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1.
The notion of free relative
· "free relatives" (FR) lack an overt head noun 
· receive a definite or universal (but not indefinite) reading
· are introduced by pronouns that are morphologically identical, or morphological related to wh-pronouns (Daskalaki 2007)

[German]
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Der
Verkäufer

empfahl
dem
Studenten,

[was
am

preisgünstigsten




the shop assistant

suggested
the student-DAT

what
most economical



war].


was


b.
Hans
wählt,

[wen
der

Pfarrer

wählt].


Hans
votes

who
the

priest

votes

c.
Die
Rechnung

bezahlt,
[wer
die

Wette

verloren
hat].



the

bill-ACC

pays

who
the

bet-ACC
lost

has
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
I ate [what John cooked].


b.
I admire [who John admires].

2.
The nominal nature of free relatives (their "external syntax")
[German]

( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Hans
hat

zurückgegeben,
was
er
sich
von
der

Bibliothek




Hans
has

returned


what
he
Refl
from
the

library


ausgeliehen
hat.


taken


has

b.
Hans
hat

Il Gattopardo

zurückgegeben.


Hans
has

Il Gattopardo

returned

c.
*Hans

hat

zurückgegeben,
ob


er
sich
etwas


von
der




Hans

has

returned


whether
he
Refl
something

from
the


Bibliothek

ausgeliehen
hat.



library


taken


has
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Maria

wollte

wissen,
was
Hans
sich
von
der

Bibliothek



Maria

wanted
to-know
what
Hans
Refl
from
the

library


ausgeliehen
hat.


taken

has

b.
Maria
wollte

wissen,
ob


Hans
sich
etwas


von
der




Maria
wanted
to-know
whether
Hans
Refl
something

from
the



Bibliothek

ausgeliehen
hat.


library


taken


has

c.
*Maria
wollte

Il
Gattopardo
wissen.


Maria

wanted
Il
Gattopardo
know
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Wer
das

Finale

gewonnen

hat,
der/*das
hat

ausgesorgt.



who
the

final

won


has

he/it

is

comfortably off


b.
Wer
das

Finale

gewonnen

hat,
*der/das
weiß
ich

nicht.

( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Whatever books she has are/*is marked up with her notes.
(FR)

b.
What books she has isn’t/*aren’t certain.





(Interrogative)


(Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978: 339)

[Italian]
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
Maria,
a
cuii

so

[wh-Q
chi

ha

telefonato

ei], ...



Maria
to
whom
I-know

who
rang up

b.
*Maria,
a
cuii

ho

punito

[FR

chi

ha

telefonato
ei], ...



Maria

to
whom
I-have
punished


who
rang up



(Rizzi 1982: 68)

[German]
( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
a.
?Diesen
Spielerni

weiß
ich
[wh-Q
was
der

Trainer
ti
empfohlen


these

players-DAT
know
I


what
the

coach


recommended


hat].



has


b.
*Diesen
Spielerni

lehne
ich

ab
[FR
was
der
Trainer
ti
empfohlen



these

players-DAT
I-disapprove


what
the
coach


recommended


hat]



has
[Italian]

( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
(a)
Non ho ancora capito chi ha telefonato a Maria e chi ha telefonato a Giuliana.



'I haven't yet understood who called up (to) Maria and who called up (to) Giuliana.'


(b)
Non ho ancora capito chi ha telefonato a Maria e chi ___ a Giuliana.

( AUTONUMLGL \e  )
(a)
Ho punito chi ha telefonato a Maria e chi ha telefonato a Giuliana.




'I have punished who called (up) to Maria and who called up (to) Giuliana.



(b)
*Ho punito chi ha telefonato a Maria e chi ___ a Giuliana.



(Rizzi 1982: 75f)

3.
The clausal nature of free relatives (their "internal syntax")
· A'-movement properties:

unbound:

[German]

(11)
Hans
hat

entlassen,
[weni

Peter
gesagt

hat
[ti
dass
er
ti
entlassen


Hans
has

dismissed
who-ACC
Peter
said

has

that
he

dismiss


soll]]. 



should

locality:

(12)
*Hans
hat

entlassen,
[weni

Peter
gefragt

hat,
[wer
ti
gesehen
hat]]

Hans
has

dismissed
who-ACC
Peter
asked

has

who-NOM
seen
has

parasitic gap:
(13)
Hans
hat

entlassen,
[weni

er
[ohne
ei
zu
kennen]
ti
eingestellt

hatte.



Hans
has

dismissed
who-ACC
he
without
to-know


hired


had

Weak Crossover:

(14)
*Die
Chefin

entlässt,
weni


seini
Personalchef

ti
auswählt.



the

boss

dismisses
who-ACC

his

personnel manager
selects


reconstruction (bound variable):
(15)
Die
Studenten

kaufen,
welches
seineri
Bücher
auch
immer

jeder



the

students

buy

which

of-his
books

ever



every


Professori

empfiehlt.



professor

recommends

reconstruction (Principle C) (not in Greek, Daskalaki 2007: 264):

(16)
*Die
Studenten

kaufen,
was
für

ein

Buch
über
Chomskyi

auch



the

students

buy

what
for

a

book
about
Chomsky

ever


immer

eri

ihnen 
empfiehlt.






he

them
recommends

· like headed relatives, FRs can be extraposed (stranding of wh-element impossible):

(17)
a.
Ich

habe
den
Mann,


[den
Maria


getroffen
hat],
gekannt.




I

have
the

man-ACC

who
Maria-NOM
met

has

known


b.
Ich

habe
den
Mann

gekannt,
[den
Maria


getroffen
hat].



I

have
the

man-ACC
known

who
Maria-NOM
met

has
(18)
a.
Der
Politiker
hat,
[was
er
vor

dem
Ausschuss

gesagt

hat], 



the

politician
has

what
he
to the committee



told

has




später


dementiert.



afterwards

disclaimed



b.
Der
Politiker
hat

später

dementiert,
[was
er
vor

dem




the

politician
has

later

disclaimed
what
he
to the



Ausschuss

gesagt

hat].




committee

told

has


c.
*Der
Politiker
hat

[was __ ]
später
dementiert
[er
vor

dem




the

politician
has

what

later
disclaimed
he
to

the



Ausschuss

gesagt

hat].



committee

told

has
· constraint on the presence of a complementizer
(19)
a.
Mary liked the book that she bought.



b.
*Mary liked what that she bought.

[Bavarian]

(20)
a.
Der
Maria


gfallt
des

Buch,
[des
wo

sie

gestern
kafft]




the

Maria-DAT
likes
the

book
which
Comp
she

yesterday bought



hot.



has



b.
*Der
Maria

gfallt,

[wos
wo

sie

gestern
kafft

hot].



the

Maria

likes

what
Comp
she

yesterday
bought

has
[Cimbrian]
(21)
a.
Dar
pua
bo ....



the

boy
Comp


b.
*Ber
bo ...



who
Comp
4.
Matching and Mismatching
(22)
a.
We should interview [whom/whoever he dates].



b.
*We should interview [with whom/whoever he goes out].

(23)
a.
We should talk to [whom/whoever he dates].



b. *We should talk to [with whom/whoever he goes out].



c. 
We should talk to [whom/whoever he talks].

[German]
(24)
a.
Ich

stelle
ein,
[wen


mir


der

Personalchef





I

hire


who-ACC

me-DAT
the personnel manager-NOM



empfiehlt].




recommends




(matrix: acc/FR: acc)



b.
*Ich
stelle
ein,
[wer


den
Personalchef




überzeugt



I

hire


who-NOM
the

personnel manager-ACC
convinced




hat]. 



has



(matrix: acc/FR: nom)

4.1. Syncretism

(25)
Ich
nehme,

[was

dich

überzeugt
hat].


I
take

what-NOM
you-ACC
convinced
has

           ‘I will take what has convinced you.’

	
	‘who’
	‘what’

	Nom.
	wer
	was

	Acc.
	wen
	was

	Dat.
	wem
	(was)

	Gen.
	wessen
	wessen


Table 1: Case syncretism in German wh-pronouns

4.2.
Violation of categorial selection 

[German]

(26)
a.
[Aus
wem]
noch
etwas

herausgequetscht

werden
kann,
ist
sozial




from
whom
still
something

squeezed-out

be


can

is
socially



dazu
verpflichtet,
es
abzuliefern;





compelled

it
to-hand-over



‘Those who have not yet been bled dry are socially compelled to hand over their 



last drop.’




(Müller 1999: 61)



b.
[Worauf]
man
sich mit einer Pro-form
beziehen
kann,
ist eine Konstituente.



to what
you
self  by  a       pro-form 
refer

can

is  a 
 constituent



'What you can refer to with a pro-form is a constituent.'



(Grewendorf 1988: 16)

(27)
a.
Sie

kocht,

worauf


sie

Appetit
hat.



she

cooks

(on) what

she

feels like



(Bausewein 1991: 154)



b.
Er
kaufte,

wofür

er
gespart

hat.



he
bought

for-what
he
saved-money
has
[Italian] (― not a true mismatch!)
(28)
Io
non
passeggio


con
chi

non
conosco.



ich
nicht
gehe spazieren
mit

wem
nicht
ich-kenne



(Lehmann 1984: 300)
4.3.
Case mismatch

[German]

(29)
a.
Punkte

machte,
wem
es

gelang,

auf

dem
Spielstock

den


points
made


who-DAT

succeeded

on

the

bat



the




Ball
durch

das

gegnerische
Tor
zu
balancieren




ball
through
the

adversary

goal
to
balance



'Who(ever) succeeded to balance the ball on his bat through the goal of the enemy 
scored points.'
[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: DAT]



(Pittner 1995: 208)


b.
Wen

der

Streß
des

Tages
häufig

nicht
losläßt,
sollte





who-ACC
the

stress
of-the-day

often

not

leaves

should



eine
Entspannungsmethode
erlernen,
zum
Beispiel
Autogenes
Training.




a

relaxation method

learn

for

examples
self


hypnosis




‘Those who frequently fall prey to daily stress should make themselves familiar 




with a relaxation method like self hypnosis.’



[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: ACC]



(Müller 1999: 60)

(30)
a.
Sie

lädt ein,
[wem


sie

zu

Dank

verpflichtet
ist].




she

invites

whom-DAT
she

to

thanks

obliged

is




'She invites who she is obliged to.'



[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: DAT]



(Pittner 1995: 208)



b.
*Er
vertraut,
[wen


er
kennt]. 



he

trusts

who-DAT

he
knows



[Ext-Pred: DAT, Int-Pred: ACC]



(Müller 1999: 62)

(31)
NOM > ACC > DAT > PP
(cf. Bausewein 1990, Pittner 1995, Müller 1999)
(32)
a.
?Er

hilft,
[aus
wem

sich
noch
etwas


machen
lässt].



he

helps
with
whom

Refl
still
something

achieved
can-be



[Ext-Pred: DAT, Int-Pred: PP]


b.
*Maria
kooperiert,
[wem


Hans
hilft].



Maria

cooperates
who-DAT

Hans
helps




[Ext-Pred: PP, Int-Pred: DAT]
[Latin]
(33)
cum
quos


paulo

ante

nominavi



with
who-ACC

shortly

before

I-have-named


[Ext-Pred: PP, Int-Pred: ACC]


(B.Afr.96,2, Lehmann 1984: 306)
4.4.
Cross-linguistic variation in mismatch
(A)
Strict matching required: Polish (Daskalaki 2011)


The FR pronoun has to comply in morphological Case with both the matrix 




predicate (“Ext-Pred”) and the predicate of the relative clause (“Int-Pred”).
[Polish]
(34)
a.
Jan

lubi
co(kolwiek)

Maria
lubi.



Jan

likes
what(ever)-ACC
Maria
likes




[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: ACC]



b.
Jan

nienawidzi

*czego(kolwiek)/*co(kolwiek)


Maria
lubi.



Jan

hates


what(ever)-GEN/what(ever)-ACC
Maria
likes



[Ext-Pred: GEN, Int-Pred: ACC]



(Citko 2000:10)

(B)

Free choice in mismatch: Gothic (Harbert 1983, Caha 2011)

[Gothic]

(35)
a.
[Þaim-ei



iupa
sind]
fraÞjaiÞ



who-DAT-Comp

above
are

think-on




'Set your mind on those (which) are above'



[Ext-Pred: DAT, Int-Pred: NOM] (Harbert 1983: 248)



b.
iÞ

[Þamm-ei



leitil
fraletada]

leitil
frijod




but

who-DAT-Comp

little
is-forgiven
little
loves




'But (he) to whom little is forgoven loves little.'



[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: DAT]
(Harbert 1983: 249)
(C)

Mismatch with priority of Int-Pred


(a)
general: Old Italian



(b)
constrained (by hierarchy in (31)): German
[Old Italian]

(36)
a.
Cercando
s'affatica

cui

povertà
notrica.




begging
Refl-tires

whom
poverty
feeds




'He who is fed by poverty tires himself begging.'




[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: DAT]



b.
Tosto
si
prende

chi 
non
si


difende.




fast
Refl-catches
who
not

himself
defends




[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: NOM]




(Benincà 2010, Proverbi by Garzo, late 13th c.)

[German]

(37)
*Ich
liebe
wer


das

geschrieben
hat.



I

love
who-NOM
that
written


has



[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: NOM]
(D)

Mismatch with priority of Ext-Pred 


(a)
general: Greek (Spyropoulos 2007, Daskalaki 2011)


(b)
constrained (by Case hierarchy): Ancient Greek (“Case attraction”, according to 



Daskalaki 2011)
[Greek]

(38)
a.
Agapo

opjon/*opjos



me
agapa.




love-1Sg
whoever-ACC/*NOM
me
loves




'I love whoever loves me.'




[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: NOM]



b.
Tha
timorithi


opjos/*opjon



piaso.




FUT
be punished-3Sg
whoever-NOM/*ACC
catch-1Sg




'Whoever I catch will be punished.'




[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: ACC]




(Alexiadou/Varlokosta 2007:229f)

(39)
Έðosa

leftá

ópju


me

voíΘise.


I-gave

money

who-GEN

me

helped-3Sg


'I gave money to whoever helped me.'



[Ext-Pred: GEN, Int-Pred: NOM]



(Daskalaki 2011: 80)

· inherent Case of the FR-pronoun cannot be suppressed

(40)
*Θa
proslavume
opjon


ðosete

sistatiki
pistoli



will
hire


who-ACC

give-2Pl
reference
letter


'We will hire anyone to whom you may give a reference letter.'



[Ext-Pred: ACC, Int-Pred: GEN]


(Spyropoulos 2007: 303)
(41)
Me

efχarístisan
ópji


*(tus)



íχa


ðósi
leftá.



me

thanked-3Pl
who-NOM
*(cl-ePl-GEN)
had-1-Sg
given
money



[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: GEN]



(Daskalaki 2011: 80)

[Ancient Greek]

(42)
egó:
dé


kai

o:n



krato:


menoumen.



I

though

and
who-GEN

I-command
remain-1Pl



'But I and those whom I command will remain.'



[Ext-Pred: NOM, Int-Pred: GEN]


(Daskalaki 2011: 80)

4.5.
FRs as PPs
· pied piping of prepositions seems generally impossible in FRs (in contrast to wh-questions and regular relative clauses) ((Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978)

(43)
a.
I’ll read the paper which John is working on.



b.
I’ll read the paper on which John is working.

(44)
a.
I’ll like to know which paper John is working on. 



b.
I’d like to know on which paper John is working.

(45)
a.
I’ll reread whatever paper John has worked on. 



b.
*I’ll reread on whatever paper John has worked.
·  ‘missing P free relatives’ (cf. Larson 1987, Grosu 1996, van Riemsdijk 2006)
(46)
a.
We should talk to whom he talks.



b.
Parents care about what their children care.

[German]
(47)
a.
Er
redet
mit

wem
Maria
geredet
hat.



he
talks
with
whom
Maria
talked

has




b.
Er
boxt
gegen

wen
Klitschko

geboxt

hat.




he
boxes
against

whom
Klitschko

boxed

has
· at least in English, missing-P FRs are limited to locative, directional, and temporal functions (Bresnan & Grimshaw 1978):

(49)
a.
I'll live in whatever town you're willing to live. 



b.
We'll move to whatever place you think we should move. 



c.
Mr. Brown died in whatever decade Mr.Smith died. 



d.
I'm leaving on whatever date John arrives.

(50)
a.
*I'm interested in whatever subjects I think I should be interested. 



b.
*I'll speak to whatever group you're willing to speak. 



c.
*I'll work on whatever problems you don't work.



d.
*John will be arrested by whoever Bill was arrested.

(51)
a.
I'm interested in whatever subjects I think I should be interested in. 



b.
I'll speak to whatever group you're willing to speak to. 



c.
I'll work on whatever problems you don't work on.



d.
John will be arrested by whoever Bill was arrested by.
(52)
Children worry about [what(ever) their parents worry about].


(van Riemsdijk 2006)
5.
Restriction on complex wh-elements in FRs
(54)
a.
Mary wondered which food John cooked.


b.
*I ate [which food John cooked].

[German]

(55)
a.
Ich

frage
mich,
welches
Gericht
Hans
gekocht
hat.



I

wonder

which

dish

Hans
cooked
has


b.
*Ich
esse
[welches
Gericht
Hans
gekocht
hat].



I

eat

which

dish

Hans
cooked
has
· complex genitival wh-phrases:

(56)
a.
[Wessen
Birne]
noch 
halbwegs 
in 
der 
Fassung 
steckt,
pflegt




whose 

nut 
yet 
halfway 
in 
the 
holder 

is 

uses




solcherlei

Erloschene
zu
meiden;...




such 


extinct 

to 
avoid 



‘Those who still have their wits half way about them tend to avoid such vacant 




characters;’ 




(Müller 1999: 57)


b.
[[Wessensg
Studenten]pl
sich
langweilenpl],
solltesg

sich
stärker

in der




whose


students

Refl
get bored

should

Refl
stronger
in




Lehre

engagieren.




teaching
involve




'Whoever's students get bored, should be more involved in teaching.'
(57)
a.
Whoever's parents' family is rich will surely not starve.



b.
Wessen Vaters Familie reich ist, wird nicht hungern.

· complex prepositional wh-phrases involving pied-piping (possible if matrix verb selects PP)
(58)
a.
We should talk to whom he talks.



b.
Parents care about what their children care.

[German]
(59)
a.
Er redet mit wem Maria geredet hat.



b.
Er boxt gegen wen Klitschko geboxt hat.

· wh-element enlarged by the elements ever (Engl.) and auch immer (German), cf. Bresnan & Grimshaw (1978), Larson (1987), McCawley (1998: 455ff.), Tredinnick (2005):

(60)
a.
I shall visit [[whatever town] you will visit].



b.
I will live in [[whichever town] you live].




(Larson 1987: 248)

[German]
(61)
Ich

lese
[[welches
Buch
auch immer]
er
schreiben
würde].



I

read
which

book
ever


he
write

would



‘I will read whichever book he will write.’

6.
Analyses
(A1)
Head Hypothesis (Bresnan & Grimshaw (1978):
I eat [DP whati [CP you eat ei]]. 
(A2)
Comp Hypothesis (Groos/van Riemsdijk 1981):
I eat [DP ∅ [CP whati you eat ti]]. 

(62)
In support of the Head Hypothesis and against the Comp-Hypothesis:
· matching effects (wh-element must meet selectional requirements of matrix clause, Case attraction)

· absence of pied piping in FR (attributed to the matching condition)

(63)
Against the Head Hypothesis and in support of the Comp-Hypothesis:
· extraposition

· lack of complementizers (attributed to Doubly-Filled Comp constraint)
· mismatching (Case from Int-Pred)

· A'-properties (parallel with wh-movement)

· wh-morphology (structural similarity between FRs and interrogatives)

(64)
Problem for both analyses: 
· complexity problem (no which+NP)
(A3)
Problems for mixed analyses (movement from SpecCP to SpecDP).
· improper movement

· extraposition (no DP-extraposition and no stranding of the wh-element)
· Case reassignment (violation of freezing condition)

(A4)
Reprojection (Donati 2006, Chomsky 2008, Citko 2008): the moved element projects 

its feature content (also "Project Goal")
(65)
[DP [wh]-Di [ C [TP ... twh ...  ]]]
(66)
In support of reprojection:
· nominal properties of FRs

· matching phenomena

· parallels between FRs and wh-constructions

· complexity problem (only wh-pronouns can project)

· absence of pied piping of prepositions
(67)
Against reprojection:

· inherits the problems of Head Hypothesis: mismatching, extraposition (wh-element expected to behave like a nominal argument of the matrix predicate)
· FRs introduced by phrasal wh-elements such as ever-FRs, FRs with wessen ('whose')-NPs, FRs with wh-PP (even if ever-FRs analyzed as a special type of headed relative, as suggested by Donati (2006), with a higher ever-head triggering wh-pronoun raising out of wh-phrase in SpecCP, then familiar problems with overt complementizers, matching in contrast to headed relatives, extraposition)
(A5)
Head-Transfer and reprojection (Ott 2011)
· basic structure of FRs identical to wh-interrogatives
· Transfer removes complement of phase head from narrow syntactic computation

· wh-interrogatives: T inherits uninterpretable features of C but C retains an interpretable Q-feature for clausal typing

· FR: since C does not bear any interpretable features, all formal features of C are inherited by T. Hence, upon Transfer C is removed along with the phasal complement (Full interpretation).

· the fact that CP can no longer receive its label from C gives rise to reprojection: the category of the remaining phrasal unit is determined by the phrase in SpecCP

Wh-interrogative: [transferred material written with strikethrough]
(68)
(I) [vP wonder [CP whati C[Q] [TP you T[φ]
cook ti]]]
FR:

(69)
I eat [CP whatj CFR [TP you T[φ]
cook ti]] ==> I eat [DP whati CFR [TP you T[φ]  cook ti]]
(70)
In support of (A5):

· captures hybrid nominal/clausal nature of FRs

· does not rule out FRs with complex wh-elements

(71)
Against (A5): (too weak and too strong)
· complexity problem: generally allows XP-fronting (which-NPs) 

· cannot rule out pied piping of prepositions

· rules out well-formed instances of Case mismatch (e.g. attraction, Case always assigned by Int-Pred)
· agreement with wessen ('whose')-NPs in FRs: different from other complex genitival wh-phrases
[German]

(72)
a.
[Wessen
Studenten]pl
habenpl
sich
gelangweilt?





whose

students

have

Refl
got-bored



b.
[[Wessensg
Studenten]pl
sich
langweilenpl],
solltesg

sich
stärker

in der




whose


students

Refl
get-bored

should

Refl
stronger
in




Lehre

engagieren.




teaching
involve




'Whoever's students get bored, should be more involved in teaching.'
(73)
It seems as if [whoever’s books are most popular in a given year] wins the votes of the 

people.



(http://www.reformationtheology.com/2006/02/whats_wrong_with_this_picture_1.php)
(A6)
A probe-goal analysis of the agreement problem (Fuß/Grewendorf/Groat 2012)

assumptions:

· a null-headed DP analysis in which the D head takes a CP-complement and probes into CP to get its relevant features valued 
· the relevant features are φ-features necessary for agreement
· the null DFR enters the derivation with interpretable φ-features which, however, are unvalued

· C a phase head

[German]

(74)
Wer
Chinesisch
kann,
wird
einen
Job

finden.



who
Chinese

knows
will
a

job

find
(75)
[DFR [((] [ [CP [DP wer [+(] ] C [ twer Chinesisch kann]]]    (wird einen Job finden)

 

Probe                 goal
(76)
[[Wessensg
Studenten]pl
sich
langweilenpl],
solltesg

sich
stärker

in der



whose


students

Refl
get-bored

should

Refl
stronger
in




Lehre

engagieren.



teaching
involve



'Whoever's students get bored, should be more involved in teaching.'
(77)


[image: image1]
Two questions: 
(i)
Is "deep search" a problem?
· Chomsky (2012) on embedded wh-interrogatives

· M. Richards (2012): Whatever hasn't undergone Transfer is accessible; therefore, everything in the Spec of a phase head is accessible.
· recall sentences like: "Whoever's father's family is from Italy will love spaghetti."
(ii)
What features of the Goal render the Goal subject to an Agree relation? (given that the 
Case feature of wh-DP has already been valued internal to the CP)
· As can be seen above, it is the wh-element itself rather than the larger DP (the larger DP being syntactically inert)
Assumptions:
· wh-words may bear an unvalued operator feature, Op[  ], whose value is determined by some higher head such as [+wh]-C in the case of wh-interrogatives. In the case of free relatives C lacks any relevant feature; here it is the higher DFR-head that is endowed with a valued operator feature, Op[+], which can value the unvalued operator feature of the wh-word.
· The DFR-head has unvalued φ-features φ[  ], making it a probe for some goal that can value them.
· Match: All formal features must match for Agree to take place.

Analysis:
· The larger whP DP1 containing the wh-element moves successive-cyclically out of any lower phases that fail to value its Op[   ] feature. It ends up in the Spec CP to which the DFR head is merged.
· The DFR head probes to value phi-features. That element bearing both Op and φ features undergoes Agree (via match).

· φ features on DFR and Op features on whP are now valued.

· DFR is now identified with the whP via Agree, and undergoes restriction by the CP like a headed relative clause: DPFR.
(78)
Wer
Chinesisch
kann,
wird
einen
Job

finden.


who
Chinese

knows
will
a

Job

find

(79)
[DP  DFR         [    [CP  [DP    wer   ] C … ]]  




   |

                        
 |

   
{Phi[   ], Op[+]}      {Phi[3,sg,m] Op[  ]}

      
     probe                 
         goal
(80)






DPFR

         DFR








   

CP

           |















C'

      Phi[   ]



DP1








      Op[+]
         
         DP2/ D2




D1´


  

C
 


  






…









sich gut verkaufen

  match           wessen
   
   

 D1
            NP/N

                  Phi[3,sg,m]
   
 

                      Op[   ]
    
    

  Ø
           Bücher


 
        



Phi[3,pl,n]      Phi[n]

(A7)
A probe-goal analysis of the complexity problem (Fuß/Grewendorf/Groat 2012)

(81)
a.
Mary wondered which food John cooked?



b.
*I ate [which food John cooked].

[German]
(82)
a.
Ich

frage
mich,
welches
Gericht
Hans
gekocht
hat?



I

wonder

which

dish

Hans
cooked
has


b.
*Ich
esse
[welches
Gericht
Hans
gekocht
hat].



I

eat

which

dish

Hans
cooked
has
our analysis: 
· proceeds from the intuition that something is wrong with the goal picked out for Agree: the wh-word which/welche lacks certain relevant properties, which leads to a failure of the DFR to be properly identified

· crucial idea: words such as which/welche are of category Adj, and are thus not extended projections of N (D-projections), which is crucial for the identification of the DFR-probe

· the complex DP that includes which/welche cannot function as the relevant goal since its head does not bear the required operator feature. So DFR ends up being uninterpretable and the operator feature of welche remains unvalued.
(83)
[DP [A welches ]     D0  [NP Gericht ] ]

(A8) A postsyntactic analysis of the Case problem (Spyropoulos 2007, Caha 2011)

Claim: the FR-pronoun receives Case from Int-Pred in narrow syntax (even in Greek)
Evidence 1: predicate modifiers in Greek (Spyropoulos 2007)
· in Greek, predicate modifiers always agree in case with the element they are predicated of:

[Greek]

(84)
a.
o
nikos


ine

eksipnos




the
Nikos-NOM
is

clever-NOM



b.
i

epitropi

ekrine


ton

ipopsifio


aneparki.



the

committee

judged-3Sg
the

candidate-ACC
inadequate-ACC




'The committee judged that the candidate is inadequate.'




(Spyropoulos 2007: 306)

· predicate modifiers of the FR-pronoun always appear in the Case required by Int-Pred, no matter in what case the FR-pronoun surfaces

(85)
i

theates

apotheonan

opjon

termatize


protos/*proton.



the

spectators
were-saluting

who-ACC
was-finishing

first-NOM/*ACC



(ibid.)
· this suggests that at the point of the derivation in which the Case of the predicate is licensed, the FR-pronoun is specified for the Case required by Int-Pred (Case properties of the FR-pronoun not determined solely by its surface position).

Evidence 2:
the blocking effects of inherent Case required by Int-Pred (inherent Case blocks 



Case attraction except there is a doubling clitic) 
Claim:
the external Case is assigned to the D-head and is then realized by the FR-pronoun


(it is not directly assigned to the FR-pronoun by matrix clause Case assigner, see 



Spyropoulos 2007: 308)

Evidence:
the FR-pronoun can bear inherent external Case without receiving a theta role from 


the Case assigner

Conclusion:

· the FR-pronoun is assigned internal Case in narrow syntax

· external Case is assigned to the D-head rather than to the FR-pronoun itself, i.e. at some point in the derivation the structure is (86)

(86)
...[DP D0-[Ext-Case] [CP FR-pronoun [Int-Case] ...t]]

Assumption:

· if two Cases compete for Case realization, the Case conflict is resolved by language-specific properties of the morphological structure (the postsyntactic component)

Evidence for postsyntactic solution: 
· syncretism

· Transfer domain
Prediction: no Case mismatch in languages where the FR-pronoun stays in situ

The relevance of the Case hierarchy:
account in terms of Case decomposition and supersets of features
Case contiguity (Caha 2011)

(87)
a.
non-accidental case syncretism is restricted to target contiguous regions in the 



following sequence:



b.
NOM - ACC - LOC - GEN - DAT - ABL - INS

Case decomposition (Caha 2011)

(88)
a.
NOM = [A]










b.
ACC = [A,B]










c.
LOC = [A,B,C]



d.
GEN = [A,B,C,D]



e.
DAT = [A,B,C,D,E] and so on

Case realization in German FRs:

(89)
Int-Case can override Ext-Case if Ext-Case is a subset of Int-Case.
· the feature content of the elided case has to be recoverable from the realized case


(90)
Ext-Case





Int-Case






↓







↓








NOM

ACC
DAT


NOM



√


√

√



ACC



*


√

√



DAT



*


*

√
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sollte sich stärker in der Lehre engagieren








