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1 Introduction

This paper aims to analyse a fairly common class of Early Mod#mglish (EModE)
relative clauses, illustrated by examples such as thevoilp.

(1) a. Intheveryheat of these hurliments, the English bometof the milles be-
yond the water, and the daie following the other, [[whichewlthe French
endeavoured to save ], they were so galed by two demie-culveringes
from the trenches, that they were constreyned to abandamtieeprise].

b. Sweet Harte | haue sent by this bearer fourteen woodcaoieds brace
of feasants which came to me by chance very fortunately. ufwitl, you
may send them to my Lady Knyvett, [[which if you doe], | pray lett this
bearer cary them and remember my humble servis to my Lor: adg]L

These contrast with some unattested possibilities likédhawing.

(2) a. *...[whichthe French were galed by two demie-culvges from the trenches
[when they endeavoured to save]]
b. *...[the French were galed by two demie-culveringes fritbvm trenches
[which when they endeavoured to save]]

As a first pass, and staying as neutral as possible with regpecstructural analy-
sis for now, here are two features of the robustly attesteanges in (1) that jointly
differentiate them from the unattested variants in (2).

3) a. Thewh-word is at the left edge of a string which corresponds to @nsgtr
island.
b. The strongisland is an initial substring of the relatilase.

One puzzling thing about these examples (call theetatives with a Leftward Island
or RLIs) is that, although they have essentially disapptfioem the modern language,
and although no particularly close equivalents have bestudsed, to the best of my
knowledge, in other languages, they certainly look like sthimg that should exist,
given certain current theoretical assumptions. To seefttgdly let’s allow ourselves a
class ofabsolute islandsout of which movement is uniformly impossible (as in most
cases discussed by Ross 1967 and the cases falling undeorniéi@n on Extraction



Domain of Huang 1982). Next, let’s also suppose that at lsasie cases of piedpip-
ing are repair-driven in the sense of Chomsky (1995), sogleatpiping is a process
which allows derivations to converge when they would othiseverash. Now, we can
put these two together to predict the existencislahd piedpipingawh-phrase which
needs to reach [Spec,C] but can’t get out of an island, cathiat island along with
it for convergence. Such a possibility has occasionallynb&eygested, particularly
by Nishigauchi (1990), for cases of apparent island viotatiin Japanese covavh-
movement, and certainly minimalist theory predicts thibéaa possibility, so it would
be reassuring to find a language showing overt evidence bfsseries of overt move-
ment.

However, a closer examination suggests that such an asaysilied to the EModE
datain (1), would leave a good many distributional quirkexpiained. Without going
into details here, firstly, there is no evidence in examples(ll) that the island actu-
ally moved from anywhere in the first place. Without movemehtourse, there can
be no piedpiping. Secondly, there is precious little evadethat the relative clause is
syntactically subordinate to the DP that it apparently rfiesli More specifically, the
assumption that such relative clauses are DP-internalesitigghat they should have
similar distributions and interpretations to other typéBB-internal relative clauses. |
will show below that this assumption doesn't hold.

So, if this isn't island piedpiping, and if the examples in) éten’'t DP-internal
relatives, what are they? | suggest that what we have hertually a member of the
family that also includes correlatives. However, the EMqftern is not a canonical
example of this class of constructions. The usual undedignis that correlative
contains some sort of overt proform within a relative claus®ndexed in some way
with an overt demonstrative proform within the clause toakhihe relative clause is
adjoined. Moreover, each of these proforms heads ‘atlefendency within its own
clause. Although there are some examples of RLIs which Btdbiscription, it clearly
doesn’t hold of either of the cases in (1), and so these aaglgleot correlatives in the
traditional sense.

The spade-work in this paper therefore consists of justifythe inclusion of this
construction within the broad family of correlatives. Thregypff is, hopefully, a better
understanding of the syntactic and semantic shape of thalyfaThe final analysis
will be that in cases along the lines of (1), the island is bgeseerated as an adjunct to
the matrix clause, and in the vast majority of such cases;ela¢ionships of thevh-
pronoun to its apparent nominal antecedent, and of theddtathe rest of the relative
clause, are not encoded syntactically, but rather througthar system of pronominal
elements than we have in Modern English.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 sketches thiepfass island pied-
piping hypothesis. Although we will end up rejecting thigleyhesis, it is important
to be explicit about why we do so, because it represents aioadand intuitively
quite reasonable way to approach these data. Once this i the way, | can turn in
section 3 to an exposition of, and elaboration on, the ma&sults of the burgeoning
interest in the syntax and semantics of correlatives arade@lconstructions over the
past couple of decades. This leads in section 4 to an agplaaftthis syntactic analy-
sis to the EModE data, which has the effect of instantly sgwnany of the problems
raised with the earlier piedpiping proposal. However, #dgance raises a new set of



challenges concerning the interpretation of this consisacin particular with respect
to the aforementioned pronominals. Section 5 is dedicateditiressing them, while
section 6 brings everything together.

2 Theldand Piedpiping Analysis

Ever since the earliest days of locality theory, it has besmmoon to assume the exis-
tence of two fundamentally different classes of localityrddan. On the one hand, there
are certain domains which simply cannot be extracted frone [®cality domains dis-
covered by Ross (1967) overwhelmingly fall into this clagsite the exceptionless
nature of the formulation of the Coordinate Structure Carist, for example.

4) ‘In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved,may any element
contained in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct’ (R@&71161).

However, this leaves us with no account of the successiveitypphenomena which
have been documented since Chomsky (1973) first hypotluesiaeapparent cases of
long-distancevh-movement were actually the overall result of multiple deraihove-
ment steps. The standard approach to these phenomenassitoeathat certain local-
ity domains have a privileged region, adge Elements in that edge are accessible to
movement operations which take them outside the domairiewleéments not in the
edge can only move within the domain. The effect of this ig lisé domain-internal
movement to an edge position opens up further movementplitsss, and so a pattern
of successive cyclic movement from edge to edge will be abkover a greater dis-
tance than could be covered in a single step. A typical caimtconcerning domains
with edges is the Specified Subject Condition from Chomskyg8239): the domain
is a, the ellipsis immediately to the left of the specified subjgmarks the edge, and
although the condition bars any rules involving domaireexal X and domain-internal
Y, nothing prohibits a rule involving X and anything contaghwithin that edge.

(5) ‘No rule can involveX, Yin the structure
X g 2o —WYVLL L
whereZ is the specified subject 8/ YVin a’ [ a is acyclic node S or NP]

Let’s call a constraint like (4) anbsolute islandgonstraint, and a constraint like (5)
a domains with edgesonstraint. As stated above, it should be clear that absolut
islands constraints are no use in accounting for the suigeesgclicity phenomena
that domains with edges were invented for. However, domaititsedgescan mimic
the effect of absolute islands under certain circumstarittee only way to get out of
a domain XP is to stop off in some privileged edge positioref§K], but that position
either doesn't exist or is for some reason inaccessibley ¥ will behave like an
absolute island. That's essentially how the Head Condtodian Riemsdijk (1978)
works to block any extraction from PP in non-P-strandingylzages. If, on the other
hand, we assume that it's possible to miss one edge poditibthat moving out ofwo
domains without stopping off in either edge position leadlsimgrammaticality, then
we have Subjacency, in the sense of Chomsky (1973, 1986)a&rity, of course,



derives the presumed fact that subject NPs are absolutessldespite not having the
form of an absolute islands constraint. If there is to be aicédnist locality theory,
then, it is clear in which direction it has to proceed: dorsaiith edges can mimic
absolute islands, but netce versaand so the latter may prove to be dispensable. It
therefore comes as no surprise that there have been a gogdonality theories, most
notably Chomsky (1986), that attempt to do without absdkltands as primitives.

However, there is one situation which reliably tells donsaiith edges apart from
absolute islands. The whole point of the edge of a domainaisdhce you reach that
edge, you can go further and leave the domain behind. Nowgifound a case in
which a phrase reaches the edge of a domain, but still canov¢ out of the domain,
then we would know that we had found an absolute island. Aplatesisland doesn’t
care how close you get to its edge: you can'’t get off, regasdle

At first sight, it might look like this is precisely what we hain the case of the RLI
construction in (1). One way of accounting for the univetsétlvard position of the
island is as follows: we assume that the islands in those phenare absolute islands,
so even if thevh-pronoun moves to the left edge of the island, it can’t getfanther
(let's say for concreteness that it is invisible to probetsiole the island, as indicated
by the dotted arrow in (6a)). Next, standard mechanisms et$@ad agreement and
projection (Chomsky 1986) conspire to percolate the [védtfire from the pronoun
in [Spec,X] up to the maximal XP node (6b). At this point, theh] feature becomes
visible to island-external probes (as indicated by the laoidw), so the whole island,
but not thewh-pronoun alone, can move further (6c).
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This seems like the natural first pass story to tell concertiie existence of RLIs like
(2). Certainly, it accounts for the presence of RLIs acrossge range of islands.

()

a.

Coordinate structures: the very gates of Rome, [which [he entered &

was received with Triumph, & obtained the Empire, not of 3¢domes
onely, but of all the then known World].

Past participial absolutes: a sarmon, somthing better then that in the
morninge: [which ended , with all Ceremones], | returned to my lodginge.
Temporal adverbials: receive then this Draught [with which when thou
artrefresh’d__], thou mayst more strongly proceed to other Matters which
yet remain.

Conditional clauses: | make a square, that is G.H.K.L, [In which square
if | drawe crosse lines__frome one side to the other, according to the
diuisions of the line G.H], then will it appear plaine, thhettheoreme
doth affirme.

Present participial absolutes: A married Gentleman coming through
Canterbury, his Horse threw him, [which a young Gentleworseging
__]fellalaughing.

Comparative correlatives: For to try Doctrines is to enquire into the
grounds and reasons of them; [which the better any man uadeis ],

the more firmly he will be established in the Truth.

Concessives: but not so easie work found Ethelfrid against another part
of Britans that stood in arms, [whom though at last he overthr_], yet
with slaughter nigh as great to his own souldiers.

Because-clauses: they would earnestly contend to maintaine the faith;
which was once delivered vnto the Saints. [Which faith beeamee can-
not maintaine__ except wee knowe perfectly, first against whom, sec-
ondly in what sort it must be maintained]; therefore in tharfer three
verses of that parcell of Scripture which | haue read, thenas of the
crosse of Christ are plainely described.

Purpose clauses: This seemed to be done in distrust of the privy council,
as if they might stifle his evidence; [which to prevent], he put it in safe
hands.

Fronted complements. the Female Palms (which only Bear) will not
Bring forth before they are Impregnated at the Roots withSked of the
Male, first pounded into Meal and sprinkled about them; [Whic ; how



truej I dispute not__; but certainly Tradition has confirmed the Practice,
and they are not to be persuaded to neglect the Custom.

k.  Nominal subjects. by them, [whom whosoever despiseth], despiseth
not them, but me.

I.  Clausal subjects. there remayned a great dell or pitte without botome,
[whiche to beholde__] was horrible and lothsome.

m. Complex noun phrases: It may be said to be right two manner of waies,
first, when the Horizon passeth through both the Poles of trwcutting
the Equinoctiall with right angles, [in which Spheare thegttdwell __]
haue their Zenith in the Equinoctiall, which passeth rigigiotheir heads,
to whom the daies and nights are alwaies equal.

Moreover, if we add in some economy condition with the efteet we always move
as little as possible, as in Chomsky’s 1995 discussion afippeng as a last-resort op-
eration in which a feature carries along the minimal amodimaterial necessary for
convergence, then we find a natural explanation for the fedtthese piedpiping cases
only ever involve islands. To be absolutely clear, EModEds Basque or Imbabura
Quechua. In those languages, clausal piedpiping is widaspand most commonly
involves complement clauses, but clausal adjuncts candmpiged under some cir-
cumstances ((8) gives examples from Imbabura Quechua arftb(® Basque — in
each case, the (a) example demonstrates piedpiping of dearapt clause and the (b)
example demonstrates piedpiping of an adjunct clause).

(8) a. [pi Utavalu-manri- chun]-taj muna-ngui?
who Otavalo-to go-suBJ-Q want -2
Who do you want to go to Otavalo? (Cole 1982:19)
b. [may -pi Maryaka-jpi] -tajJuanruwana-ta randi-rka?
where-in Maria be-Abv] -Q Juanponcho-Acc buy -PAST-3
Juan bought a poncho when Maria was wh¥@6le 1982:22)

(9) a. [Noretorrikod- ela bihar] esandizu Mireni?
who come Aux -thattomorrowsaid Aux Mary-D
That who will come tomorrow have you told Mary? (Ortiz de Ui
1990:197)
b. [Mikeli zer esarmondorenjoanzen etxetik?
Mikel-D whatsay after go Aux home-from
After saying what to Michael did he leave home? (Ortiz de badi990:198)

1In fact, the island status of the Imbabura Quechua examp{8kjis not clear, as these clauses can
apparently also be extracted out of.

0) [may -pi] -taj[___ Maryaka-jpi] Juanruwana-ta randi-rka?
where-in -Q Maria be-ADv Juanponcho-Acc buy -PAST-3
Juan bought a poncho when Maria was where? (Cole 1982:22)
The same is not true in Basque, though.

(i) *Zer joanzirenhemendik[___ ikusi ondoren]?
WhatAa go Aux here-from see after



In contrast, the EModE pattern is all about islands. If tis&trid happens to be a
clause, it can be piedpiped, but a non-island clause is rpedpiped in EModE. A
last-resort condition on piedpiping, such as Chomsky’sjdexplain this.

Initially, then, things look good for this analysis (and,asonsequence, for the
existence of absolute islands as distinct entities fromalomwith edges). However,
unanswered questions soon start to present themselvesmdjoe one concerns the
assumption that the island hamvedto its final position. This would suggest, all else
being equal, that we would find a clear gap correspondingedstand in some cases.
While this is hard to detect in the case of adverbial gaps,veeilsl see at least some
cases where argumental strong islands leave a gap somestbeia the clause. Two
cases that come to mind are coordinated NP arguments andidetbsubjects. As the
Modern English mockups in (10) show, the gaps in these caseguéte obvious.

(10) a. *John, [[whe[__; and Bill]]; Susan talked to_; last night], ...
b. *John, [[whe [a friend of__i]]; Michael thinks [ ; talked to Susan last
night]], ...

However, nothing like either of these is ever found in the Eld@xamples, and given
the frequency and general baroqueness of the examples wadjatfseems unfair
to blame this on the complexity of the structures invol¢edhe first problem for
the movement analysis just sketched, then, is that there évidence that the island
actually moved from anywhere, when we might reasonably exjpefind some such
evidence.

There are two other empirical areas where the movementsiaalges not make a
wrong prediction as such, but still has nothing obvious tp Jde first of these con-
cerns the distribution of RLIs across different constrtsi. The movement analysis
sketched above ties the availability of this constructmproperties of Amovement.
The null hypothesis would therefore be that island piedjgionstructions should be
available in all A-constructions. This seems not to be the case. In part, nayatat
limited here by the method | used to collect them (searchekeotinparsed Helsinki
corpus, diachronic portion, favh-words). This reliance on specific lexical items rules
out the possibility of finding island piedpiping in topicsdition constructions, for ex-
ample. However, one possibility which we might expect to fibdt don't, is island
piedpiping inwh-questions. Even if confusion over the functioning of sabjgux in-
version might militate against the construction in matmestions like (11a), we might
still expect to find it in embedded questions like (11b).

What did they leave here after they saw? (Ortiz de Urbina %89

2|n fact, there is one example roughly along the lines of (10b)

0) For that is it that of all men is most sought, [wiche by catessuppose only good is hit, therfore we
confesse that [to get ] is all owre end].

| feel justified in ignoring this single example because agible confounds involving the resumptive pro-
nounhit in the becauselause. Resumption is extremely common in these conging;tand functions in a
way that goes beyond its status in Modern English relatiges strategy for ameliorating island violations.
If the resumptive pronoun has the status of a trace, themthide construction looks more like a parasitic
gap construction or a case of Across The Board movementhvidni@nother matter altogether.



(11) a. *Which married Gentleman (did) a young Gentlewonesairsgg _ {fell/did
fall} a laughing?
b. *lIwonder [which married Gentleman a young Gentlewomaairegfell a
laughing].

However, such examples are systematically absent from éhgriki Corpus, and also
from grammars (Jespersen 1927, Visser 1963) in which Rldseatensively docu-
mented and discussed at length. Moreover, the exampledaitiveeclauses are not
evenly distributed across types of relatives, but are oketmingly found in appos-
itive relatives (72 out of 75 unambiguous examples of RLIshia Helsinki corpus).
Restrictive examples like the following are expected urtdermovement analysis, but
turn out to be extremely rare.

(12) a. the ston [vpon the whiche ower Savyor stonding] adicen to hevyn
b. By them [whose words, if men or Angels from heauen gaimegstiey
are accursed; by them, [whom whomsoever despiseth], axlpimt
them, but me

Although these facts are not incompatible with the moveraaatysis, they don't fol-
low from it as things stand. The same is true of a further gnitke external syntax of
RLIs: in some cases (for example (7h)), they are separaded their antecedent by a
full stop or other heavy punctuation (for example, a colosemicolon plus a capital
letter). While this is certainly not always the case, it isalmumore common in RLIs
than in relatives in general: we find 13 cases (including &viitl stop and capital
letter) among the 75 unambiguous RLIs in the Helsinki corpampared to only three
such examples in the first 100 non-Rlthichrelatives in the same corpus, of which
only one had a full stop and capital letter. It seems, theat, itha sense to be made
clear below, RLIs are more likely to be syntactically indegent of their antecedent
than regular relatives are.

These three worries do not instantly show that the movenmalysis sketched in
this section is wrong. However, it is clear that, if that asséd is to be tenable, it will
need to be supplemented with nontrivial orthogonal retsbris. In developing those
restrictions in the rest of this paper, we will find that thieunsl piedpiping postulated
here comes to play no role in the theory developed. In a nlitdhe alternative to
be proposed is that the leftward island in an RLI is base-g#aé in that position,
adjoined to a constituent to its right (tkemaindej, with which it forms something
along the lines of a correlative construction. If that argmtngoes through, we have
no need to say that the island moves from anywhere, and soidenee for island
piedpiping. The next few sections are devoted to spellinglmidetails of this theory.

3 The Syntax and Semantics of Correlatives

3.1 Canonical Correlatives

A correlative is characterised by a cluster of propertiegctvilo not necessarily all
cooccur. This gives correlatives the character of a familgamstructions, with more



and less prototypical members. This will become clear if taet svith a couple of ex-
amples of canonical correlative constructions, and the@aued our horizons to include
related, but less canonical, constructions. When we reétusection 4 to a considera-
tion of the correlative properties of RLIs, we will find th&gly are certainly not always
typical members of the correlative family, but they neveltiss bear certain similarities
which help to explain their unusual interaction with relegation.

The two best-known examples of correlative constructioadtse comparative cor-
relative, as in English (13a) or Hindi (13b), and the rekatorrelative, as in Old En-
glish (14a) or Hindi (13b).

(13) a. [[The more you eat], [the fatter you get]].
b. [[Jiithaa suurajchamk-aaJutnii(-hii) ThanDbaRh-ii]].
how.muchsun shinepr that.much(-onlyfold increaserF
“The more the sun shone, the colder it got.” (den Dikken 2099)

(14) a. [pa oe hisleasungungelyfad], [6am heara]]
ThosenoM thathislies believe, thoseDAT hehonours
“Those that believe his lies, those he honours” (Allen 1980)
b. [[jo laRkii khaRii hai][vo lambiihai]]
REL girl standings DEMgirl tall is
“The girl who is standing is tall” (Srivastav 1991:639)

The most striking feature of these correlative construdiis the two loosely related
syntactic units which form a semantic whole. The exact matirthis loose syntac-
tic relationship is an open question: Culicover & Jackeh@@®05) argue that it is
parataxis, pure and simple, while the majority view in therfiture (Srivastav 1991,
Bhatt 2003, den Dikken 2005) is that the first syntactic siase-generated as an ad-
junct to the second. The details of this debate are less itapiior our purposes here
than acknowledging that the semantic unity of the condtyads intuitively at odds
with this relatively loose syntactic relation.

The second striking feature of these constructions is tireghalements introduc-
ing each one of thenthe...the, jiithaa. .. utniida...dam andjo...vq respectively.
Note that none of these words are unique to these constnsctrather, they form parts
of pronoun and demonstrative systems outside these cotistrs. There is quite some
variation in the nature of the element introducing the fitatise. If den Dikken (2005)
is correct, then it is typically avh-pronoun, as in the above Hindi examples. However,
it is also common to find a demonstrative element introdudliregfirst clause, as in
(14a), and we will extend the discussion below to includeesasf complementisers
introducing the first constituent.

There is less variation in the nature of the element introduthe second con-
stituent: in the vast majority of cases, it is a demonsteafivhis is true in all the above
cases, with the probable exceptiontioé in the English comparative correlative. This
particular use othedeveloped from Early Middle English complementigerand ap-
pears somewhat distinct from the regular definite artiode Exactly what it is, though,
if not a definite article, is less clear (den Dikken analysesia degree head).

Intuitively, it seems that these paired elements are resplenfor the semantic
unity of the constructions as a whole. By the time we haveghe® elements, we



have a construction which starts to be recognisable as alative: two loosely con-

nected constituents bound more closely together by thegailements introducing
them. However, there are two further characteristics ofabeve constructions that
distinguish them from related constructions.

The first of these is that the two constituents are clausahotigh this is quite a
basic property, we will see below that there are constrastishich bear some resem-
blance to correlatives, but do not contain two clausal ¢tresits.

The last distinguishing feature of these typical correkstiis that there is evidence
for A’-movement within each constituent. There is a typical fijap dependency
between the fronted phrasiee moreandthe fatterin (13a) and the gaps in the typical
argument positions of the verbs in their respective carestit The same holds for the
fronted pronouns in (14). Moreover, Culicover & Jackend2805:511-2) show that
this dependency has the characteristic locality profile ‘eidpendencies, obeying a
full set of island constraints. Again, we will see corralatiike constructions below
which do not have this feature.

In sum, then, a typical correlative has four distinguishthgracteristics:

(15) a. Two major constituents standing in a loose, basergéed syntactic re-
lation. The second constituent is the root, and the first titoesit is
dependent on it;

b. A pair of elements heading each of these constituentsdémga seman-
tic relation between the two constituents. The second aitietypically
a demonstrative;

c. The two constituents are clausal;

d. Each of the paired elements in the major constituentseisiédad of an
A’-dependency with a gap site located within its respectivestiuent.

As a null hypothesis, there is no reason to expect any claserections between these
four properties: they look logically independent, and samight expect to find one or
more of them missing from correlative-like constructiohgleed, this is exactly what
we find. The rest of this section will show a number of less céral correlative-like
constructions.

3.2 Paired Clausal Constituents, No A’-movement

In many languages, correlatives are not restricted to thestyf interpretation we saw
in the previous section. In Indo-Aryan, for example, Bha@@5) gives a comprehen-
sive list of different semantic classes of such relatives]indi unless otherwise stated,
as follows:

(16) a. [dzatyane abhyaskela] [tar to pasholl]
if  heERGstudyingdo.rsTthenhepassheFuT
‘If he studies, then he will pass.’ (Conditional, Marathi)

b. [Rodmarke jitne tattoohE] [Jordanke-paasis-se  zyaadaa
Rodman GEN how-manytattooare Jordan near that-thanmore
khitaabhE]
titte are

10



‘Michael Jordan has more scoring titles than Dennis Rodnazrtdttoos’
(Comparative)

c. [Johnbhautiki-mejitnaa kushalhai] [John-kaabhai garit-me
John Physics-in how-muchgood is JohnGEeN brothermath-in
uthaa  kushalhai]
that-muchgood is
‘John’s brother is as good at math as John is at physics. )

d. [jab mEkamre-meghus-aa][tab Monagaa rahii thii]
whenl room-in enterpFvthenMonasingProgbhepsT
‘When | entered the room, Mona was singingvherrclause)

e. [jab takJohnnahiiaa jaa-taa]tab takmE yaht: rahiigaa]
whentill JohnNEG comeHAB  thentill | here stay-will
‘| will stay here until John arrives.'Until-clause)

f. [jab-se  tumyahd:aa-ye ho],[tab-se Monakhushhai]
when-sincg/ou here comeprv be then-sinceMonahappybepPRs
‘Mona is happy since you came heresir{ceclause) Bhatt (2005:2)

In general, these have all the characteristics of corvelatiHowever, (16a) is an excep-
tion to this: there is no clear evidence for thedependency within either constituent.
Rather, the paired elements introducing the two clausebase-generated in the left
edges of those clauses. In the absence of a relative coreetainstruction, this op-
tion is used in Modern English for many of the other interatiens listed above (den
Dikken 2005:529) refers to these in passing by the slightsleading name of ‘non-
comparative correlatives’).

(17) a. [Ifhe studies], [then he will pass]. (Conditional)
b. [(Just) as his brother is good at maths], [so John is goquhgsics].
(Equative?)

Earlier stages of English also had at least the fmeause . .. therefoend(al)though
. yet

(18) a. [Andbecause | tell you the trueth], [therfore ye belme not]. (Causal)
b. And [though the upper part of Weredale be not very fertflearne];
[yet ys there very fine gresse in the dale self wher the ryvesitig.
(Concessive)

Note that another way in which the above move away from theetative norm con-
cerns the nature of the paired elements. The second elesnangfiably still a demon-
strative in every case. In the casdfaf . thenandbecause ... thereforthis is backed
up by the morpho- or phonological signature of an inité| but an argument could
be made on purely semantic grounds $orandas also being demonstrative . How-
ever, the first element of each pair is no longavlaelement or a demonstrative as it
was in the examples we saw in section 3.1. Perhaps this ieditd the absence of
wh-movement in these types of correlative, but whether or Inat is true is not im-
mediately relevant to our concerns here. Moreover, whatinese elements are (the
natural analysis as complementisers proves problematiein of the fact that many
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of these elements either cooccur with complementisers\a fiabjectaux inversion
within their c-command domain, as in (18b)), they don'’t sgpte be determiners or
pronouns as in the case of the canonical correlatives.

A still more inclusive list would include the paiesther ... orandboth ... and
Maybe this will prove to be accurate, but these pairs seenetomepresent a different
sort of interpretation, more along the lines of the logiaahectives than the above.
Moreover, there are no good grounds here for consideringdkend element to be
demonstrative, unlike the other constructions in thisisactl will have nothing more
to say aboutither...orandboth...andin this paper. If, however, it turns out that
these pairs should also be included as more distant membitrs correlative family,
so much the better.

3.3 Paired Clausal Constituents without Paired Introducing Ele-
ments, No A’-movement

If we relax the requirement for paired elements introdudimg two conjuncts, we
allow in a host of adverbial constructions in which the atharprecedes the main
clause, is separated from it by an intonation break, and hasteoducing element
occurring without a demonstrative in the second constttubtany constructions in-
troduced above actually have variants which fit this deionp For examplethencan

be omitted from arif ... thenconstruction without a drastic effect on the syntax or
interpretation. The same is true f&w, thereforandyet®

(19) a. [If he studies], [he will pass].
b. [(Just) as his brother is good at maths], [John is good yip$].
c. For [though that he ne foond no good womman], [certes, naawayher

man hath founden many a womman ful good and trewe].
d. [Because | sayde vntothe, | sawe the vnder the fygge fthel) belevest].

A similar thing is true of the relative correlatives in secti3.1. Although there is
always some anaphoric link back from the second constiinémthe first, it does not
have to be a fronted demonstrative as it was in (14). In thieahg Old English

examples, the function is performed by a regutasitu pronoun, while in the Hindi
examples in (21), the same function is performed by a quadtiiP (21a) or by no
overt element (21b) (Srivastav argues for the presencepod,aa suggestion that I'll
come back to in section 5).

(20) a. ... foBam sede syngd hyssawulne leofad
becausdethatsins, his soul notlives

30ne intriguing effect of the presence of this second elerisetiiat inversion is only possible with it in
the second clause. This is found occasionally in earliediEmgxamples, and is even marginally possible
today, but it is impossible once the second introducing eleris omitted.

0) a. ?If John wins the race, then will he celebrate.
b.  *If John wins the race, will he celebrate.

Although | do not have an explanation of this fact, it doesisézbe somewhat orthogonal, as part of a larger
set of scattered examples, maybe a relic of V2, in which amimonsubject allows inversion.
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‘because he that sins, his soul does not live.
b. anddone 08e du nu heefsthis sedin were
andhim.acc thatyou now have, not-isheyourhusband
‘And the one that you now have, he is not your husband.’ (All880:110)

(21) a. jo laRkekhaRe harhar ek meraachaatr hai.
REL boys standingareeachonemy students
(Srivastav 1991:654)
b. [jo larki: khai: hai] lambiihai
REL girl standingbePrstall bePRs
[Which girl is standing] is tall. (Bhatt 2003:531)

Moreover, there are huge amounts of adverbials in Englishcauntless other lan-
guages which follow the pattern of (19), but which don'’t hdkie alternative of a
paired element in the second constituent. (22) gives afemfcomplete sample from
Modern English, covering both finite and nonfinite adverial

(22) While you may not believe me, | stand by what | said.

When | entered the room, Mona was singing.

Until John arrives, I'll stay right here.

Since you came here, Mona has been very happy.

As soon as | got here, John left.

Before | left, John arrived.

After John leaving, | was quite upset.

Without you keeping me on the straight and narrow, | wodden have
managed this.

i. Intalking to me that way, you showed yourself to be a truetigenan.

S@roa0oTy

A further step away from the prototypical correlative takssto constructions with-
out an obvious introducing element in either clause. Thésefaature in Culicover
& Jackendoff (2005), in case like (23), where prosody aloragks the conditional
interpretation of the relation between two otherwise iretefent finite clauses.

(23) a. Yougetsick, you dig].
b. GET DETAILS FROM C&J.

Returning to EModE, though, there are two major such constms to be discussed.
In the first, illustrated in (24), we find a gerundive clauséhvei subject, attached to the
matrix.

(24) a. [A married Gentleman coming through Canterburyis [Horse threw
him]
b. [Oronoko coming from the wars (which were now ended)ldiafte had
made his court to his grandfather, he thought in honour héttognake
a visit to Imoinda]

If the gerundive clause here were finite, we would assumetliigis a typical pro-
gression of syntactically unrelated sentences: a simaliage of interpretations of the
relation between the two clauses is possible, and a proradsuibject in the gerundive
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clause even takes nominative case, instead of the expesf@dichccusative.

(25) a. [he being gone a visiting his Friends at Black-Laldiésvrit to him]
b. Male-Carps will follow a Female, and. .. [she putting orearsing coy-
ness], [they force her through weeds and flags]

However, the nonfinite nature of the initial clause suggasit®rdination to the follow-
ing finite clause, and this is confirmed by V2 considerationa parallel construction
in Early Modern Dutch.

(26) [Andrevan Perousdot Napelsgekomereijnde om Paerdere koopen],
Andre from Perugiato Naplescome being for horses to buy,
werdtop eendenachtvandry wonderlijckeavontuererovervaller. . .].
was at a night of threeremarkable adventurewisited
‘Andre, having come from Perugia to Naples in order to buysker one night
was involved in three remarkable adventures’ (Ackema & Bieain 2007:86)

As Early Modern Dutch was a V2 language, one, and only onetitoest can come
before the finite matrix vertverdt Here, that constituent must be the initial participial
clause. This tells us two things: firstly, that clause fornesiastituent (specifically, the
subjectAndreis part of it, and so doesn’t c-command anything in the matiaxise, a
point which will become more important in section 5). Sedgnithe nonfinite clause
is attached to the matrix clause, occupying the initial psitherein? Given that this
shows that such an option must be available in human gramtharsatural analysis
of examples like (25) is then to treat their initial clausesamilarly subordinated, an
analysis which does away with the problem of explaining tbefimite nature of that
clause.

The second construction without an introducing elemenitimee clause consists
of an initial to-infinitive, interpreted as the purpose with which the atti@scribed in
the matrix was performed.

40f course, these findings raise the question of Hawdrein (26) can simultaneously be interpreted
as the matrix subject, when it is apparently in the wrong tiosifor this. Ackema & Neeleman argue
that there is an extremely restricted typepod-drop in Early Modern Dutch, which, because of discourse
accessibility conditions, is restricted to constructibke this. As far as | can see, if this analysis is tenable for
Early Modern Dutch, it will transfer straightforwardly taMbdE, accounting for the availability of similar
constructions in the two languages. It can also derive thgence of a similar construction in German
coordinate structures like (i), which | first encounteredMayr & Schmitt (2007) with a quite different
analysis.

0) Die Katzeg hat Hanst; gestreichelundhat denHundgetreten.
the cat hasHans stroked andhasthe dog kicked
Hans stroked the cat and kicked the dog.

Such examples initially appear as a sort of bracketing maraGiven the principle of same-type coordina-
tion, the clear presence bftin the second conjunct leads us to infer that the first conjimat leasthat
Hans gestreicheltMoreover, the Coordinate Structure Constraint bars etitna from coordinate structures,
and so the most attractive analysis is one in which the fobbte Katzealso doesn’t leave the first conjunct.
But then we have to explain hottans can also function as the subject of the second conjunct, hnibic
doesn’t c-command. If we assume a highly restrigteatdrop here, too, then the conflicting demands are
resolved.
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(27) a. [he,toavoidthe being put on doing that], [was notagearch for priests
or mass-houses]
b. This seemed to be done in distrust of the privy councilf &sely might
stifle his evidence; [which to prevent ], [he put it in safe hands.]
c. GETBETTER EXAMPLES

Almost as a matter of semantic necessity, the subject ofwbectauses is coreferen-
tial in these cases, which makes it hard to rule out an altemanalysis along the
following lines, with the purpose clause as a parenthetiithin the main clause.

(28) [he, [to avoid the being put on doing that], was not agstearch for priests or
mass-houses]

At this point in the paper, | cannot give a strong argumentiregahis alternative anal-
ysis. Instead, | will note that, firstly, it would be entiredxpected if the correlative
structure were available, parallel to the participial epéen in (24)—(26), in addition
to the more regular structure in (28); and secondly, we ve# some further evidence
in favour of the existence of the correlative structure (@#en we return to RLIs in
section 4. If, however, it should turn out that the corrglastructure in (27) is unavail-
able for this class of purposive adjuncts, nothing muchss Ithe participial examples
in (24)—(26) alone are sufficient to illustrate a pair of claliconstituents with no’A
movement in either clause, and no introducing element hreeitlause.

By now, we have moved beyond constructions that are stalydardsidered as cor-
relatives, but that is really the point. It is very hard towl@principled line between a
concessivavhile clause and a concessiaithoughclause, between aithoughclause
with and withoutyet, or between aralthough ... yetair and the Hindi examples
in section 3.2 with pairs ofvh- and demonstrative pronouns, in such a way that the
constructions on the one side of the line are correlativelst@ constructions on the
other side of the line are not. This is what makes it more gmpeite to think of the
correlative as a family of constructions.

3.4 MoreDistantly Related Constructions|: Left Dislocation

As we relax more of the criteria for correlativity listed iection 3.1, we inevitably
move into constructions that apparently have only a littleld with correlatives, but
nonetheless bear a family resemblance of sorts. | brieflytiorea couple here, for
completeness’ sake.

Firstly, if we move even further along the path of the pregisubsection, we may
drop the requirement that both constituents be clausak gikies us, basically, a left
dislocation construction, as in (29).

(29)  John, I don't like him.

Here, we have two loosely syntactically related constitsieanly the second of which
is clausal. There is no clear evidence fdrmBovement in either constituent, as shown
most convincingly by Cinque (1990) for Italian, and there aot necesarily any priv-
ileged introducing elements in either clause (the pronauciitic within the clausal
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constituent is clearly primarily responsible for medigtthe semantic relationship be-
tween the two constituents, but it is not fronted as it wouddilba canonical correl-

ative). The similarity is therefore only due to the preseoftthe two loosely syntac-

tically related constituents, which nevertheless haverticesemantic unity to them.

However

3.5 MoreDistantly Related Constructions!|: OneNonclausal Con-
stituent, No Intonation Break

If we keep the paired elements heading the two constitubntsielax the condition
that the two constituents are clausal, we admit a varietyootructions. Many of
these can be illustrated by the Old Engl@sha . .. swaconstruction. One basic use of
this construction is broadly equivalent to Modern Enghsicomparatives.

(30) a. Nat ic nanding [meswacud] [swaic woldedad megod were]
Not.knowl no thingme so knownas | wouldthatmeGodwere
‘I know of nothing so (well) known to me as | wish that God wére.

b. da woldese wisamonhisfandian, hwader he[swawis] weere
Thenwouldthewisemanit examinewhethetheas wisewere
[swahesylf wende daetheweere]
as heself thoughtthathewas
‘Then the wise man desired to examine whether he was as wike as
himself thought that he was.’ (Allen 1980:165)

By pairing one of these constructions with a further couostit containing a fronted
swa Xphrase (but no secoraivg), we obtain a way of expressing a comparative cor-
relative in Old English (see den Dikken 2005 for discussiba different Old English
comparative correlative).

(31) fordon swamicle swahelaes haefde swamicle hie weeronbeterank
becausas muchas helesshad, as muchtheywere better and
maran
greater
‘Because the less he had, the better and greater they w&llen (1980:170)

A final use ofswa ... swas as a way of forming free relatives in Old English.

(32) S@esisoe sylleswahweet  swadu mebyddest
Truly | yougive so whataccas youmeask
‘Truly | give you whatever you ask of me.; (Allen 1980:114)

Whether and how these multiple uses form a unified class istdoate question which

| won't attempt to address here. The important points formuposes are that, firstly,
we have two syntactic constituents headed by paired instamfswa However, while
the first of theseanin some circumstances be clausal (the comparative caueiat
(31), on one analysis), it certainly doesh&veto be. In the comparative case (30), the
first constituent is something property-denoting, whileha free relative case (32), it
is awh-phrase.
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Meanwhile, we also have some evidence of drdépendency within the second
constituent. There is certainly a gap in the second comstitwhich could be filled by
something broadly equivalent to the first constituent — tdughe type of configura-
tion for which Chomsky (1977) initially proposed the anadysf A’- dependencies in
terms of null operator movement. Moreover, the example30n ghow that this depen-
dency can be unbounded. Finally, | am unaware of any exanmpighkich the gap is
within an island. Here, of course, we run up against the grolbf negative evidence
in a dead language, but if this is accurate, then we have aalypi-movement profile
within the second constituent (perhaps, because the finstitwent is nonclausal, we
shouldn’t expect Amovement there too).

A further step away from the correlative norm brings us toNteelern English free
relative, differing from its OE counterpart in the absen€elements introducing the
two constituents.

(33) Who dares wins.

By this point, however, we have two constituents, only one/loich is clearly clausal,
and only one of which contains a distinctive fronted pronolworeover, the loose
syntactic relation has been replaced by a configuration iiciwtihe wh-DP occupies

a typical argument position, with a corresponding pred@ieagument relation in the
semantics, however that may be derived. Moreover, a furttegor difference is the
apparent lack of an intonation break between these two iteaists, which appears
natural, given the closer syntactic connection betweemthevill take this intonation

break to be a defining feature of the correlative family beland so we will come,
in the following section, to exclude these constructiomsrfrthe correlative family.

However, for the sake of completeness, their similaritesanonical correlatives in
some respects shouldn't be ignored.

3.6 More Distantly Related Constructions I11: Inverted Correla-
tives

As well as the canonical correlatives illustrated in secol, we frequently find ap-
parently similar constructions such as the following:

(34) a. vo laRkiilambiihaijo khaRii hai
DEMgirl tall is REL standings
‘The girl who is standing is tall’ (Srivastav 1991:640)
b. Mary got angrier and angrier, the more pictures she loake@ulicover
& Jackendoff 2005:505)

At first sight, these look like standard correlatives, wittotmodifications: firstly, the
order of the two constituents is flipped; secondly, frontiaigs to occur in the matrix
constituent. However, as the above authors have showre #irergood reasons to
assume that these are actually quite distinct construstion

Taking the Hindi case first, Srivastav demonstrates marigrdifices between the
correlative in section 3.1 and the inverted constructiof8#a). For example, the cor-
relative allows repetition of the head noun in each corstituwhile the inverted con-
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struction does not.

(35) a. jo laRkiikhaRii haivo laRkii lambiihai.
RELgirl standings DEMgirl tall s
b. *vo laRkiilambi haijo laRkii khaRiihai.

DEM girl  standings ReLgirl tall is (Srivastav 1991:647)

Secondly, and putting aside the apparent counterexamplgxl), only the inverted
construction is possible without a fronted demonstrativiie matrix:
(36) a. *jo laRkiyaakhaRii haido lambiihar
REL girls standingaretwo tall  are
b. do laRkiyaalambiihaijo khaRii har
two girls tall arerREL standingare (Srivastav 1991:648)
Finally, only the correlative construction allows mulgpklativisation.

(37) a. jis laRkKiiNE; jis laRkeKQ dekhaausNE  usKQ  passand
REL gir.ERG RELboyAcC saw DEM.ERGDEM.ACC liked

kiyaa

b. *us laRkiiNE us laRKeKQ pasand kiyafisNE;  jisKO;
DEM gir.ERG DEM boyAcc liked REL.ERGREL.ACC
dekhaa

saw  (Srivastav 1991:650-1)

The conclusion of Srivastav, and others following her, & the account most naturally
for these differences if we assume that the inverted cocistruis derivationally un-
related to the correlative, but instead derives from an Bhgityle hypotactic relative
construction, with rightward extraposition of the relatslause.

A similar story is true for the English comparative correfat Culicover & Jack-
endoff note that, although there is a clear semantic siityilaetween the regular com-
parative correlatives in (13) and the inverted constructin(34b), the matrix clause
has a syntactic freedom in the inverted construction whdacdking from the regular
comparative correlative. This means, for example, thatrtaix clause in the inverted
construction does not have to be finite, but can show up as perative, for example,
or a gerund. This is not true in the regular comparative ¢ative.

(Everyone) keep your mouth shut tighter, the mora &alts, OK?
Fred can well imagine (Joe) getting fatter, the more he eat
?The more John eats, the tighter keep your mouth shut &bout
(i) 72l can wellimagine the more he eats, the fatter himirggptt
(i) ?Icanwellimagine the more him eating, the fatter hinttigey (Culi-
cover & Jackendoff 2005:506-7)

(38)

o0 To

On the basis of this and several other tests, Culicover & elaff conclude that,
while a real comparative correlative has a purely parataetationship between the
two clauses, with any subordination being purely semattii,inverted construction
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has a hypotactic syntax to match subordinated semantiahoudh their claims re-
garding parataxis are controversial, clearly some syiatdidtinction between the two
constructions must be present, to account for differeneels as that in (38).

In general, then, it seems that we have to exclude these@uveonstructions from
the class of correlatives, on the grounds that they do nat ki same syntactic be-
haviour as the foregoing constructions. In the context efftur clustered properties
of canonical correlatives, this is interesting. The Hindidrted relatives, in particular,
make use of the same paired introducing elements as theicahative correlatives
from section 3.1, and yet they don’t behave like correlativace we lose the loose,
base-generated left-adjunction structure. This sugdkeatshere is at least one nec-
essary condition for correlativity (I will refrain from spelating about whether this
condition is sufficient), namely the presence of such addjtunction structure. A
similar thing holds for the free relatives from the previcubsection: any semantic
similarities that may or may not exist between free relataed correlatives do not im-
pact on the fact that, syntactically, they simply don't ladike, once the left-adjunction
structure is replaced by a typical argumental configurati@nd this survey, then, by
suggesting that this left-adjunction structure is the sglgactic defining characteristic
of a correlative construction, and that as a result, therga/eonstructions discussed in
this subsection, and the free relative and other constmgtn the previous subsection,
should be excluded from the correlative family for our pusg®here.

3.7 Summary

So what makes a correlative, from a syntactic point of vieti8 hopefully clear that

| don't think this is a particularly helpful way to look at tigs. The syntactisine qua
nonof this family of constructions is the loose base-generkatehdjunction configu-
ration familiar from the well-studied left-dislocationmstruction. That gets our footin
the door, and rules out free relatives and the inverted oactiins, despite their seman-
tic similarities. At the other extreme, we saw that a canalriorrelative supplements
that left-adjunction configuration with the properties 15}, repeated below.

(15) a. Two major constituents standing in a loose, basergéed syntactic re-
lation. The second constituent is the root, and the first titoesit is
dependent on it;

b. A pair of elements heading each of these constituentsémga seman-
tic relation between the two constituents. The second aitietypically
a demonstrative;

c. The two constituents are clausal;

d. Each of the paired elements in the major constituentseisiédad of an
A’-dependency with a gap site located within its respectivestituent.

In between these two extremes, we saw a progression of singa canonical con-
structions, admittedly not representing every logicalsiubty, but of sufficient rich-

ness to suggest that there is no natural subset of coreladinstructions within the
broader family of left-dislocated constructions. Rathkings look more or less cor-
relative as they gain or lose any of the above properties. fdllmving table gives a

19



broad summary.

(39) : : :
Construction Section | Properties
Left dislocation 3.4 (a)
IfS, S 3.3 (a,c)
Relative correlative, noEM in 2nd clause| 3.3 (a,c)
Left-adjoined present patrticiple 3.3 (a,c)
Left-adjoinedto-purpose clause 3.3 (a,c)
If SthenS 3.2 (a,b,c)
Comparative correlative 3.1 (a,b,c,d)
Regular relative correlative 3.1 (a,b,c,d)

Outside of this progression, things look significantly lesgelative. In particular, once
the intonation break, taken indicative of the loose syitagationship, disappears,
constructions start to behave very differently, as we sathéncase of the otherwise
very similar inverse constructions in section 3.6, andakeelatives and free relatives
in section 3.5.

Of course, so far, this discussion has been very heavilyeeon the surface syn-
tax of this family. We will see in section 5 that there is maydtteir group identity than
the simple syntactic fact of left-dislocation: there is atuitively recognisable correl-
ative semantics, and we will return in this paper to a disonssf what that semantics
consists of. First, however, | want to show that the RLIs withich we started this
paper are a good fit within this broad family.

4 TheCorrelativity of RLIs

Let’s return to the examples with which we started this paper

(1) a. Intheveryheat of these hurliments, the English bometof the milles be-
yond the water, and the daie following the other, [[whichewlthe French
endeavoured to save ], they were so galed by two demie-culveringes
from the trenches, that they were constreyned to abandamtieeprise].

b. Sweet Harte | haue sent by this bearer fourteen woodcaoieds brace
of feasants which came to me by chance very fortunately. ufwitl, you
may send them to my Lady Knyvett, [[which if you doe], | pray lett this
bearer cary them and remember my humble servis to my Lor: adg]L

In our discussion of the movement analysis in section 2, \agest implicitly fairly
close to the standard analysiswdffi-relatives in Modern English. In that analysis, the
highest [Spec,C] position in the relative clause contaimghghrase, presumably as
a reflex of whatever clause-typing mechanism identifies these as a relative in the
first place. Because of the mechanisms of Spec-head agreamprojection, the
fact that thewh-phrases in the examples above gives the impression of ©apygng
the highest [Spec,C] position in the relative clause, biltelabeing buried somewhere
inside that constituent, was taken to be illusory: wiephrasewhich could pass its
[wh]-feature up to the larger phrasekich, when the French endeavoured to sand
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which if you doe These larger phrases at least look like reasonable carditta the
occupants of that [Spec,C] position, and if they bear a [fela}ure, they count asveh-
phrase. In that case, we could maintain the notion that-eelative has avh-phrase in
its highest [Spec,C] position.

However, we also saw in section 2 that the movement analgfliséveral unan-
swered questions. Perhaps the most immediately worryirgythat there was never
any evidence that the island actually moved from anywhergow want to take this
seriously as a starting point for a new analysis of RLIs. | assume that the island in
an RLI is base-generated to the left of the matrix, and tlsasiandhood is unrelated
to any piedpiping pattern, but rather follows simply frone flact that left branches in
English are almost always islands (Ross 1967, Kayne 1983).

(40) a. Movement analysis: [cp [islandWh. . . tyn.-.] - - - tisland: - - ]
b. Correlativeanalysis: [cp[istanaWh. .. twh...]1[cp-. -]

Note, moreover, that in the majority of the examples codldcthe island is separated
from the matrix by a comma or other punctuation, taken to lieative of the loose
syntactic relation and intonational break identified asfandey characteristic of a cor-
relative. This is the sense in which RLIs fit into the correlafamily: they have the
characteristic left-dislocated syntax and intonatiorg tey are also overwhelmingly
clausalP Of course, many of the examples look more correlative thanthseline.
Here are some examples with an element introducing the Fasse.

(42) receive then this Draught [with which when thou artesfrd__], thou mayst
more strongly proceed to other Matters which yet remain.

Here, we have a pair of elements, each introducing its owrsela

(42) a. Imakeasquare,thatis G.H.K.L, [In which square ifdvde crosse lines
__frome one side to the other, according to the diuisions olitieeG.H],
then will it appear plaine, that the theoreme doth affirme.

b. butnot so easie work found Ethelfrid against another gfeBritans that
stood in arms, [whom though at last he overthrew, yet with slaughter
nigh as great to his own souldiers.

c. they would earnestly contend to maintaine the faith; Wwhies once de-
livered vnto the Saints. [Which faith because wee cannohtasie_
except wee knowe perfectly, first against whom, secondlyhiatgort it
must be maintained]; therefore in the former three versekaifparcell
of Scripture which | haue read, the enimies of the crosse oisChre
plainely described.

And here, finally, we have an RLI built on a canonical compeaeatorrelative.

(43) For to try Doctrines is to enquire into the grounds aradoas of them; [which
the better any man understands], the more firmly he will be established in

5The few nonclausal examples | have, such as those in (12gxasptional in other respects too — in
those cases, because of their restrictive semantics, fongbe. | have nothing coherent to say about these
very few exceptions at present.
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the Truth.

This range of more clearly correlative structures amongRhks is to be expected if
RLIs are actually correlatives.

Adopting the correlative analysis already loses us vetig ldver the earlier move-
ment analysis: we know why the island is an island, and whgdues at the left edge
of the RLI. We don’t have an explicit story for why tlveh-phrase moves to the left
edge of the island, but’Amovement or avh-phrase to the left periphery of a clausal
constituentis hardly surprising, so | don’t consider thibé a major worry. The correl-
ative analysis also has two instant advantages over themmmweanalysis: it accounts
for the fact that we never fingsting in (40a), and it explains the tendency to separate
the island from the rest of the RLI with punctuation. Alreathen, things are looking
good for the correlative analysis compared to the piedgigiternative.

A further advantage of the correlative analysis is thatipb@s to make sense of a
group of examples in which theh-phrase clearly does not occupy the highest specifier
position within the island, as in (44).

(44) a. the Duke of Buckingham fyrste made humble peticidio ¥1im, on the
behalfe of them all, that his grace woulde pardon them anehlge them
to purpose vnto hys grace the intent of their commyng witte dnis dis-
pleasure, [withoute whiche pardon obtayned], they dyrsteobold to
moue him of that matter.

b. He toke the sayde Lorde Gray prysoner / and helde hym peydgh
contrarye his wyll he hadde Maryed the sayde Howens dougfAdter
whiche Matrymony fynysshed] he helde the said Lorde stylléValys
tyll he dyed.

The crucial point here is the order of the prepositiafter and which, and thewh-
phrases. If the prepositions are the head of the island nabpnojection, then the
wh-phrases are clearly embedded within the complement oh#ed, rather than in its
specifier. Under the movement analysis, this is unprecedemte know of examples,
like the Basque ones in section 2 above, where movement &x[%pis followed by
further movement, piedpiping XP. What we have never seeroigeement to [Spec,X]
followed by further movement of some YP properly containii

(45) a. cP

6All the cases in which thevh-phrase is lower within the island are found in past parigdiphrases like
those in (44). At present, | have no explanation for this.fact
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b. * CP

Yet that is exactly what we have in (44). On the other handeurlde correlative
analysis, there is no piedpiping, and so no problem in thipeet. We no longer have
any reason for the highest specifier within the island to beialgged position for
wh-movement. Examples like (44) cease to be a mystery, then.

There are a few good arguments for choosing the correlatia®ysis over the is-
land piedpiping analysis, then. However, it is noticeabémpnof these arguments have
the same form: the island piedpiping analysis is too steat] the correlative anal-
ysis permits things that the island piedpiping analysissdogt. For example, island
piedpiping requires a gap in the main body of the RLI, coroesjing to the position
in which the island was base-generated. The correlativiysiadnas no such require-
ment. Also, the island piedpiping analysis requireswhephrase to be in the specifier
of the highest projection within the island, while the ctatiwe analysis doesn'’t give
us an obvious reason to care about that position. The reastiis$ trend is clear: the
correlative analysis encodes less information syntadbtitiaan the island piedpiping
analysis. More specifically, the movement of the island espnted in (40a) means
that the island is syntactically represented as subomliimatand so dependent on) the
body of the RLI in the island piedpiping analysis, while itéss clear that this is true in
the correlative analysis. Moreover, the fact that the lgiedpiping analysis encodes
this syntactic dependency specifically through movemedtpedpiping gives rise to
the prediction that this dependency will obey the specifid fairly well-understood,
constraints on movement and piedpiping. On the other h&wedcarrelative analysis
makes no such prediction: the syntactic structure mustlgiotgey the relatively few
constraints that exist on the distribution of left-dislbea and correlative structures.
In other words, we have so far removed one representatidmeodépendency of the
island on the rest of the RLI, without putting anything elsdts$ place.

The next section will take some steps towards remedying fhire guiding idea
will be that the dependencies which the island piedpipirgyais assumed to be en-
coded syntactically, are actually due to the semanticsef/tirious proforms occur-
ring in these sentences. We have known since at least Eva88)(that certain types
of anaphoric dependency obey weaker constraints thanaegyrtactic dependencies
do, but are not unconstrained. | will suggest that the anapldependencies found
within RLIs are along these lines. However, to make this argot, | need to empha-
sise one point which has been left implicit until now. It issthRLIs are misnamed.
They are not relative clauses
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To see this, consider what makes a relative clause, on oat usderstanding of
such things. Granted, people disagree about such thingshéne is general agree-
ment, broadly following Chomsky (1977), that a relativeusla has a (possiby null)
relative complementiser, which attracts a (possibly nslimoved phrase in its speci-
fier. Moreover, this clause is the sister of some nominalgmtojn.

In contrast, RLIs are clearly lacking at least the first twalefse characteristics.
There is, indeed, an’Amoved phrase within an RLI, but that movement doesn't targe
the highest [Spec,C] position within the RLI. Rather, itgits, if anything, the high-
est [Spec,C] position within the island embedded within&e. Similarly, we have
no clear grounds for thinking that any matri¥ @ithin the RLI is specifically rela-
tive. At least under minimalist assumptions, it makes merese again to think that, if
anythng, the distinguished®@vill be the highest one within the island within the RLI,
rather than the highest complementiser within the RLI ftselut simply, by denying
the island piedpiping analysis, and instead opting for @{zgerated left-dislocation
structure, we remove the implication that there are necgsaay movement or agree-
ment relations involving the highest CP layer within the RTivo major features of
RLIs involve just such relations, though.

In fact, 1 wish to go further than this. Not only does the ledtriphery of an RLI
look unlike the left periphery of a typical relative, but Rladre also not typically sisters
of nominal projections. The first hint of this in this papeneaback in section 2, when
I noted the existence of a minority tendency to punctuatesRislif they were part of a
separate sentence from their antecedent.

(46) they would earnestly contend to maintaine the faithictvivas once delivered
vnto the Saints. [Which faith because wee cannot maintainexcept wee
knowe perfectly, first against whom, secondly in what sonhitst be main-
tained]; therefore in the former three verses of that phodeScripture which
| haue read, the enimies of the crosse of Christ are plairedgribed.

Another purely distributional fact which points in the sadnection is this: RLIs never
occur anywhere except at the right edge of sentehcBéls aside, even appositive
relative clauses are perfectly happy modifying subjeats] @onsequently occurring
clause-medially, as in (47a). However, we never find angthike (47b).

(47) a. John, [who I've known for years], would never do that.
b. *this Draught [[with which when thou art refresh’d ], thou mayst more
strongly proceed to other Matters which yet remain], corgtainly water,
malt, hops, and yeast.

A number of times in this paper, | have flagged up a few courganples which look like free relatives,
and which consistently go against every generalisation kemtncerning RLIS. Sure enough, these three
examples also occur in positions other than the right edgemtiences. Here is one relevant example.

0) But by whom? [By them [whose words, if men or Angels fronaben gainesaie, they are accursed];
by them, [whom whosoever despiseth, despiseth not thenmélytsaith Christ].

This tight clustering of exceptions to otherwise excepes generalisations just reinforces the conviction
that these three examples fall outside the natural class Isf. R
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This makes immediate sense if RLIs are not part of the sanmtersan as their an-

tecedent. | assume that syntactically, a string of senteisgest a string of sentences.
There is no embedding of one sentence within another, exberié clearly is embed-

ding of one clause within another. In that case, RLIs, ctutstg a different sentence
from that containing their antecedent, can only precedelof that sentence. We

will see in section 5 that an RLI preceding its antecedenpéshaps unsurprisingly,

ruled out, and so the only option is for an RLI to follow the t#rTte containing its

antecedent. The absence of examples like (47b) followswatioally.

Sentence
(48) a. Sentence
Island CP
_—
Wh ...
Sentence
b. * Sentence

Wh...

A third type of evidence in favour of the claim that RLIs do nbligatorily take nomi-
nal sisters comes from their interpretation. A syntactitfiguration in which a relative
clause takes a nominal projection as a sister correspondsatiato an interpretation
in which the semantic antecedent of the relative clausehgsiesome nominal property
or an individual denoted by the noun phrase. However, Rldguently fit neither of
these categories. In fact, perhaps the most common antégdedan RLI is an entire
event description, as in the following, where | have itk the elements correspond-
ing to the antecedent @fhich

(49) a. asarmon, somthing better then that in the morninjgehich ended __,
with all Ceremones], | returned to my lodginge.

b. A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury, his Horsevibhim
[which a young Gentlewoman seeing] fell a laughing.

c. This seemed to be done in distrust of the privy councilf ésey might
stifle his evidencdwhich to prevent ], he put it in safe hands.

d. the Female Palms (which only Bear) will not Bring forth befdhey are
Impregnated at the Roots with the Seed of the Male, first padiintto
Meal and sprinkled about thgnjwhich; __; how true] | dispute not
__j, but certainly Tradition has confirmed the Practice, ang tire not
to be persuaded to neglect the Custom.

Once we have an interpretation in which the antecedent a&thtive is not necessarily
nominal, but frequently clausal, a syntax which assumetsrtiatives are sisters of
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nominal projections becomes an active hindrance ratherataelp® We have, then, a
third source of evidence that RLIs are not embedded withimrhrases. This is the
third major characteristic of standard relative clauses$ RLIs lack. The conclusion
that RLIs are not relatives seems inescapable.

Of course, though, the interpretation of Rli$sften pretty similar to that of stan-
dard relatives. We should ask how this comes about, desgitevery different syntax.
Although I don't have anything like a full answer to this gties, the following section
starts to sketch a way of approaching it, at least.

5 |Interpretivelssues

The previous section advocated a view of the syntax of RLIgkvHiffered in three
major ways from the island piedpiping analysis.

(50) a. No complementiser within the highest clause of an &iters into an
agreement relation with theh-phrase;
b. Thewh-phrase is not in the highest [Spec,C] position within thé.RL
c. TheRLIis notthe sister of a nominal projection, but rafeems its own,
unsubordinated sentence.

Given that the above properties are direct negations oétimagor properties of regular
Modern Englishwh-relatives, we conclude that RLIs are not, in fact, relatizises.
However, that leaves us without a real understanding of Wieatare. More specifi-
cally, (50c) removes a sisterhood relation between an Rilitsrsupposed antecedent,
while (50a) and (50b) leave us with the conundrum that, wivibledo indeed have an
Agree relation between a’Chead and thevh-phrase, and an ‘Arelation between a
wh-phrase in [Spec,C] and its trace, th@ @hd the [Spec,C] positions involved are not
the “right” ones for a standard accountwfrrelatives. The major question | hope to
address in this section is, how do we get anything like a @fténterpretation out of
this mess?

| propose that the answer to this lies in the interpretatidh@correlative structure
on the one hand, and of tlveh-proform on the other. Let’s start with a full correla-
tive RLI and identify the elements which are semanticallpetaent on some other
constituent.

(51) they would earnestly contend to maintaine the faithictvivas once delivered
vnto the Saints.Vhich faith becausavee cannot maintaine except wee
knowe perfectly, first against whom, secondly in what sonhitst be main-
tained]; thereforén the former three verses of that parcell of Scripture which
| haue read, the enimies of the crosse of Christ are plairedgribed.

As indicated, there are at least four such semantically rdgr@ elements in the core
correlative structure here: thveh-phrase, its trace, and the two paired correlative el-
ements. | will have nothing much to say about the standdrdeppendency between

80f course, similar interpretations are possible in ModenglEh, too, as noted by Jackendoff (1977)
among others. We'll come back to them briefly in section 5.
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the wh-phrase and the trace. | also have relatively little to saguaithe dependen-
cies among the paired elements. | don't fully understand tiewge work, but what
feels most natural to me is the following. Firstly, assumat tithe dependency of a
becauseclause, for example, on following material is syntaclicahediated. A very
rough description of the function dfecauseclauses is that they provide an explana-
tion for the proposition, presupposed to be true, expressedme other clause. Both
orders of explanandum and explanans are possible, anddkedy, at least, suggests
that the order explanandum-explanans has the hypotaciiaxsyf the inverted con-
structions described in section 3.6, while the order exgalarexplanandum has the
left-dislocated syntax of a correlative.

(52) a. Iborrowedllysse$,) because | wanted to read it.
b. Because | wanted to reallysse(,) | borrowed it.

Moreover, abecauseclause can occur in isolation, but only as an explanansdiores

already contextually salient explanandum, not as a “dagtkexplanans waiting for

its explanandum to appear, as in the following contrastresh@nd| should be taken

as crude indicators of the prosodies typically associaidiutive left-dislocated clause
and the matrix clause in, for example, (52b), respectively.

(53) a. Iborrowedllysses. Because | wanted to read it
b. And all because the lady loves Milk Tray[1980s British TV advert,
with salient preceding action sequence but no precedimyilstic con-
tent]
c. *Because | wanted to reddlysses|. | borrowed it .

| take this as indicative that the typical behaviour diecauseclause is to act as an
explanans for an already present explanandum, and thaptiesite behaviour of act-
ing as an explanans for a still-to-be-revealed explananidwonly possible in the cor-
relative structure of (5219). In other words, the dependence obacauseclause on

a following explanans is only possible when this particshamtactic configuration is
present, and so the syntactic configuration is responsilsié¢he availability of this
pattern of interpretation.

So the dependence ofteecauseclause on the second clause in an example like

(51) is mediated by the particular syntactic configurati@m the other hand, the de-

9Care has to be taken in formulating a more precise versicnisfrituition. Itis possible for decause
clause to act as an explanans for a salient following aciioran out-of-the-blue context, but only if it
maintains the characteristic intonation of the first clans®2b).

0) a. Because I've always wanted to do thif{smashes a watermelon to pieces with a giant millet
b. *Because I've always wanted to do thif(smashes a watermelon to pieces with a giant mal-
let)]

On the assumption that a clause cannot be dependent on an, &b becauseclause is apparently not
syntactically dependent on any other clause here. | wiltipese difficulties aside here, noting that this may
be indirect evidence for the parataxis-based approachrtelatives in Culicover & Jackendoff (2005) over
an adjunction structure, as it is easier to imagine a paratadation between a clause and an action than a
more hypotactic one like adjunction. In any case, it is cthat the primary signal of this dependence is the
T-intonation, however we may ultimately represent the ddpeoe.
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pendence of the second clause onlikeauseclause is plausibly due to the presence
of the deictic elementherefore The waythereforeworks is roughly by taking some
salient proposition from the preceding discourse whichrésppposed to be true, and
treating this as an explanation for the proposition asddryethe complement dhere-
fore. Sothereforeencodes an anaphoric dependency on a preceding propogitioin
unlike becausethis is the only thing thathereforecan do — there is no cataphoric
use oftherefore There are a few quirks in the semanticstioérefore— it seems to
insist on its antecedent being expressed in, roughly, adlaase, for example, unlike
the fairly similarso— but these quirks needn’t bother us here. All that we need to
recognise is that the regular anaphoric dependenteeoéforeon thebecauseclause
complements the syntactically encoded cataphoric depeedaf thebecauseclause
on thethereforeclause to form a tight interdependence between the twoekal a
correlative construction.

This leaves thevh-pronoun. An intuition, articulated in different ways inrira
ous places, concerning the functioning of Modern Englisteselative clauses is that
the operator undergoes-fnovement to the [Spec,C] position within the relative, to
establish a sufficiently local configuration with its antéeet to allow an appropriate
semantic relation such as predicate modification to be ksfiahl (this is even clearer
within the raising analysis of relative clauses than it ishwi the matching analysis,
as in the former analysis, a chain connects the anteceddéimé tap within the rela-
tive). Clearly, this cannot be true in the case of RLIs, asdli®no syntactic relation
whatsoever between threh-pronoun and its antecedent in some cases.

| want to suggest instead that thdrpronoun in an RLI functions as an E-type
pronoun, that is, as a covert definite description (Evan9L9&learly, the lack of
speaker intuitions concerning these examples is a hindramthis respect, but the
following considerations suggest that something alongeHimes must be true.

Firstly, we have seen that tiveh-pronoun in an RLI is not c-commanded by its
antecedent. Under standard assumptions, this means tresttanént of the pronoun
as a bound variable is out of the question. However, it is s&ary for the pronoun
to havesomelinguistic antecedent. Relying on texts for evidence agadtkes it hard
to be certain about this, but examples like (54a) as the atartreported utterance are
conspicuous by their absence, while examples like (54)@®umably unremarkable.

(54) a. *[Whichif yougoto ], how can you after what is past, have the Confi-
dence to deny me?
b. [if you go to that], how can you after what is past, have tioai@lence
to deny me?

In other words, certain pronouns, such as demonstréiae can occur without any
linguistic antecedent within the same utterance. Otheid) as thevh-pronoun, can-
not. However, there is no syntactic relation holding betwahichin (54a) and its
(obligatory) linguistic antecedent. This is enough to geiruthe ballpark of E-type
readings. Evans’ original characterisation of the class iwgended to deal with just
such a configuration, in cases like the following.

(55) a. Few congressmen admire Kennedy, and they are veigr.ju(Evans
1980:339)
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b. Few congressmen admire Kennedy, and the (few) congregshst ad-
mire Kennedy) are very junior.

In (55a),theyis not c-commanded by its apparent antecedewtcongressmerbut
still behaves as if referentially dependent on it. Evangpses that this is due to the
pronoun functioning as a covert definite description, sinet {55a) is semantically
equivalent to something like (55b). Of course, definite dpsions routinely occur
without linguistic antecedents, and some remarks in El@(2001:247) suggest that
the same may be true in E-type anaphora in certain limitetloistances, but cer-
tainly the main focus of the literature on E-type pronoursixeen on explaining their
referential dependence on a specifically linguistic ardené This appears to be the
behaviour ofwhichin an RLI — even if it should prove to be the case that E-type
anaphora are possible in some cases without linguisticadénts, this is apparently
not true of thewh-pronoun in RLIs, which apparently behaves more like thevabo
characterisation dhereforein this respect.

The classic application of E-type anaphora, of course, igite an account of
Geach’s donkey-sentences, as in (56) (see Heim 1990, Ele@@01).

(56) a. [Every manwho has a donkkyeats it.
b. [Ifaman has a donkey, hg beats it.

This leads to a question about thle-pronouns in RLIs: do they display the characteris-
tic covariance with non-c-commanding antecedents? Uwmfately, | have been unable

to find any examples of RLIs with quantified antecedents, iviould be necessary

to decide this matter. However, an absence of such covarianald not necessarily
force us to conclude that the E-type characterisation iscimaate. To see this, consider

a class of Modern Englistvh-relatives in a separate sentence from their antecedent.
In an example like (57), in which an appositive relative atsdaintecedent occur in
the same sentence, the antecedenttdthcan either be a picture, covarying with the
choice of child, or the invariant single event of every chddking at a picture.

(57)  Every child looked at the picture in front of him, whiclasi«completely unre-
markable.

However, if we change the intonation to indicate that thatie¢ forms a separate
sentence, the reading in whigrhichcovaries with the pictures disappears.

(58)  [Every child looked at [the picture in front of hiffj]k. Which,;, was com-
pletely unremarkable.

At first sight, thenwhichin such examples looks little like an E-type pronoun. How-
ever, note that a very similar thing is true if we substitwieich for a clear definite
description, following the logic of the E-type charactatisn.

(59) Every child looked at [the picture in front of hirf)]. The picture; was com-
pletely unremarkable.

Again, the utterance is quite marginal if every child is iaddooking at a different
picture, as the definite description in the second sentesems to require a unique
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picture as an antecedent. However, it seems that this otieia more acceptable if the
second sentence can be interpreted as reporting eachsadylidiion of their respective
picture, rather than that of the speaker. This has sometffitige flavour of modal
subordination phenomena: we can keep the covariance sabng stay within the
same type of situation (in a non-technical sense), but oreshift from the child’s
actions or opinions to the narrator’s opinions, we lose gassibility. Whether this
suggestion is tenable or not remains to be seen, but theuioet for now are that the
wh-pronoun in an RLI, like thevh-pronoun in modern examples like (58), is similar to
an E-type pronoun in requiring a non-c-commanding linguestecedent, and even if
we find that the apparent referentwhich doesn’t covary as expected in some cases,
this shouldn’t necessarily lead us to immediately drop trectusion that EMod&vh-
pronouns had an E-type interpretation in some circumstn&aucity of evidence
prevents me from being completely confident in these corarigsbut the correlative
analysis proposed in the foregoing sections certainlydaadto look for something
like this, and the little evidence we have seems to go in ti& direction, at least.

One immediate advantage of an E-type analysis in the aboge $&that it explains
the absence of RLI-like structuresiwh-questions. The reason for this is simple: in-
terrogative semantics is associated with a (possibly mt#yrogative € head, just as
regular relative semantics is associated with a (possibly relative @ head. How-
ever, we saw above that RLIs are not actually relative cludespite their similar
function. Specifically, there are no clear grounds to attgbanything more to the
highest head within the island of an RLI than the purely sgtitdunction of inducing
movement of thevh-phrase. All the semantic work comes from thie-phrase itself,
if the above argumentation is on the right lines. So we caragetative-like function
from an RLI simply by treating thesh-pronoun as an E-type pronoun which requires a
linguistic antecedent. However, there is no similar mow the could make to obtain
an interrogative-like function from an RLI-like structur&@his is because, if current
syntactic theories are on the right track, interrogativeasgtics is never determined by
the nature of the pronoun alone. Rather, the pronowonjunction with an interroga-
tive complementisds responsible for the interrogative semantics. So theoready
RLI-like structures are limited to relative-like interpagions falls out naturally on this
approach: the EModi&h-pronoun can be analysed as an E-type pronoun which needs
a linguistic antecedent without caring about the syntamtitfiguration, but we don’t
have a corresponding class of pronouns which don’t caretabesyntactic configu-
ration they find themselves in, but still require a listereeptovide a suitable value to
function as the answer toveh-question.

Summing up, then, we have seen an intricate pattern of Symi@med semantic
dependencies holding within an RLI. First, there is the agtit dependency of the
island on the main body of the RLI, which is somehow respdadir the availability
of the semantic dependence of the island on the followingsela The demonstrative
pronoun in the second half of the RLI picks up the proposigigpressed in the first half
of the RLI as a salient suitable antecedent. Although wetdwave any strong reason
for saying that this dependency isn’t syntactically enchdeworks perfectly well if
we assume that the demonstrative in an RLI functions like @hgr demonstrative,
and so doesn’t require an antecedent in any particular amatign. This certainly
seems to be the most parsimonious explanation, then. ¥ittadiwh-pronoun can be
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interpreted as an E-type pronoun. It apparently requirésgaistic antecedent, but
without a c-command relation holding. This explained a feuirks in the distribution
and apparent interpretation of RLIs, probably the most irtgod of which was the
absence of interrogative RLI-like structures.

Of course, not every RLI looks as neat as the canonicallyetative examples
I have discussed in this section. However, the story stagely the same in less
obliging cases. Let’s go back to the following example.

(60) A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury, hissddinrew him, [which
a young Gentlewoman seeing ] fell a laughing.

Here, we have no paired elements, and so the dependentidstaited above are less
obvious. However, the nonfinite nature of the participiatgse is sufficient to mean
that it can’t stand on its own, and so we are justified in asagrthat the syntactic
dependency on the main clause still holds. If the argumdrttéeaare correct, then this
is the same syntactic configuration that we findétause. . . thereforeonstructions,
and so we may assume that it licenses a semantic dependetioy isfand on the
rest of the RLI in this case too. Moreover, we have no dematigér element here to
make explicit the semantic relationship between the twedsabf the RLI. In cases
such as these, the range of possible interpretations itelind regular intersentential
relations, which we may assume to be available as a sort afillefin (60), we see
narrative progression, plus an implication that what the&lgeizoman say was the cause
of her mirth. This is far and away the most common interpietadf an RLI, in the
absence of any overt paired elements to guide the intetfmetdassume, then, that the
dependencies which we see in the canonical structurebdékause. . . thereforl@Lls
are more or less identically carried over to less canonit#s R

6 Conclusion

We started off with an analysis of RLIs which stays prettyselto Modern English rel-
atives, only with piedpiping of islands. Over the coursehié paper, we have changed
most details of this analysis to arrive at an analysis in WHitIs are not relatives
and are not subordinated. These two negative syntactimfisdiave had the effect
of changing the semantic analysis of RLIs, and in particofdhe wh-pronoun within
them. Specifically, we claim that, in addition to the stanidmmalysis ofvh-pronouns,
which treats them as pretty similar to indefinites, EMagEpronouns could also be
used as E-type pronouns, referentially dependent on a sommenanding antecedent.
Although | believe that empirical or theoretical considiEnas have left us with rela-
tively little freedom at the major choice points in the dem@hent of this analysis, this
paper seems like it raises some big questions, which | wiktha leave to future work.
The first of these concerns the diachronic development afivedation in English.
This paper has given a variant on a recurring theme in diaitigenerative syntax,
namely two very different underlying analyses producinty aubtly different surface
effects. However, these two different underlying analyaesusually attributed to the
grammars of successive generations of language learnelessac case of reanalysis.
Here, on the other hand, the tension between the two undgrbmalyses has been
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purely a matter of theory construction. Moreover, we havedyeason to presume
that the island piedpiping analysis never really existetha mind of any language
learner — if it did, then the unattested configurations priedi by the island piedpiping
analysis would surely be attested. So, this paper actualf/us next to nothing about
the diachrony of RLIs. Where did they come from, and wheretliéy go?

| believe that answering these questions will not be an essly fThe major reason
for this is that our knowledge of the diachrony of the Englighsystem is quite patchy
in general. The two major differences between the EModEesysts found in RLIs
and the Modern English system, on this analysis, are, fif$tey existence of E-type
wh-pronouns, and secondly, the possibilityvaf-fronting to a position other than the
specifier an interrogative or relative CP. The second pitgpeoks deeply suspicious
to me (it will be remarked that there are even some exampliégssmpaper in which the
fronting targets a projection other than CP), and it is gpdssible that an analysis in
which thewh-phrase is base generated at the left edge of the island aei émo a
base-generated dependency with a null or resumptive prondbiematic position, will
be more accurate in the fullness of time (see Bresnan & GamstD78 for an early
analysis along these lines — the idea of distinguishing mmarg from base-generation
in A’-dependencies has survived through Cinque 1990 into tmeruwork of Jim Mc-
Closkey and Jeroen van Craenenbroeck, among others). ldovedther way, it seems
like somethingvas different in the EModE syntax, as well as the differemhaetics
of thewh-pronouns. The obvious next question is whether any othssipilities came
and went with the rise and fall of RLIs. For now, | know of natyj and to be honest,
| don’t even know where to look.

The other major question raised by this work is the followindny doesn’t island
piedpiping exist? It certainly should do, if you make cartahoices of underlying
assumptions. Therefore, the natural approach to thisignestto challenge the under-
lying assumptions which conspire to predict the existerfdsland piedpiping. One
possibility would be to say that absolute islands really’dlexist: locality domains
are always domains with edges, and sometimes they mimidwibgslands. | don'’t
want to go down this route, because there are independamargs that absolute is-
lands really do exist (Uriagereka 1999, Truswell 2007). ldegr, one possibility that
seems promising to me depends on modular encapsulatiafoydhe timing of opera-
tions. Piedpiping, as construed here, is a narrowly syictaperation: it affects which
features appear on which nodes, and which constituents mbeee. On the other
hand, many current arguments for absolute islands pladautitken for delimitation of
these absolute islands outside the narrow syntax. For ehékg, absolute islands are
a byproduct of the way the PF-interface works, while Tru$¢2£07) relates absolute
islands to event descriptions in a purely semantic reptatien of event structure. One
plausible explanation for the nonexistence of island pigidg could then rest on the
following two premises.

(61) a. Narrowly syntactic locality domains are domainsweitiges.
b. Absolute islands arise at the interface of syntax and sutimer level of
representation.
c. Piedpiping is narrowly syntactic, and can only be triggely narrowly
syntactic factors.
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Finding out whether anything like this is workable will hagewait for a more explicit
theory of the relevant architectural considerations.
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