <r-case’ competition, we
neal an additional constraint that favours realising m case on the FR pronoun
as auch. If there was no general advantage of doing so, it would be mysterious,
why Icdandic chooses thisoption in all instances.

| cannot come up with a conclusion that | find fully satisfactory. What |
propose is a bhit speculative, though there ae some interesting facts that can be
related to the proposal | want to make.

The advantage of realisng m case is that the grammaticd function of the
FR within the matrix clause is made eplicit. Espeddly non-matching FRs
where the FR pronoun redises r - case can pose problems. German native
speakers tend to judge (51b) worse than (514a), dthough they differ only in the
order of FR and matrix clause:

(51) a Ichbesucheoft, mit wemichmich gut verstehe
| vist oftenwithwhol mysef wel understand
b. ?Mit wem ichmich gut verstehe, besucheich oft
withwho | mysdf well understandvisit | often
‘| vidit often who | get on well with’
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A plausible explanation for this contrast might lie in the fad that nothing in the
FR tells us about its grammatical function in the matrix clause. In (51a) the
matrix clause is already parsed when the FR occurs and so the parser ‘knows
that there is only the dired object ‘dot’ to fill and the FR can easily be
conneded to it. (51b), however, starts with the FR, which has a PPin [Spec CP]
and the parser has to hypothesise its grammatical function within the matrix
clause. Mogt likely, it will assume that it is matching or perhaps the subject of
the dause. Dired object is certainly not the default. This reasoning predicts a
kind of a garden path effed with clauseslike (51b). The mnstraint that | want to
asaume refleds this disadvantage of non-matching FRsredisingr - case:

(520 Matrix Integration (MI):
This congtraint is violated by constituents that contain no indication
about how they are integrated into their clause.

One might wonder, whether there is an equivalent kind d restriction on
subordinate dauses. This may or may not be, but it cannot have the same
‘weight’ as MI. Omitted arguments and empty operators are very frequent in,
e.g., infinitival subardinate dauses and rdative dauses of many languages.
Dropping of Matrix arguments is comparatively rare. Topic-drop and pro-drop
are frequent phenomena. But these ae mostly restricted by discourse
requirements. a subject or topic can only be dropped, if it is recoverable from
the previous discourse. And, of course, these phenomena ae optional.

Ml is only violated by candidate R under non-matching. Candidate M is no
longer harmonically bounded in the ‘m case <r-case’ competition, as can
be see in table 9. Candidate RES is 4gill harmonically boundd by candidate
R/M in a matching competition. As we have no empirical counter-evidence up
to now, this may be a wanted resullt.

INT®-LF INT-LF-PFIDCIDC’s RC RCr Ml
m case <r-case

®R 1 1 1
©M 2 1 1 1
®RES 1 2 1
CORR 1
m case >r-case
®R 1 1 1 1
©M 2 1 1
®RES 1 2 1
CORR 1
m case = r-case
RIM 1
RES 1 1
CORR 1

Table 9: Summary of constraints, competitions and violations
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4. Results: The Factorial Typology

We distinguish three @mpetition types, two competitions for non-matching
FRs, each with four candidates, and a competition with matching FRs with three
candidates. Each of the candidates, except for ®RES in the matching
competition, is a possble winner. So the total number of logicaly possble
outcomes is 4 x 4 x 2 = 24. The proposed system of congtraints shrinks the
number of predicted outcomes down to 10. 14 logicdly possible languages are
predicted never to accur.36 Table 10 gives an overview of the seven existing and
predicted language types. All the languages contained in the typology discussed
in sedion 2 are predicted (cf. table 1).

Conflict Hindi Engl. Icd. Ger. A Ger. B Gothic M. Greek
m case <r-case CORRCORR M R R R RES
m case >r-case CORRCORR M R CORR M M

m case =r-case CORR R'M R/M R/M R/M R/M R/M
Table 10: Predicted typology of case conflict resolution in FRs

These seven posshle outcomes are produced by the following (families of)
constraint rankings:

(53) Hindi: IDC (INT-LF-PP) (IDC%) (RC) (RCr) (M1) >> INT®-LF
English: INT-LF-PFRC (IDC?c) (RCr) (MI) >> INT®-LF >> IDC
Icdandic: INT®-LF INT-LF-PFMI >> IDC%; RC RCr IDC
German A: INT®-LF INT-LF-PFIDCZ% >> IDC RC RCr Ml
German B: INT-LF-PFIDC%p RCr >> INT®-LF >> RC IDC MI
Gothic: INT®-LF INT-LF-PFRCr >> IDC%» RC IDC MI
Modern Greek: INT®-LF RCr MI >> INT-LF-PF (IDC%) (IDC) >> RC

Only the aucia rankings are indicaed. Constraints that occur in brackets are
ranked as high as posshle, but could also be ranked lower. Three of the four
candidates have a constraint that ‘switches it off’: Ml is only violated by the R
candidate, INT-LF-PF is only violated by the RES candidate and only the
CORR candidate violates INT-®-LF.
A language like Hindi that has no FRs, has INT-®-LF ranked low. Because
CORR violates no ather condraints, it is sufficient to rank INT-®-LF below a
constraint that is violated by all other candidates, like, e.g., IDC. Ml is only
relevant for Icdandic. It does not seem to play arolein the other languages (but
see the discusson above about possble effects of MI with fronted FRs in
German).

English has only matching FRs. This results from the sub-ranking ‘RC INT-
LF-PF>> INT-®-LF >> IDC. RC is violated by non-matching FRs, except for

36 The factorial typology was calculated with the assistance of the onstraint ranking software
OTSOFT, devel oped by Bruce Hayes (Hayes 1999.
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candidate RES which violates INT-LF-PF. Ranking either RC or INT-LF-PFor
both of them lower than INT-®-LF all ows for non-matching FRs.

INT-LF-PF  IDC?%; RCr INT-®-LF RC IDC MI

m case <r-case

= OR 1 1 1
oM 1! 1 1 2
®RES 1 1 2
CORR 11
m case >r-case
®OR 1! 1
oM 1! 2
®RES 1! 1 2

& CORR 1
m case =r-case

= ORM 1
®RES 1! 1
CORR 1!

Table 11: The FR competitionsin German B

The mnstraint IDC% is only rlevant for German B. Table 11 displays the
paradigm for German B. In order to have FRs at al, IDC hasto be ranked bel ow
INT-®-LF. RC aso hasto be ranked low to all ow non-matching FRs. If IDCcp
was not there, then candidate M would wrongly win the ‘m case >r - case’
competition. German A differs from German B in that RCr is also ranked below
INT-®-LF. This means that in German A candidate R always wins. As aready
discussd in sedion 2.4, this predictsthat a clause with suppresed dative @aseis
well -formed:

(54 *Ichhefewen ich mag
| help who-accl like

The verb helfen requires a dative objed. An explanation in terms of
uninterpretability is posshle, as indicaed in sedion 3.2.1: the dause in (54)
may win the syntax competition, but ‘crash’ in the semantics component of the
grammar.

The difference between German A and German B can aso ke explained by
attributing it to differences in the @se hierarchies of these two variants of
German, ingead of differencesin their congtraint rankings. Asaume that German
A hasthe ranking of German B. Asaume further that nominative and accusative,
though morphologically distinct, do not count as distinct for the @ase hierarchy
and the ongtraint RCr in German A. Nominative and acaisative @an then
‘redise each other dternatively. In this case, there would be no violation of
RCr, even when accusative is suppressed in favour of nominative.
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Modern Greek poses a similar probem: It is corredly predicted that in
Modern Greek a resumptive dative pronoun ocaurs, if m case is nominative or
accusative, and r - case isdative. But the same thing should also happen, if m
case is nominative and r - case is accusative. But we have no resumptive
pronoun in this case. If nominative and accusative are treaed as equivalent by
the @se hierarchy of Modern Greek, then no violation of RCr would occur, and
candidate M would corredly be predicted to win.

Threefurther languages are predicted to exist that have not yet been attested:

Conflict Unattested #1  Unattested #2 Unattested #3
m case <r-case R RES CORR
m case >r-case RES RES M
m case =r-case RIM RIM R/M

Table 12: Predicted, but not attested patterns of case conflict resolution in FRs

These three unattested outcomes are produced by the following (families of)
constraint rankings:

(55 Unattested #1 INT-®-LF RCr >> IDC%p (IDC) >> RC (MI) >> INT-
LF-PF
Unattested #2 INT-®-LF RC (RCr) (M) >> INT-LF-PFIDC IDCZ
Unattested #3 INT-LF-PFRCr MI >> INT-®-LF >> RC IDC IDC%p

None of these grammars is unreasonable. The first languageis a mirror image of
Modern Greek in that its default strategy isrealisng r - case on the pronoun. It
switches to the resumptive pronoun strategy, when m case is higher than r -
case. A mirror image of German B is the third language. Its default isredising
the FR pronoun with m case. If r-case is the higher case, an FR is
imposshle. The second language uses resumptives for both non-matching FR
types. This is also a reasonable strategy. Future reseach will show, whether
these languages exist, and whether there ae other languages that are predicted
not to exist in this typol ogy.

The format of the mnstraints used in this paper is very general. It should be
possble to verify the proposed rankings by applying them to further
phenomena. The OT syntax system developed here might be an alternative
model for capturing the relation between LF and PF. The phenomenon of ‘ case
attraction’ found in FRs and other relative constructions of many languages was
often considered to be a PF phenomenon predsely becuse it seemed to violate
syntactic constraints (cf. Harbert 1983). An acoount within the dasdcal
principles and parameters framework, et alone minimalism, was never redly in
sight. OT can alow for LF-PF mismatches and at the same time restrict these
mismatches to a minimum. Other properties of PF, like linear ordering or the
interaction of syntactic movement and intonation patterns, might aso be a topic
of further reseach on LF-PF correspondence that can be done in a very
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systematic and fruitful way in OT correspondence theory.s” The way in which
we integrated markedness sales of case forms presupposes a ‘case module'.
Thus, this paper argues for arevival of the idea of modularity. Whether the non-
derivational ‘inventory perspedive’ proposed in this paper is the optimal choice
for OT syntax isamatter of future reseach.

5 Epilogue: On Neutralisation

In sedion 3.2 | showed two posshle ways of accounting for ungrammaticality
in OT syntax, uninterpretability and neutralisation. The two strategies are kept
separate throughout the paper and | made use of both of them in acoounting for
the typology of FRs. In this ®dion | will briefly show how the two strategies
can be united in a different acoount that is based on neutralisation to an
uninterpretable candidatess Consider the following German clause that is
usualy judged as ungrammatical:

(56) *Ichhelfemit wem ich gu arbeiten kann
| help withwhom! well work can

The eplanation for the oddity of (58) that | gave in this paper was that helfen
reguires a dative object and that the FR standsin place of the dative objed. The
dative @ase feature, however, is samantic information that isnot recoverable, if it
does not surface — so the dause is uninterpretable. A conceptua oddity of this
reasoning is that in the present account the dative feature is till present at LF,
but not at PF. In order for the argument to hold, the PFmust be assumed to be
interpreted, and the @se information of the PF must somehow ‘override’ the
case information of the LF at the syntax-semantics interface

If thisis 2, why should we assume that the dause in (56) contains a dative
feature & all? Note the foll owing two facts about helfen that can be repeated for
many other verbs with oblique complements, at least in German. First, it is not
imposshle to have helfen without a dative objed (57a), and second, it is
possble to have a mit-PPon the side of helfen (57b):

(57) a lchhaf be der Ernte
| helpedat the harvesting
b.Ichhalf mit Peter bel der Ernte
| helped with Peter at  the harvesting

We are neither forced to assume that helfen obli gatorily needs a dative object
to yield a well-formed clause, nor that it must not be accompanied by a mit-PP,
We know that matching FRs are well-formed in German. So the dause in (56)

37 Biring (2001 developed an acoount of word arder in German with an OT syntax mode that
integrates syntax and prosodic structure.

38 Neutralisation to a candidate with a dightly different meaning is the drategy that is also
chaosen by Legendre & al. (1998.
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should be well-formed syntactically as a matching FR. In fact, it might be
posshbleto get such areading in a suitable mntext:

(58) ?ch helfebei der Ernte nur, mit wem ich gut arbeiten kann
| help a theharvestingonly with whom | well work can
‘| only help at the harvesting together with someone who | can work well
with’

This reading might be hard to get, also for pragmatic reasons. But it is possble
in principle, and thisiswhat counts here: the oddity of (58) depends on whether
we get arealing for the dause. With resped to syntax it is well-formed. If (58),
and likewise (56), ‘crashes’, then it crashes in the semantic component of the
grammar.3?

We @n use this insight to change the way we aoounted for
ungrammaticality in this paper. Instead of asauuming that in the @se of
ungrammatical FRs the cmmpetition is neutrali sed to a formally unfaithful non-
FR candidate, we @n asuume that it is neutrdised to a FR with a different
intended interpretation. We @n then eliminate the CORR candidate from our
candidate sets and kegp Gen more restrictive than we did before: the @andidate
set only contains candidates with the syntactic structure of FRs.

For instances of ill -formed non-matching FRS, the neutralisation candidate
that replaces the CORR candidate is a matching FR. Let us discussthe example
that makes a difference between German A and German B:

(59) German B:
*Ich ladeein wer mir begegnet
I-NOM invite who-NOM me-DAT meds
‘In invite whoever meds me

The FR has the abstract case feature Acc here. It serves as dired objed of the
matrix verb:

(60) I-NoMm invite [cp Who-NOM me-DAT meds]-Acc

In the original analysis with the mnstraints ranked asin (61), the andidate with
the form in (60) loses against the neutraisation candidate, because it violates
RCr, which is ranked higher than the highest ranked constraint violated by the
CORR candidate, which is INT-®-LF.

(61) German B: INT-LF-PF RCr >> INT-®-LF >> RC IDC M|

Asaime that instead of CORR we have a FR with different abstract case
features, i.e., Gen may not allow for variation in the functional heads or feature
distribution, but it may allow for variation in the values of features. The
candidate | have in mind is a matching candidate with exactly the same ‘ surface

39 This presupposes that subcategorization information provided by the verb can be eased. See
(Voge 2000 for further arguments for why |lexeme specific subcategorization should be dispensed
with as much as possble on independent grounds.
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structure’ as in (60), but with the abstract case feature nominative on the FR, as
in (62):

(62) I-Nom invite [cp Who-NOM me-DAT meds]-NoMm

This candidate does not violate RCr or RC, because it is matching, so thereisno
problem with case redlisation at al (remember that the @nstraints on case
redisation are nstraints on output candidates without any reference to the ®-
LF). This clause is odd, because the FR cannot be interpreted now. It cannot be
the subjea of the dause, becuse ‘I' is the subject, and it cannot recave
nominative by means of, e.g., a comparative structure, asin (63), because there
is no comparative or other structure that would ‘license’ a second nominative
case marked constituent besides the subjed.

(63) DieMaria ist grofer als der Peter
the Maria-Nom is tdler  than the Peter-nom

So there is no way to make sense out of (62), it ‘crashes in the semantics. It
probably does not crash at the syntax-semantics interface The oddity of (62) is
purely semantics-internal. But (62) nevertheless wins the OT syntax
competiti on.

All we have to do is replace the now useless congtraint INT-®-LF with
another ®-LF faithfulnesscongtraint that is snsitive for the change from (60) to
(62). It is quite obvious that it is IDENT(cASE)-®-LF, becuse it is a case
feature that changes:

(64) IDENT(cASE)-®-LF
Correspondent ®-LF and output LF chains have identical values for the
feature @se.
If xOy and xis[ycAsg], theny is[ycAsE].

The mnstraint takes the position of INT-®-LF in therankings:

(65 German B: INT-LF-PF IDC-LF-PF RCr >> IDC-®-LF >> RC IDC-
LF-PFMI

This acoounts for languages that have some well-formed and some ill-formed
FRs. But how can we treat languages without any FRs like Hindi and Tok Pisin?
The aswer is again ‘neutrali sation to a candidate with a different meaning’. But
now we do not change a feature, as we did above with abstract case, but rather
delete a feature. The FR may be turned into a subordinate interrogative dause

40 Note that we now have to assume that the ®-representation that a clause is faithful to is an
element of Us with a specific language particular lexical index, because @se hasto be consdered as
partly language particular, at least with respect to some of the oblique cases and PPs that also have
to be taken into account here. The use of the notion ‘index’ is now the same asin (Legendre at al.
1998, where ‘index’, more or lessa ‘criterion’ defining the (finite) candidate set, replaces ‘input’. If
the structural accusative case feature is assumed to be assigned in a specific syntactic position, then
the @ndidate in (62) also departs from the faithful candidates in that the FR may no longer occupy
or be otherwise connected to this position. It hasto be represented as an adjunct syntactically.
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(deletion of the m case feature axd/or the ReL feature of the FR) or an
ordinary restricted relative dause (deletion of the ‘referentiality feature’ of the
FR). In either case the result should be uninterpretable. Either a verb selecting
for a[-wh] complement is accompanied by a[+wh] complement clause, or there
occurs a redtrictive relative dause without a head noun. These andidates again
imply no violations of the kind induced by FRs and may win the FR competiti on
if IDC-®-LF or another suitable faithfulnessconstraint isranked very low.

If the approach sketched in this sdion is reasonable, then we have two
aternative theories. How can we dedde between the neutraisation strategy
developed in sedion 3.2.2 and the one developed in this sction? There may be
no need for such a dedsion. The two strategies are mwmplementary and answer
different questions. When we ask: “How does a language expresswhat is meant
by a given FR input?’, we optimise the form and may get a corrdative
congtruction as output. And when we ask: “How is the structure of a (particular)
FR interpreted in a given language?, we might sometimes get no (‘ crash’ in the
semantics) or anon-FR interpretation. The two strategies can aso be considered
as two sides of the same @in, combined in a more wmplex perspedive on OT
syntax known as bidirectiond optimisation.4r Whether thisisthe best path to be
follow in OT syntax, or not, is an open isae. As it stands, the optimal
architecure of the OT syntax model is till to be found.
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