Chapter 15
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This chapter is concerned with the syntactic size of finite and infinitival relative
clauses in English. I claim that these fall into three (or even four) distinct struc-
tural sizes. Assuming a cartographic descriptive framework, I provide evidence
for this claim from novel observations concerning the (un)availability of adverbial
and argument fronting in the different types of relative clause (following Haege-
man 2012). Specifically, some relative clauses permit both adverbial and argument
fronting, some permit adverbial fronting only, whilst others do not permit front-
ing at all. Additional support for my claim comes from three instances of categorial
distinctness effect (in the sense of Richards 2010), which I argue instantiate a dis-
tinctness effect between elements in SpecTopP and SpecFocP.

1 Introduction

Relative clauses (RCs) have been a subject of study within generative frameworks
for decades. It is probably fair to say that the syntactic literature has been pri-
marily concerned with how the RC head (the noun modified by the RC) is related
to the RC-internal gap, with reconstruction effects playing a prominent role in
discussions and analyses. However, rather than focussing on the RC head, I will
consider the RC itself. More specifically, I will investigate the syntactic structure
and the structural size of English RCs.

The literature typically recognises two distinct structural sizes as far as RCs
are concerned: clausal RCs, as in (1), and reduced RCs, as in (2).

(1) Clausal RCs
the man [(who(m)/that) I met yesterday]
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(2) Reduced RCs
the man [(being) arrested by police yesterday]

I will not discuss reduced RCs here (for recent discussion, see Douglas 2016; Har-
wood 2017) but will focus exclusively on clausal RCs, simply calling them RCs
from now on. I argue that RCs are not homogeneous in their structural size, i.e.
they vary in terms of how much syntactic structure they contain. The different
types of RC that I will investigate are exemplified below:

(3) Finite wh-RCs

a. The man [who saw me] is John.

b. The house [which I lived in] fell down.

c. The house [in which I lived] fell down.
(4) (Finite) that-RCs

a. The man [that saw me] is John.

b. The man [that I saw] is John.

c. The house [that I lived in] fell down.
(5) Finite @-RCs

a. The man [I saw] is John.

b. The house [I lived in] fell down.
(6) Infinitival wh-RCs

a. The man [to whom to speak] is John.

b. The house [in which to live] is that one.

c. For a beginner, the course will likely provide a good atmosphere [in

which for you to fire your first shots].!

(7) Infinitival for-RCs

a. The man [for you to see] is John.

b. The man [for her to speak to] is John.
(8) Infinitival @-RCs

a. The man [to see] is John.

b. The man [to speak to] is John.

'This example is from: http://hunting.about.com/od/hunting-for-beginners/a/Hunting-For-
Beginners.htm. Such examples are not acceptable to all speakers (see, e.g., the judgements
in Chomsky & Lasnik 1977; Huddleston et al. 2002), though there are speakers for whom they
are acceptable.
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15 Rethinking relatives

The names for the different types of RC should be reasonably transparent. I do
not refer to wh-RCs with and without preposition pied-piping as different types.
Furthermore, I classify examples like (6c) as infinitival wh-RCs rather than infini-
tival for-RCs since the wh-phrase is further to the left. @-RCs are those without
an overt wh-relative pronoun, that or for.

The idea that RCs might vary in structural size is not new, with a number
of authors claiming a size difference between finite RCs introduced by an overt
relative pronoun or complementiser and those not (Boskovi¢ 1994; 1996; 1997;
2016; Weisler 1980; Doherty 1993; 2000), or between infinitival RCs relativising on
subjects and those relativising on non-subjects (Bhatt 1999). However, previous
studies tend not to consider finite and infinitival RCs together, nor to consider
the issue from a serious cartographic perspective (though see Haegeman 2012
for the application of such an approach to a range of clause types in English).

My more specific aim is thus to determine the structure and size of the left pe-
riphery of full clausal RCs. To investigate this question, I test whether full clausal
RCs of the various types illustrated above are compatible with adverbial and ar-
gument fronting (including negative preposing), as done in Haegeman (2012)
for a range of clause types following the cartographic tradition (Rizzi 1997 et
seq. among many others). Unlike Haegeman (2012), I focus exclusively on RCs,
demonstrating that there is a lot more to say about RCs and fronting possibilities
in their left peripheries. This is largely a result of empirical differences. Haege-
man writes:

In the following discussion judgments are based on the literature and on
a number of informants, all speakers of British English. There is, however,
interspeaker variation, and some speakers are much more liberal when it
comes to the distribution of fronted arguments in English. These speakers
may well find that their judgments deviate systematically from those dis-
cussed here. Given that the divergence is systematic, I tentatively conclude
that their grammar must differ from that of the speakers on whom this work
is based. (Haegeman 2012: 54)

I, and some that I have informally consulted, seem to belong to the “much
more liberal” speakers of British English (others that I have consulted seem to
belong to Haegeman’s “not-so-liberal” group).? The biggest difference between
Haegeman’s (2012) reported judgements and those to be reported below is that
Haegeman essentially rejects argument fronting in all RCs (a long-standing and

*Haegeman (2012) notes where some authors seem to be more liberal, e.g. Radford (2009a).
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widespread claim in the literature, see Chomsky 1977 and Bak 1984), whilst I (and
some of my consultants) accept it in some (but not all) RC-types. Nonetheless,
even when it is permitted, argument fronting is constrained. I will argue that
argument fronting is subject to what will be called a categorial distinctness effect
(see Richards 2010), i.e. an argument that is fronted inside an RC must be of a dif-
ferent phrasal category from whatever is relativised. This will become apparent
in §3.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. The adverbial fronting data is laid
out in §2, whilst the argument fronting data and the aforementioned categorial
distinctness effect are presented in §3. My analysis is laid out in §4 and suggests
a close formal relation between relativisation and topicalisation (at least in finite
RC contexts). §5 concludes.

2 Adverbial fronting

2.1 Finite wh-RCs

Adverbial fronting and adverbial negative preposing seem to behave in more or
less the same way, except that adverbial negative preposing triggers so-called
subject—auxiliary inversion. In this section, I will show that adverbial fronting is
permitted in finite wh- and that-RCs and in infinitival wh-RCs, but is not permit-
ted in the other RC-types.

Adverbial fronting is permitted in wh-RCs, both in non-subject RCs, as in (9),
and in subject RCs, as in (10) (see also Doherty 1993; 2000). The same applies to
adverbial negative preposing, as in (11) (non-subject RCs) and (12) (subject RCs).

(9) a. Imetaman who next year Mary might (actually) date.

b. Ibought a dress which next year Mary might (actually) wear.
(10) a. Imetaman who next year might (actually) date Mary.

b. Ibought a dress which next year might (actually) make Mary popular.
(11) I met a man who under no circumstances would Mary ever date.

o

. I bought a dress which under no circumstances would Mary ever wear.

(12) a. I'metaman who under no circumstances would ever go out with
Mary.

b. Ibought a dress which under no circumstances would ever make Mary
popular.

300



15 Rethinking relatives

The wh-relative pronoun may or may not pied-pipe a preposition. Adverbial
fronting is compatible with either option, as in (13). The same applies to adverbial
negative preposing, as in (14).

(13)

(14)

a.

a.

I met a man who next year Mary might (actually) grant a second date
to.

I met a man to whom next year Mary might (actually) grant a second
date.

I met a man who under no circumstances would Mary ever grant a
first date to.

I met a man to whom under no circumstances would Mary ever grant
a first date.

2.2 Finite that-RCs

Adverbial fronting is permitted in that-RCs, both in non-subject RCs, as in (15),
and in subject RCs, as in (16) (see also Doherty 1993; 2000). The same applies to
adverbial negative preposing, as in (17) (non-subject RCs) and (18) (subject RCs).

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

ISR

IS

P

=

IS

I met a man that next year Mary might (actually) date.

I bought a dress that next year Mary might (actually) wear.

I met a man that next year might (actually) date Mary.

I bought a dress that next year might (actually) make Mary popular.
I met a man that under no circumstances would Mary ever date.

I bought a dress that under no circumstances would Mary ever wear.

I met a man that under no circumstances would ever go out with Mary.

. I bought a dress that under no circumstances would ever make Mary

popular.

that-RCs do not permit pied-piping of prepositions at all so (19b) and (20b) are un-
grammatical independently of adverbial fronting and adverbial negative prepos-
ing respectively.

(19)

a.

b.

I met a man that next year Mary might (actually) grant a second
date to.

* I met a man to that (next year) Mary might (actually) grant a second
date.
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(20) a. Imetaman that under no circumstances would Mary ever grant a
first date to.

b. *Imeta man to that (under no circumstances) would Mary ever grant
a first date.

2.3 Finite @-RCs

Unlike in finite wh-RCs and finite that-RCs, adverbial fronting is not permitted in
finite @-RCs (see also Doherty 1993; 2000). This applies to both non-subject RCs,
as in (21), and subject RCs, as in (22). Note, however, that finite subject @-RCs are
generally impossible in (standard) English.® In other words, the examples in (22)
are ungrammatical independently of adverbial fronting. Exactly the same holds
of adverbial negative preposing, as in (23) (non-subject RCs) and (24) (subject
RCs).

(21) a. *Imet a man next year Mary might (actually) date.

b. *Ibought a dress next year Mary might (actually) wear.
(22) a. *Imet aman (next year) might (actually) date Mary.

b. *Ibought a dress (next year) might (actually) make Mary popular.
(23) a. *Imetaman under no circumstances would Mary ever date.

b. *Ibought a dress under no circumstances would Mary ever wear.

(24) a. "I metaman (under no circumstances) would (ever) go out with Mary.

b. *Ibought a dress (under no circumstances) would (ever) make Mary
popular.

@-RCs do not permit pied-piping of prepositions in general. Hence (25b) and
(26b) are ungrammatical independently of adverbial fronting or adverbial nega-
tive preposing respectively.

(25) a. *Imet aman next year Mary might (actually) grant a second date to.

b. *Imet a man to (next year) Mary might (actually) grant a second date.

3There are apparent counterexamples, such as (i):
(i) There’s a man sells vegetables at the market.
However, there is good reason to believe that these are not instances of genuine @-RCs (see

den Dikken 2005; Harris & Vincent 1980; Henry 1995; Lambrecht 1988; McCawley 1998), so I
set these aside (pace Doherty 1993; 2000).
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15 Rethinking relatives

(26) a. *Imetaman under no circumstances would Mary ever grant a first
date.

b. *Imet a man to (under no circumstances) would Mary ever grant a
first date.

2.4 Infinitival wh-RCs

In English, infinitival wh-RCs obligatorily involve a pied-piped preposition. Sub-
ject infinitival wh-RCs are consequently impossible because subjects do not have
any prepositions to pied-pipe. All of the examples therefore involve non-subject
relativisation. As can be seen, adverbial fronting and adverbial negative prepos-
ing is permitted, as in (27) and (28) respectively.

(27) Mary’s the woman to whom next week to hand these documents.

(28) Mary’s the woman to whom under no circumstances to ever hand these
documents.

Some speakers allow the complementiser for and an overt subject in infinitival
wh-RCs, though even then it is typically judged as somewhat degraded. Other
speakers judge it ungrammatical (see Chomsky & Lasnik 1977; Huddleston et
al. 2002: 1067). For those that do accept such structures, adverbial fronting is
permitted in such cases. The fronted adverbial obligatorily precedes for, as in
(29).

(29) a. ?? Mary’s the woman to whom next week for you to hand these

documents.

b. *Mary’s the woman to whom for you next week to hand these
documents.

The same seems to be true for adverbial negative preposing, as in (30).

30) a. ?? Mary’s the woman to whom under no circumstances for you to ever
y y
hand these documents.

b. *Mary’s the woman to whom for you under no circumstances to ever
hand these documents.

2.5 Infinitival for-RCs

Unlike in infinitival wh-RCs (with and without for), adverbial fronting is not per-
mitted in infinitival for-RCs, i.e. infinitival RCs with overt for but no wh-relative
pronoun, as in (31). The same applies to adverbial negative preposing, as in (32).
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(31) a. ?*Imetaman next year for you to bring to the party.

b. *Imet a man for you next year to bring to the party.
(32) a. *Imeta man under no circumstances for you to ever bring to the
party.
b. *Imet a man for you under no circumstances to ever bring to the
party.

Infinitival for-RCs do not permit pied-piping of prepositions in general. Hence
(33) and (34) are ungrammatical independently of adverbial fronting and adver-
bial negative preposing.

(33) *Mary’s the woman to (next week) for you to hand these documents.

(34) * Mary’s the woman to (under no circumstances) for you to ever hand
these documents.

2.6 Infinitival @-RCs

Like in infinitival for-RCs, adverbial fronting is not permitted in infinitival @-
RCs, i.e. infinitival RCs with neither for nor a wh-relative pronoun, as in (35).
The same applies to adverbial negative preposing, as in (36).

(35) *Imetaman next year to bring to the party.

(36) *Imetaman under no circumstances to ever bring to the party.

Infinitival @-RCs do not permit pied-piping of prepositions in general, hence (37)
and (38) are ungrammatical independently of adverbial fronting and adverbial
negative preposing.

(37) *Mary’s the woman to (next week) to hand these documents.

(38) *Mary’s the woman to (under no circumstances) to ever hand these
documents.

2.7 Summary

Adverbial fronting and adverbial negative preposing are permitted in finite wh-
RCs, finite that-RCs, and infinitival wh-RCs (with and without for). They are not
permitted in finite @-RCs, infinitival for-RCs, and infinitival @-RCs. Furthermore,
they do not seem to interact with preposition pied-piping in any way.
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15 Rethinking relatives

3 Argument fronting

3.1 Finite wh-RCs

I turn now to argument fronting. As I will show, argument fronting is more con-
strained than adverbial fronting. Indeed, as pointed out in §1, Haegeman’s (2012)
analysis is based on cases where argument fronting in RCs is generally impos-
sible. This seems to be true for some of the speakers I have consulted as well.
However, other speakers are “more liberal”. Nevertheless, even for these more
liberal speakers it is not the case that fronted arguments are freely permitted in
all types of RC. As will be seen, argument fronting exhibits a categorial distinct-
ness effect. Anticipating the findings, argument fronting is permitted in finite wh-
and that-RCs but not in the other RC-types.

Let us first consider non-subject RCs. Fronted arguments are acceptable to
“more liberal” informants, as in (39). The fronted argument obligatorily follows
the relative pronoun, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (40).

(39) a. Imetaman towhom, a second date, Mary might actually grant.
b. Ibought a car in which, muddy shoes, I would never allow.
(40) a. "Imet aman, a second date, to whom Mary might actually grant.

b. *Ibought a car, muddy shoes, in which I would never allow.

However, argument fronting is restricted. Observe that in (39) the wh-relative
pronouns have pied-piped a preposition. Interestingly, without such pied-piping,
the examples become degraded or unacceptable, as in (41).

(41) a. ?"Imetaman who(m), a second date, Mary might actually grant to.

b. ?*Ibought a car which, muddy shoes, I would never allow in.

The same effect can be seen when it is the fronted argument rather than the
relative pronoun that has the option of pied-piping a preposition. In (42), the
fronted argument has pied-piped a preposition and the result is acceptable, whilst
in (43), it has not pied-piped a preposition and the result is unacceptable.

(42) Iwitnessed the second date which, to that man, Mary should never have
granted.

*Similarly, Radford (2009a: 282) judges the following example as acceptable:

(i) A university is the kind of place in which, that kind of behaviour, we cannot tolerate.
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(43) *Iwitnessed the second date which, that man, Mary should never have
granted to.

What these data tell us is that the relative pronoun and fronted argument can-
not both be nominal phrases (DPs). If one is a DP, the other must pied-pipe a
preposition, i.e. be a prepositional phrase (PP). To my knowledge, this is a novel
empirical generalisation. Adopting Richards’s (2010) terminology, I refer to this
as a categorial distinctness effect.

This raises the question of what happens when both the relative pronoun and
fronted argument pied-pipe a preposition. The result is grammatical (example
adapted from Totsuka (2014).

(44) 1 met a man with whom, about linguistics, I could talk all day.

However, there is an issue about whether the fronted PP in such examples is
actually an argument (see Rizzi 1997: 294, 322-325). I leave such examples aside
for now but will return to them in §4.4.

The categorial distinctness effect is particularly important when it comes to
argument fronting in subject RCs. It has been claimed that fronted topics, or
fronted arguments more generally, are impossible in subject RCs (Haegeman
2012: 58; Rizzi 1997: 307). The following examples, taken from Rizzi (1997: 307),
are intended to show that fronted arguments are possible in non-subject RCs, as
in (45a) and (46a), but impossible in subject RCs, as in (45b) and (46b) (judgements
as in the original).’

(45) a. ??the man to whom, that book, I gave
b. *the man who, that book, gave to me
(46) a. ?aman to whom, liberty, we should never grant6

b. *aman who, liberty, should never grant to us

SHaegeman (2012: Ch. 2, note 6) notes via personal communication with Andrew Radford that
he accepts the following:

(i) He’s the kind of person who, a noble gesture like that, would simply not appreciate.
I, and others, find this example odd. We feel that it needs a subject resumptive pronoun to be
even marginally acceptable, as in (ii). Interestingly, an object resumptive does not seem even

marginally possible, as in (iii). See §4.4 for discussion.

(if) ? He’s the kind of person who, a noble gesture like that, he would simply not appreciate.

(iii) * He’s the kind of person who, a noble gesture like that, would simply not appreciate it.
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However, observe that the non-subject RC examples in (45a) and (46a) satisfy
categorial distinctness whilst the subject RC examples in (45b) and (46b) do not. If
the categorial distinctness effect is responsible for the ungrammaticality of (45b)
and (46b), the prediction is that fronted arguments will be allowed in subject RCs
provided that the fronted argument pied-pipes a preposition. This prediction is
borne out as the contrast between (47) and (48) shows.

(47) a. *Imet a man who, Mary, might actually grant a second date to.

b. *Ibought a car which, children, can give hours of entertainment to.

(48) a. ?Imetaman who, to Mary, might actually grant a second date.

b. Ibought a car which, to children, can give hours of entertainment.

These data thus show that argument fronting is permitted in subject RCs but that
the fronted argument must be a PP in line with the categorial distinctness effect.

The same effect can be seen with argument negative preposing. As the con-
trasts below show, if the relative pronoun has not pied-piped a preposition, the
fronted argument must do so. This applies to both non-subject and subject RCs.

(49) a. Imeta man who(m), to no woman, would I ever recommend (as a
date).

b. Ibought a dress which, to no woman, would I ever give (as a present).
c. I met a man who, to no woman, would ever give roses.
d. Ibought a dress which, to no woman, would ever be given (as a

present).

(50) a. *Imetaman who(m), no woman, would I ever recommend to (as a
date).

b. *Ibought a dress which, no woman, would I ever give to (as a
present).

c. *I'met a man who, no woman, would ever give roses to.

d. *Ibought a dress which, no woman, would ever be given to (as a
present).

The negative preposed argument can only be a DP if the relative pronoun pied-
pipes a preposition.

(51) a. Imetaman towhom, no advice would I ever give.

b. Imet a woman to whom, no roses would a man ever give.

°(46a) is adapted from Baltin (1982: 17). Baltin judges it as acceptable, but notes that not all
speakers find it totally acceptable.
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(52) a. *Imetaman who(m), no advice would I ever give to.

2? .
b. ** I met a woman who(m), no roses would a man ever give to.

To summarise, I have shown that argument fronting is permitted in finite wh-
RCs but is subject to a categorial distinctness effect. The categorial distinctness
effect says that a relative pronoun and fronted argument cannot both be DPs. If
one is a DP, the other must be a PP. This is schematised in Table 15.1.

Table 15.1: Categorial distinctness effect

Relative pronoun Fronted argument Combination allowed?

DP DP *
DP PP v/
PP DP /
PP PP See §4.4

3.2 Finite that-RCs

Argument fronting is permitted in finite that-RCs and is subject to the categorial
distinctness effect. However, for whatever reason, preposition pied-piping is not
possible with that, which rules out PP-DP and PP-PP, and I predict from the
categorial distinctness effect that option DP-DP is not available either. Conse-
quently, I predict that DP-PP is the only option, i.e. the fronted argument can
only be a PP. This prediction is borne out and applies to both non-subject and
subject RCs.

(53) a. Ibought a dress that, to Mary, I might consider giving (as a present).
b. Ibought a dress that, to Mary, could be given (as a present).

c. Ibought a car that, to children, would give hours of entertainment.

(54) a. *Ibought a dress that, Mary, I might consider giving to (as a present).

<

* I bought a dress that, Mary, could be given to (as a present).

c. "Ibought a car that, children, would give hours of entertainment to.
The same applies to argument negative preposing.

(55) a. Ibought a dress that, to no woman, would I ever give (as a present).

b. Ibought a dress that, to no woman, would ever be given (as a present).
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(56) a. *Ibought a dress that, no woman, would I ever give to (as a present).

b. *Ibought a dress that, no woman, would ever be given to (as a
present).

If there is no preposition for the fronted argument to pied-pipe in the first place,
we predict that argument fronting will simply be unavailable. This prediction is
also borne out as the following examples show.

(57) a. *Ibought a car that, muddy shoes, I would never allow in.

=

* 1 bought a car that, hours of entertainment, would give to children.
c. “Ibought a car that, the children, can keep entertained.
(58) a. ??Ibought a car that, not a single muddy shoe would I ever allow in.

b. *Ibought a car that, not a single hour of entertainment, would ever
give to any child.

e

* I bought a car that, no child, can keep entertained.

3.3 Finite @-RCs

Unlike finite wh-RCs and finite that-RCs, argument fronting is not permitted in
finite @-RCs at all, even if the fronted argument is a PP. Since subject @-RCs are
generally impossible in English, only non-subject @-RCs are illustrated.

(59) a. *Imetaman, Mary, I might recommend to (as a date).
b. *Ibought a dress, Mary, I could give to (as a present).

(60) a. *Imetaman, to Mary, I might recommend (as a date).

IS

* I bought a dress, to Mary, I could give (as a present).

Pied-piping of prepositions is not permitted with @. Therefore, if argument front-
ing were possible at all, we would expect PP fronted arguments to be possible, as
they were with that-RCs. Since PP fronted arguments are impossible, I conclude
that argument fronting is generally impossible in finite @-RCs.

Argument negative preposing behaves in exactly the same way.

(61) a. *Imetaman, no woman would I ever recommend to (as a date).
b. *Ibought a dress, no woman would I ever give to (as a present).

(62) a. *Imetaman, to no woman would I ever recommend (as a date).

=

* I bought a dress, to no woman would I ever give (as a present).
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3.4 Infinitival wh-RCs

Argument fronting is not permitted in infinitival wh-RCs (regardless of whether
for is present or not), even if the fronted argument is a DP. Since infinitival wh-
RCs obligatorily involve pied-piping of a preposition, if argument fronting were
possible at all, we would expect DP fronted arguments to be possible. Since they
are not, I conclude that argument fronting is generally impossible in infinitival
wh-RCs.

(63)

®

*I found an ideal venue in which, Mary, to propose to.
b. *Ifound an ideal venue in which, Mary, for you to propose to.
c. *Ifound an ideal venue in which for you, Mary, to propose to.
(64) a. *Ifound an ideal venue in which, to Mary, to propose.
b. *Ifound an ideal venue in which, to Mary, for you to propose.

c. "Ifound an ideal venue in which for you, to Mary, to propose.

Similarly, argument negative preposing is not permitted (regardless of whether
for is present or not, and regardless of whether the fronted argument is a PP or
a DP).

(65)

®

* This is a place in which, no man, to ever give one’s real name to.

b. * This is a place in which, no man, for you to ever give your real name
to.

c. " This is a place in which for you, no man, to ever give your real name
to.

(66)

®

* This is a place in which, to no man, to ever give one’s real name.

b. * This is a place in which, to no man, for you to ever give your real
name.

c. *This is a place in which for you, to no man, to ever give your real
name.

3.5 Infinitival for-RCs

As with infinitival wh-RCs, argument fronting is not permitted in infinitival for-
RCs at all, regardless of whether the fronted argument is a DP or a PP.

(67) a. *Ifound an ideal venue, Mary, for you to propose to in.

b. *Ifound an ideal venue for you, Mary, to propose to in.
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(68) a. *Ifound an ideal venue, to Mary, for you to propose in.

b. *Ifound an ideal venue for you, to Mary, to propose in.
The same applies to argument negative preposing.

(69) a. *Isaw a venue, no woman, for one to propose to in.
b. *Isaw a venue for one, no woman, to propose to in.

(70) *1 saw a venue, to no woman, for one to propose in.

ISR

. "I saw a venue for one, to no woman, to propose in.

3.6 Infinitival @-RCs

Finally, as with all other infinitival RCs so far, argument fronting is not permitted
in infinitival @-RCs, regardless of whether the fronted argument is a DP or a PP.
(71) *Ifound an ideal venue, Mary, to propose to in.

(72) *Ifound an ideal venue, to Mary, to propose in.
The same applies to argument negative preposing.

(73) *1saw a venue, no woman, for one to propose to in.

(74) *Isaw a venue, to no woman, for one to propose in.

3.7 Summary

Argument fronting is permitted in finite wh-RCs and that-RCs, and is prohibited
in finite @-RCs and all infinitival RCs. Where argument fronting is permitted,
it is subject to a categorial distinctness effect. The relative pronoun (or relative
operator in the case of that-RCs) and fronted argument cannot both be DPs. If one
is a DP, the other must be a PP. Exactly the same pattern is found with argument
negative preposing.

4 Analysis and discussion

4.1 The distribution of adverbial and argument fronting

Putting the conclusions from §2 and §3 together, we have the empirical situation
regarding the distribution of adverbial and argument fronting in English RCs
shown in Table 15.2 (note that the terms adverbial fronting and argument fronting
will now be used to cover their negative preposing counterparts as well).
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Table 15.2: Distribution of adverbial and argument fronting in full
clausal RCs in English. v: allowed; (v): allowed subject to restrictions;
*: not allowed.

Finite Infinitival

wh-RCs  that-RCs @-RCs wh-RCs for-RCs @-RCs

Adverbial fronting v v * v * *
Argument fronting () (v) * * * *

I propose that this distribution can be captured by positing (at least) three
distinct sizes of RC in English, which I will describe in cartographic terms. Rizzi
(2004: 242) proposes the following articulation of the C-domain (* here means
“iterable”):

(75) Force > Top”* > Int > Top”™ > Focus > Mod"* > Top”* > Fin > IP

SpecTopP hosts topic phrases, SpecFocusP hosts focus phrases, SpecIntP hosts
high wh-elements such as Italian perché ‘why’, and SpecModP hosts fronted ad-
verbials in all but “very special discourse contexts” (Rizzi 2004). I will adopt the
simplified version in (76).

(76) Force > Top > Foc > Mod* > Fin > IP

The reasons for this simplification are: (i) I am not concerned with Int; (ii) En-
glish does not permit multiple topics (see Haegeman 2012 and references therein);
and (iii) English topics can never follow foci (see Haegeman 2012 and references
therein). Fronted arguments can be topics or foci. Below, I will address the issue
of whether the fronted argument in RCs is a topic or a focus.

I am now in a position to account for the distribution of argument fronting
and adverbial fronting in RCs. In brief, I propose that finite wh-RCs and that-
RCs are TopPs, infinitival wh-RCs are FocPs, and finite @-RCs, infinitival for-RCs
and infinitival @-RCs are FinPs (or alternatively, unsplit CPs). This proposal is
summarised in Table 15.3.

FinPs are too small to contain TopP, FocP or ModP. Consequently, they per-
mit neither argument nor adverbial fronting. In finite @-RCs, Fin is @, whilst in
infinitival for-RCs, Fin is lexicalised as for, in line with previous proposals (Haege-
man 2012; Radford 2009b; Rizzi 1997). If infinitival @-RCs are FinPs, Fin is also
@ in these cases. FocPs contain ModP, so permit adverbial fronting. Argument
fronting is not permitted because FocP is too small to contain TopP and because
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Table 15.3: RC structures

Finite Finite Infinitival Finite Infinitival Infinitival
wh-RCs  that-RCs  wh-RCs @-RCs for-RCs @-RCs

Adverbial v v v * * *
fronting

Argument (v) (v) * * * *
fronting

—_———— ——
Structural TopP FocP FinP (or unsplit CP)

size

relativisation in infinitival wh-RCs targets SpecFocP. Finally, TopPs contain FocP
and ModP. Consequently, they permit argument fronting (focus fronting) and ad-
verbial fronting. I assume that Top is lexicalised as that in that-RCs, but is @ in
finite wh-RCs (where the wh-relative pronoun occupies SpecTopP). In the follow-
ing subsections, I will expand on and discuss various aspects of this proposal.

4.2 FinP RCs

There is potentially a size difference between finite »-RCs and infinitival for-RCs
on the one hand, and infinitival @-RCs on the other. The evidence comes from
accessibility in the sense of Keenan & Comrie (1977), i.e. the grammatical func-
tions that can be relativised. Finite @-RCs and infinitival for-RCs can relativise
any argument (except the subject), including arguments embedded inside (finite)
clauses. Infinitival @-RCs can also relativise any argument (including the sub-
ject), but cannot relativise out of an embedded finite clause (Longenbaugh 2016),
at least for some speakers.” This is shown in the following examples (the (e) and
(f) examples in (77) to (79) are taken or adapted from Longenbaugh 2016).

(77) Finite @-RCs

a. *Ifound a man can fix the sink.

b.  Ifound a sink you can fix.
c.  Ifound a woman you can give a present to.
d.  Ifound a boy you can force to run faster.

e. Ifound a play you can prove was written by Shakespeare.

I found a play you can prove (that) Shakespeare wrote.

T have found the judgements of (79¢,f) to be somewhat variable.

313



Jamie Douglas

(78) Infinitival for-RCs

a. *Ifound a man for to fix the sink.

b.  Ifound a sink for you to fix.

c. Ifound a woman for you to give a present to.

d.  Ifound a boy for you to force to run faster.

e. Ifound a play for you to prove was written by Shakespeare.

f.  Ifound a play for you to prove (that) Shakespeare wrote.
(79) Infinitival @-RCs

a. Ifound a man to fix the sink.

b.  Ifound a sink to fix.

c.  Ifound a woman to give a present to.

d.  Ifound aboy to force to run faster.

e. *Ifound a play to prove was written by Shakespeare.

f. ?*Ifound a play to prove (that) Shakespeare wrote.

If this is correct, infinitival @-RCs seem to exhibit A’-properties in that argu-
ments can be relativised without higher arguments intervening with such move-
ment, as well as A-properties in that such movement is clause-bound (at least
for some speakers), as shown by the ungrammaticality of relativising an element
from an embedded finite clause in (79, f). In contrast, finite @-RCs and infiniti-
val for-RCs exhibit A’-properties. Longenbaugh (2016) suggests that the hybrid
A’/A-properties are the result of a composite probe, i.e. one seeking both A- and
A’-related features. One could hypothesise that, if a C-domain is absent, both A-
and A’-features are present on T, whilst if a C-domain is present, the A-features
are on T and the A’-features in the C-domain. If this is correct, this suggests
the following three things. First, finite @-RCs, infinitival for-RCs and infinitival
@-RCs all lack the requisite structure to host fronted adverbials and fronted argu-
ments, i.e. their C-domains contain no structure higher than FinP. Second, finite
@-RCs and infinitival for-RCs do have at least some portion of the C-domain.
Third, infinitival @-RCs may lack a C-domain altogether.

4.3 FocP RCs

According to my proposal, infinitival wh-RCs do not permit argument fronting
because relativisation and argument fronting would be competing for the same
position, namely SpecFocP. However, it has also been claimed in the literature
that argument fronting is generally impossible in infinitival clauses (see Bianchi
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1999: 206-208). Evidence comes from the impossibility of argument fronting
in raising and control infinitivals (Haegeman 2012: 67-68; see also Hooper &
Thompson 1973: 484-485).

(80) Hooper & Thompson (1973: 485)
a. * My friends tend, the more liberal candidates, to support.

b. *I have decided, your book, to read.

Argument fronting is also prohibited in ECM complements (Haegeman 2012: Ch.
2, note 20).

(81) Culicover & Levine (2001: 297, fn. 14)
a. *Ireally want, that solution, Robin to explore thoroughly.

b. *Police believe, the London area, the suspect to have left.

However, this evidence does not rule out structural size being relevant since these
infinitival clauses could themselves be too small to host fronted arguments. In-
stead, we need to test an infinitival clause that is independently considered to
be quite large. If argument fronting is impossible in such cases, this is evidence
that argument fronting is simply impossible in infinitival clauses regardless of
their size. However, if argument fronting is possible, it suggests that structural
size does play a role in the availability of argument fronting. In this respect, con-
sider embedded questions. It is typically said that wh-phrases in embedded finite
contexts target a higher position in the left periphery (SpecForceP) than in ma-
trix contexts (SpecFocP) (see Haegeman 2012; Pesetsky 1995), thereby capturing
the observation that matrix wh-phrases follow topics but embedded wh-phrases
precede them. The high position of wh-phrases in embedded clauses is poten-
tially related to clause-typing (Cheng 1991). Now, assuming that wh-phrases in
embedded infinitival questions also occupy a high left peripheral position for
clause-typing, observe that argument fronting seems to be possible. The exam-
ples may not be perfect, but they certainly seem better than those in (80) and
(81).

(82) a. ?John didn’t know what, to Mary especially, to say at a time like that.

b. ?TIasked to whom, this particular form, to give so that it would be
processed promptly.

Therefore, it seems that argument fronting is not incompatible with infinitival
contexts per se (pace Bianchi 1999), and I thus conclude that infinitival wh-RCs
do not permit argument fronting because they are structurally too small and not
because they are infinitival.
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Finally, a potential problem is that infinitival wh-RCs do not seem to be nec-
essarily associated with focus interpretations (Luigi Rizzi, p.c.). This may be due
to us erroneously associating the lowest position for fronted arguments in the C-
domain with SpecFocP. The crucial proposal that I am making is that infinitival
wh-RCs have only a single position for fronted arguments in their left-periphery.
This is targeted by relativisation and hence blocks all other argument fronting. If
it turns out that there is a position for fronted arguments below FocP (see Dou-
glas 2016: 83, fn. 15), what T have been calling FocP RCs would actually be slightly
smaller than FocP. However, the essence of the present proposal would remain
unaffected.

4.4 TopP RCs

I now return to finite wh-RCs and that-RCs, which I have proposed are TopPs.
This proposal makes several (correct) predictions. First, if relativisation targets
SpecTopP, we predict that there is only a single position left for argument front-
ing. Thus, we expect multiple argument fronting to be permitted in non-RC con-
texts, but only single argument fronting in RC contexts. This prediction is borne
out. English permits multiple fronted arguments in non-RC contexts always in
the order topic—focus (Culicover 1991; Haegeman 2012).3

(83) That book, to John Mary gave in 1979.

However, it is extremely difficult if not impossible to have multiple fronted argu-
ments within RCs.

(84) *the year in which, that book, to John Mary gave

Alternatively, the difficulty with multiple argument fronting in RCs may be due
to the categorial distinctness effect, i.e. it may simply be too difficult to front two
arguments and relativise an element whilst simultaneously respecting categorial
distinctness. To tease these two options apart, I will consider a second prediction
made by the present analysis.

My analysis predicts that fronted arguments in finite wh- and that-RCs will
target SpecFocP, i.e. the fronted argument will be a focus rather than a topic.
On a hypothetical alternative analysis, multiple argument fronting is allowed in
principle but ruled out by categorial distinctness. This means that a single fronted

8The standard claim is that multiple topics are not permitted in English (Haegeman 2012 and
references therein), and that multiple foci are not permitted generally (Haegeman 2012; Rizzi
1997).
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argument could be either a focus or a topic in principle. To distinguish these
two hypotheses, we must thus ask whether the fronted argument behaves like a
topic at all. The empirical situation is difficult, but overall the fronted argument
in RCs seems to be a focus rather than a topic, as will be shown below, thereby
supporting our analysis rather than the hypothetical alternative.

I will apply two of Rizzi’s (1997) topic/focus diagnostics. Rizzi shows that foci
exhibit weak crossover (WCO) whilst topics do not. As the following data show,
the fronted argument always seems to be sensitive to WCO suggesting that it
must be a focus and cannot be a topic (the judgements may be quite subtle in
some cases).

(85) a. ?”the school to which, John Smith; his; mother is planning to send
b.  the school to which, John Smith Mary is planning to send

(86) a. ?the person to whom, this book; its; author is happy to give for free
b.  the person to whom, this book Mary is happy to give for free

As a second diagnostic, Rizzi (1997) notes that topics can be resumed by resump-
tive pronouns, but foci cannot (at least in Italian). Although English does not
typically make use of resumptive pronouns (unless with hanging topics or to
repair certain island violations), it seems that the fronted argument is not very
readily resumed by a resumptive pronoun. In fact, it seems more acceptable to
resume the RC head (or relative pronoun) than the fronted argument (recall foot-
note 5). This suggests that the fronted argument must be a focus and cannot be
a topic. Consider the following contrasts:

(87) a. ?*aman to whom, unfettered liberty we would never grant it

b. ?aman to whom, unfettered liberty we would never grant to him

(88) a. ?*aman to whom, this book Mary would happily give it
b. ?aman to whom, this book Mary would happily give to him

Although none of these considerations are conclusive in isolation, they neverthe-
less both seem to converge on the conclusion that argument fronting in English
RCs is always focalisation and never topicalisation. This in turn suggests that the
ban on multiple argument fronting in RCs in English, as in (84), is due to the idea
that SpecTopP is targeted by relativisation and so cannot be targeted by topical-
isation as well. This thus suggests that relativisation and topicalisation compete
for the same position, i.e. SpecTopP. This formally captures the long-standing
intuition that relativisation and topicalisation are intimately related (see Abels
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2012; Bianchi 1999; Kuno 1973; 1976; Williams 2011) and could in fact suggest that
topicalisation feeds relativisation in English and other languages (see Douglas
2016 for discussion of English and Malagasy in this respect).

The third prediction made by our analysis concerns the categorial distinctness
effect. As seen above, this effect holds between the fronted argument and the rel-
ative pronoun/operator, i.e. between the constituents in SpecFocP and SpecTopP.
If this is correct, we might also expect to find the categorial distinctness effect
between foci and topics more generally. This is indeed what we find.

(89) a. This present, to Mary I would give.
b. * This present, Mary I would give to.

(90) a. To Mary, this present I would give.
b. * Mary, this present I would give to.

(89) shows that, if the topic phrase is a DP, the focus phrase cannot be a DP, as
in (89b), and must be a PP, as in (89a). (90) shows that, if the focus phrase is a DP,
the topic phrase cannot be a DP, as in (90b), and must be a PP, as in (90a). As far
as I am aware, this is a novel observation and lends independent and important
support to our proposal.

Finally, our analysis is able to incorporate Richards’s (2010) idea of why the
relative pronoun in infinitival wh-RCs obligatorily pied-pipes a preposition in
English.

(91) Infinitival wh-RCs
a. *the man whom to talk to

b. the man to whom to talk

Richards (2010) proposes that this is due to a categorial distinctness effect be-
tween the wh-relative pronoun and the external determiner of the RC head. Rich-
ards (2010: 35) provides the following schematic structures:

(92) Infinitival wh-RCs
a. " [pp D [np N=RC head [cp [pp wh-relative pronoun ] [¢> C [1p ...]]1]]]

b. [pp D [np N=RC head [¢p [pp P [pp wh-relative pronoun ]] [ C [1p
11111

According to Richards, D and N are not phase heads. Consequently, the DP rel-
ative pronoun and the external determiner D in (92a) are linearised in the same
spellout domain. This yields the linearisation statement (D,D) (amongst others).
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However, because the two D’s are non-distinct, (D,D) is uninterpretable at the
interfaces by hypothesis. This is the categorial distinctness effect and accounts
for the ungrammaticality of (91a). In (92b), however, the DP relative pronoun is
embedded in a PP (where P is a phase head). Consequently, the external deter-
miner D and the DP relative pronoun are linearised in separate spellout domains
so the problematic (D,D) statement never arises and (91b) is grammatical.
Richards (2010) highlights that his structures in (92) simply serve to illustrate
his proposal; they are not integral to it. Consequently, I adapt the structures in
(92) to those in (93) to be more consistent with our conclusions and assumptions.

(93) Infinitival wh-RCs

a. " [pp D [1opp [pp RC head] Top [rocp [pp wh-relative pronoun ] Foc
(Finp Fin [rp ...]111]

b. [pp D [topp [pp RC head] Top [gocp [pp P [pp Wh-relative pronoun |]
Foc [inp Fin [1p ...]]11]

Following Borsley (1997) and Bianchi (2000), I analyse the RC head as a DP phrase
(rather than as an N head, as in 92). In this way, the categorial distinctness effect
arises because the DP relative pronoun and the DP RC head are linearised in the
same spellout domain, i.e. the categorial distinctness effect is a relation between
two phrases rather than between two heads, as in (92).

Now, recall that I argued independently on the basis of the distribution of
adverbial and argument fronting that infinitival wh-RCs are FocPs. In (93), [ have
shown the RC head as being in SpecTopP. This can be interpreted under the
raising analysis of RCs (see especially Bianchi 1999; 2000) if one assumes that the
RC head is subextracted out of the relative pronoun DP, or under the matching
analysis if one assumes that the RC head can be base-generated in SpecTopP
(see Douglas 2016 for discussion). What is interesting for present purposes is
that, once again, the categorial distinctness effect holds between the constituents
in SpecFocP and SpecTopP. According to Richards’s (2010) account, this would
mean that Top is not a phase head. If it were, the constituent in SpecTopP and
the one in SpecFocP would be in different spellout domains and we would not
expect any categorial distinctness effect, contrary to fact.”

Why does the RC head in finite wh-RCs not exhibit categorial distinctness
effects with the relative pronoun?

°Note that, if this is correct, it would suggest that the C-domain is not a dynamic phase domain
(in the sense of Boskovi¢ 2014; Harwood 2015), i.e. it cannot be the case that the highest head
in the C-domain (whatever it may be) is necessarily phasal (in fact, Boskovi¢ 2014 explicitly
leaves the C-domain out of his discussion of dynamic phases). If it were, we would expect the
Top head in infinitival wh-RCs to be a phase head.
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(94) Finite wh-RCs
a. the man whom I should speak to
b. the man to whom I should speak

The answer that our analysis provides is that the relative pronoun is located in
SpecTopP in such cases and the RC head is higher, i.e. in SpecForceP, as schema-
tised in (95).

(95) Finite wh-RCs
a. [pp D [Forcer [pp RC head] Force [1opp [pp wh-relative pronoun] Top
[Focp Foc [Finp Fin [rp ...]1]1]
b. [pp D [Forcep [pp RC head] Force [1opp [pp P [pp Wh-relative pronoun]]
Top [Focp Foc [Finp Fin [1p ...]111]

In other words, whilst there is a categorial distinctness effect between constitu-
ents in SpecFocP and SpecTopP, there is no such effect between constituents in
SpecTopP and SpecForceP. Again, on Richards’s (2010) account, this would sug-
gest that Force is a phase head. As a result, the constituents in SpecForceP and
SpecTopP would be in different spellout domains and no categorial distinctness
effect would arise between them, i.e. if the constituent in SpecForceP is a DP, the
constituent in SpecTopP can be either a PP, as in (95b), or a DP, as in (95a).

I have thus argued that infinitival wh-RCs are FocPs with the RC head being
located in SpecTopP, and the finite wh-RCs are TopPs with the RC head being
located in SpecForceP. This analysis allows us to give a uniform analysis of the
categorial distinctness effects in the three contexts identified above: (i) between
topics and foci in non-RC contexts, (ii) between relative pronouns and fronted
foci in finite wh-RCs, and (iii) between the RC head and relative pronouns in
infinitival wh-RCs. This brings our proposal very close to the configurations
proposed by Bianchi (1999; 2000; 2004). However, whilst Bianchi proposes that
the RC head moves into SpecTopP or SpecForceP, i.e. a head raising analysis of
RCs, I believe that there are various reasons for adopting a matching analysis
of RCs instead whereby the RC head is base-generated in SpecTopP or SpecFor-
ceP rather than moving into these positions (see Douglas 2016: Ch. 2 for details
and discussion). Although it might be unorthodox to posit that the RC head in
a matching analysis is base-generated in a high C-domain position, Chierchia
(2016) has recently proposed that the crucial property of A-positions is that they
are positions that introduce discourse markers. This applies to theta-positions
and the EPP-subject position, but also to certain discourse-based positions such
as topic positions. This potentially provides a rationale for why the RC head may

320



15 Rethinking relatives

be base-generated in SpecTopP (self-evidently a topic position). Whether it can
be extended to SpecForceP is a matter I leave for future research.

I have proposed that the restrictions on argument fronting found in finite wh-
RCs manifest the categorial distinctness effect found more generally between
the constituents in SpecTopP and SpecFocP in English. Recall that the categorial
distinctness effect I have been considering effectively restricts the distribution of
fronted DP arguments, i.e. I have said that two fronted arguments cannot both
be DPs. What about PPs? If the effect is really one of categorial distinctness, we
would predict that two fronted arguments cannot both be PPs either. However,
PPs do not seem to be sensitive to the categorial distinctness effect. Recall (44),
repeated as (96) below:

(96) Imet aman with whom, about linguistics, I could talk all day.

In (96), the relative pronoun and linguistics have both pied-piped a preposition
resulting in two fronted PPs in the C-domain. Totsuka (2014) concludes on the
basis of such examples that there is no categorial distinctness effect between
the relative pronoun and the fronted argument, contrary to what I have demon-
strated for DPs (Totsuka does not discuss the data I have been concerned with
though). However, there is a serious question about whether about linguistics is
an argument PP as opposed to a fronted adverbial PP (see Rizzi 1997: 294, 322—
325). Although it is difficult to front a lot of material simultaneously in English,
it at least seems marginally possible to front the RC subject in an example like
(97).

(97) ?Imetaman with whom, Mary, about linguistics, could talk all day.

Crucially, both the focussed subject DP and the PP about linguistics can co-occur
suggesting that they are not competing for the same position (by hypothesis,
SpecFocP). This suggests that the PP about linguistics is lower than FocP, plausi-
bly in SpecModP. In fact, given the difficulty of finding multiple PP arguments
with any single predicate in English, it may be that the fronted “argument” PP
in all examples like (96) is in fact a fronted adverbial PP.

Finally, I return to the issue of categorial distinctness effects in finite that-RCs,
illustrated in (53) and (54), repeated below.

(98) a. Ibought a dress that, to Mary, I might consider giving (as a present).
b. Ibought a dress that, to Mary, could be given (as a present).

c. Ibought a car that, to children, would give hours of entertainment.
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(99) a. *Ibought a dress that, Mary, I might consider giving to (as a present).
b. *Ibought a dress that, Mary, could be given to (as a present).
c. *Ibought a car that, children, would give hours of entertainment to.

This pattern can be straightforwardly assimilated to the pattern in finite wh-
RCs if that is analysed as a relative pronoun rather than a complementiser, ex-
cept that unlike the wh-relative pronouns it cannot pied-pipe a preposition (see,
e.g., Kayne 2014). However, there are dialects of English where both a relative
pronouns and that can co-occur (see Trotta 2004: 6) suggesting that that is not
a relative pronoun and is in fact a complementiser.

If that is a complementiser, we can hypothesise that the fronted argument is
interacting with the null relative operator in finite that-RCs, which (for whatever
reason) is always a DP, never a PP. This is potentially problematic for Richards’s
(2010) approach to categorial distinctness, according to which categorial distinct-
ness effects arise when linearisation statements involve two non-distinct cate-
gories. If one of those elements does not require linearisation, e.g. if it is unpro-
nounced, Richards suggests that there will be no distinctness effect. For example,
Richards proposes that traces (or the unpronounced copies in a movement chain)
do not count for linearisation because the system can tell pre-linearisation that
such elements will be null. If we wish to maintain Richards’s system for finite
that-RCs, the system must not be able to tell that the relative operator in finite
that-RCs is going to be null until after the linearisation statements have been cal-
culated. The raising analysis would have trouble accounting for this under Rich-
ards’s system since the relative operator is a trace/copy, whilst the matching an-
alysis could capture this if the relative operator becomes null post-syntactically
(see Douglas 2016 for further discussion of the raising and matching analyses).

5 Conclusion

I have reached the conclusion that the different types of clausal RCs in English
systematically differ in structural size. This accounts for the various fronting pos-
sibilities. Finite wh- and that-RCs are the largest: they can host fronted adverbials
and fronted focussed arguments. Infinitival wh-RCs are the next largest: they can
host fronted adverbials but not fronted arguments. Finite @-, infinitival for- and
infinitival @-RCs are the smallest: they do not permit fronting of any kind. This
is summarised in Table 15.4.

I argued that argument fronting in finite wh- and that-RCs is focalisation, not
topicalisation. I suggested that topicalisation in these RCs is ruled out because rel-
ativisation and topicalisation compete for the same structural position. Similarly,
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Table 15.4: Summary of RC structures

Finite Finite Infinitival ~ Finite Infinitival Infinitival
wh-RCs  that-RCs  wh-RCs @-RCs for-RCs @-RCs

Adverbial v v v * * *
fronting
Argument (v) (v) * * * *
fronting

—_———— ——
Structural TopP FocP FinP (or unsplit CP) FinP/TP

size

I suggested that focalisation in infinitival wh-RCs is ruled out because focalisa-
tion and relativisation compete for the same structural position. I thus concluded
that finite wh- and that-RCs are TopPs, whilst infinitival wh-RCs are FocPs. I also
proposed that the other types of RC are FinPs (or unsplit CPs), i.e. they have a
C-domain with a single C head, or, in the case of infinitival @-RCs, perhaps no
C-domain at all.

I also observed that English exhibits a categorial distinctness effect in the
C-domain in (at least) three environments: (i) between the relative pronoun/
operator and fronted (focussed) argument in finite wh- and that-RCs; (ii) be-
tween topic and focus in non-RC contexts; and (iii) between the RC head and
relative pronoun/operator in infinitival wh-RCs (following Richards 2010). I pro-
posed that these are three instances of a single effect, namely the categorial dis-
tinctness effect between topic and focus in English, and that relativisation and
topicalisation are formally similar (at least in finite RCs).

Abbreviations

ECM  exceptional case marking RC relative clause
EPP extended projection principle WCO  weak crossover
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