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Summary. This paper presents an analysis of Danish free relativdkwing Bresnan and
Grimshaw (1978) we will adoptah-head (in Danisliv-head) analysis where tiw-phrase

is the head of an NP. Also following Bresnan and Grimshaw 8)9¥e will propose an
analysis which do not involve an unbounded dependency leettveshv-phrase and the gap
in its sister clause. Instead we will propose that the gapérsister clause has already been
bound off by a constructional constraint. In this way thelgsia will be shown to differ from
previous HPSGvh-head analyses of free relatives.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we present an analysis of Danish free relatives. BresmhGrimshaw (1978) put
forward an analysis of English free relatives which proposes thaidbrigee relative clauses are
not clauses, but rather thweh-phrase is base-generated as the head sister of a clause in an NP.
Importantly they do not assume an unbounded dependency betweeh-gigase and the gap in
the sister clause. Instead the rule of “Controlled Pro Deletion” accountsda@ap, (Bresnan and
Grimshaw, 1978, p. 370).

Thiswh-head analysis has been adopted into various HPSG analyses ofdteesei.a. (Kim,
2001; Kubota, 2003; Taghvaipour, 2005; Borsley, ZOb&). contrast to the analysis in Bresnan
and Grimshaw (1978), these analyses account for the gap in freeveslély assuming an un-
bounded dependency between tephrase and the gap in the sister clause.

In this paper we argue for an HPSG analysis of Danish free relativichvglets itself apart
from the previous HPS®@nh-head analyses in that tiéh-phrase, ohv-phrase, does not bind off
the gap in the sister clause, and hence there is no unbounded deperelation between the
hv-phrase and the gap in the sister clause. In this respect our analysisbltes that of Bresnan
and Grimshaw (1978). We base our analysis on the distribution of the exgdieti, ‘there’, the
complementizesom and the relative pronounvis, ‘whose’, in Danish free relatives.

2 The Danish data

In (1) we show examples containing Danish free relatives. As (1c) adpdghow, the Danish
equivalent of the English ‘ever’ in non-specific free relativesois helst.

(1) a. Ministeren forsgmmeitingenlejlighed til at udpege, hvem hantaler om.
minister.DEFneglects no  opportunityto to point outwhomhe talksabout

‘The minister neglects no opportunity to point out whom he is talking about.’

HPSG 2012 Conference/Ellipsis Workshop, July 18-21, 2012, Cramdational University, Daejeon, Korea
Copyright @ 2012 by Anne Bjerre

1 Miiller (1999) proposes an alternative HPSG analysis for German ahretative clause is projected into an NP. A
non-HPSG analysis is proposed in Grosu (2003) where an empty Isesidrof a relative clause is projected into an
NP.



b. Nar minsgnlaver madsa spiseljeg, hvadhanserverer.
whenmy soncooks  theneat | whathe serves

‘When my son cooks | eat what he serves.’

c. Glad babyder smilerog pludrer medhvem som helshunkanfa kontaktmed
happybabytheresmilesandbabblesvith whomever she cangetcontactwith

‘Happy baby who smiles and babbles with whomever whose attention shaizdri ¢

d. Der er krejlere der seelgeihvad som helsgle har kunnet kabetil en
therearehawkerstheresell ~ whatever theyhavebeen able tuy at a
billig penge.
cheapprice
‘There are hawkers who sell whatever they have been able to buyhata price.’

3 Free relatives asvh-headed NPs

The accounts mentioned in section 1 agree that free relatives behal?s agtdrnally, e.g. free rel-
atives do not allow extraposition froitf, (2a), and they occur in complement positions restricted
to NPs, (2b), cf. (Bresnan and Grimshaw, 1978; Kim, 2001).

(2) a. *Detblevtagethvadhanhavdetilbage.
it wastakenwhathe had left

b. Hangav dentil hvem dentilhgrte.
he gaveit towhomit belonged

‘He gave it to whom it belonged.’

Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) put forward further arguments thaomigtis a free relative
an NP, but thevh-phrase is the head of the NP. They argue thahdnead analysis explains the

2 Muiller (1999) discusses the behaviour of German free relatives srerstinary relatives wrt. exptraposition. He
gives the examples in (1) taken from Gross and van Riemsdijk (1981).

(1) a. DerHanshatdasGeld zurickgegebendaser gestohlerhat.
the Hanshasthe moneyreturned thathestolen  has

‘Hans has returned the money that he has stolen’
b. *Der Hans hat zurckgegeben das Geld, das er gestohlen hat.
c. Der Hans hat ziilckgegeben, was er gestohlen hat.

The position immediately after an embedded verb allows extraposed slaoséNPs, and consequently the
examples support an analysis where the free relative constitutes a.cldngsequivalent Danish free relative behaves

similarly to the German as shown in (2).

(2) Hanshargivet tilbagehvadhanhar stjalet.
Hanshasgivenback whathe hasstolen

‘Hans has returned what he has stolen.’

However, Danish non-specific free relatives allow extraposition of taase following thenv-phrase in a free
relative constructions, as shown in (3).

(3) a. Klods-Hans samlerhvad som helsbp,som hantilfeeldigt finderpa vejen.
Numskull Jackpicks whatever up Comphe accidentlyfinds onroad.DEF

Numskull Jack picks up whatever he accidently finds on the road

b. Hanerparattil atkagre hvem som helsted, der star i vejen  for ham.
he is readyto to drive whomever downtherestandsn way.DEFfor him

‘He is prepared to run down whomever stands in his way.’

These latter examples allow for a natural explanation ihnaheaded NP analysis.



behaviour of English free relatives wrt. e.g. the matching effect, nuntdreleanent, the internal
NP over S constraint, the independent generationreéver phrases, (3a), and PP pied piging
(3b).
3) a Jeggar ikkeud fra, at du kysserhvem som helst.
I walknot outfromthatyoukiss whomever
‘| do not assume that you kiss whomever.’

b. *Jegvil kebepa hvilken som helsbog hanskriver.
I will buy onwhatever bookhe writes

4 Previous HPSGwh-head analyses of free relatives

Kim (2001), Kubota (2003), Taghvaipour (2005) and Borsley (3@0Badopt thewh-head anal-
ysis. (4) through (7) show that these accounts all assume that thereimannded dependency
relation between theh-phrase and a gap in the sister clause.

(4) (Kim, 2001) (5) (Kubota, 2003)
NP NP
NP; S/INP, N; S/NP,
what they ate was du mir empfiehlst
(6) (Taghvaipour, 2005) (7) (Borsley, 2008)
NP NP
NP; SINP, NP; SINP,
heeki Amy xeerideh.bud beth (bynnag) naeth Megan
whatever Amy had.bought what (ever) did Megan

The analyses differ in other respects, assuming e.g. different syntiactitons for the con-
stituents involved. Kim (2001) assumes the clause to be a modifier wherdatak({2003) as-
sumes it to be a complement. They also differ wrt. how the gap is bound dflubbnota (2003) the
gap is lexically bound off by thesh-phrase, whereas in the other accounts the gap is bound off by
a filler-phrase. In section 5 we will show Danish data which cannot beigaghby these analyses,
justifying yet another structural account of free relatives.

5 The distribution of ‘der’, ‘som’ and ‘hvis’ in Danish relati ve head-filler
constructions

We will now show that the distributional behaviour adr, ‘there’, the complementizesom and
the relative pronouhvis, ‘whose’ in free relatives differ from their behaviour in boumdrelative
clauses where thav-phrase binds off the gap.

When thehv-phrase refers to the subject in the sister cladaeis obligatory in the free relative,
whereas the insertion ofer in the bound relative clause reduces its acceptability, as shown in (8).

(8) a. De laderdetveerehelt optil hvem *(der) far flest stemmetil valget.
theylet it be totally upto whomthere getsmostvotes to election.DEF

‘They leave it all up to whom gets the most votes at the election.’

% The disallowance of PP Pied Piping in free relatives has, however,dteem not to apply to all languages, cf. e.g.
Bausewein (1990) and Mler (1999) for German.



b. Jeghar enveninde hvis barn (?der)hedder Kastanje.
| havea girl-friend whosechild there is calledChestnut

‘I have a gilrl-friend whose child is called Chestnut.’

c. Deterngdvendight redeggrdor de egenskabehvilke (?der)danneibaggrund
it is necessary to account for thefeatures  whichthere form background
for denbiologiskeopbygning
for the biological makeup
‘It is necessary to account for the features which are the basis ofithegizal
makeup.’

We can replaceler with som, and agairsom is obligatory in the free relative, whereas the
insertion ofsomin the bound relative clause in this case makes it unacceptable, as sh@yn in (

(9) a. Enmediekultur hvor vi ogsaer opmaerksommpahvem *(som)er kendteog
a media culturavherewe also areaware of whomComp areknownand
synligei medierne.
visible in media.DEF
‘A media culture where we are also aware of whom are known and visibleein th
media.

b. Hotellet tilbydernemadgangil og fra AmsterdanSchiphollufthavn,hvilken
hotel.DEFoffers easyaccessto andfrom AmsterdanmSchipholairport  which
(*som) liggeromkring15km veek.

Comp lies about 15km.away
‘The hotel offers easy access to and from Amsterdam Schipol ainch is situated
about 15 km. away.’

Finally, in non-specific free relatives, the sister clause ohthphrase can itself beta-relative
clause, as shown in (10).

(10) a. Detkanveerehvem som helshvis attitude veerdiseebg karisma ger etsa
it canbe whoever whoseattitude values andcharismamakea such
uudsletteligindtryk, at manuden forbehold erkender, at denperson
indelible  impressiorthatone without reservationgcknowledgeshatthatperson
betydemegetfor én.
means a lot to you

‘It can be whoever whose attitude values and charisma make such an ladielib
pression that you acknowledge without reservations that that persansnaelot to

you.
b. Detersveertat forklaresagen til hvilken som helspersonhvis russiske,

it is hard to explain case.DERo whatever personwhoseRussian

estiske, finske m.v. kundskabeer knappe.

EstonianFinnishetc. skills arelimited

‘It is hard to explain the case to whatever person whose Russian Esteni@sh etc.
skills are limited.’

This distribution ofder, som andhvisin Danish free relatives corresponds to their distribution
in an entire relative construction with a nominal head and a bound (merelative clause, as
shown in (11).



(11) a. Jegarvideretil denbog, *(der) var grunden til, at jegsattemig il
I goon tothe bookthere wasreason.DERo thatl sat myselfto
tasterne.
keys.DEF
‘I'll continue with the book which was the reason | began writing.’

b. Veelg denbog *(som)faldermesti din smag!
choosehe bookComp falls mostin yourtaste
‘Choose the book which you like the best.

c. Potentiell&kgberdavedederesegenauktionoverenbog hvis pris alleredevar
potential buyersmade their own auctionovera bookwhosepricealreadywas
fastsat.
set
‘Potential buyers had their own auction of a book whose price was slisstd

6 The proposed analysis for Danish free relatives

The data in section 5 suggests that the structure of Danish free relatieesdt involve a gapped
clause and a frebv-phrase binding off the gap, as the structures presented in sectiopdspro
Instead we propose that the sister clause in a free relative alreadwndhés lgap bound off, and
hence théhv-phrase does not function as a filler-phrase. ma@hrase is the head of an NP and
the sister clause is a relative clause. (12) shows the structure for éhrefativehvad der serveres,
‘what is served'.

(12) S
NP VP
N
Jeg V NP

spiser NP S/e1[MOD NP;]

hvad S/INP

T

der serveres

7 Formalization

The formalization is based on Ginzburg and Sag (2000) and Sag (¥88ji)g on agap-ss type
representing the gap in the relative clause, the Argument Realization FReiesigludinggap-ss
argument from the valence lists, the SLASH-Amalgamation Constraint detegrtim@sLASH
value of a word, the Generalized Head Feature Principle propagatingLi®H value, and a
filler-head phrase or constructional gap-binding finally binding off thp.gTo account for the
Danish expletive, the formalization further adopts &xpl(etive)-ss type, the revised Argument
Realization Principle for Danish and the Expletive SLASH Constraint pgegdn Bjerre (2010),
Bjerre (2011a) and Bjerre (2011b).
The representation of the free relatiweem der synder, ‘who sins’, is shown in (13).



FORM<hvem, der, synder>
SS|LOC| CAT | HEAD

/\

(13) [

FORM<hvem> FORM<der, synder>
SS[E[LOC | CAT | HEAD & !
[ | CAT| l] Loc| car| HEAD|MOD @
SUBY()
SLASH{}

FORM<der, synder>

LOC | CAT | SUBJ()
S SLASH{NPZ}

T T

FORM<der> -FORM<synder>
SSig]

suBX(E)

LOC | CAT
SS [convma)

SLASH[2]

expl-ss
LOC|CONT[ >

SLASH[CONT]}

ARG-ST

Importantly, a constraint on ndm«relative clauses projects the gapped clause into a relative
clause which modifies thiev-phrase. This constraint binds off the gap in the clause. The gap is
formally represented by the expletider, i.e. anexpl-ss, which gives rise to a non-empsLASH
set on the verb.

8 Conclusion

In this paper we have presented an analysis of Danish free relativefiaVé followed Bresnan

and Grimshaw (1978) and proposednahead analysis assuming the-phrase to be the head

of an NP. Also following Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) we have notrasduan unbounded
dependency between the-phrase and the gap in its sister clause. Instead of assuming that Danish
free relatives involve a gapped clause artul/4diller, we have proposed that the gap in the sister
clause has already been bound off by a constructional constrainsisibeclause was analyzed as

a relative clause of thiev-phrase head. In this way the analysis was shown to differ from previou
HPSGwh-head analyses of free relatives.
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