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ABSTRACT \ \

This thesis is an investigation of certain aspects of

the syntax of relative and comparative clauses, In chapter
1 I give a typological survey of vrelative clauses in the
larguages of the world. This chapter serves both to

convey a general impression of what relative clauses are
like in the languages of the world, and to establish

certain phenomena that are of theoretical import. One

of the most significant of these is that there are relative
clauses that cannot be deep structure constituents with

the NP they modify, but must be generated in the base at

an unbounded distance from those NP, In Chapter 2 I =2xamine
comparative clauses, and integrate the material given with
that presented for relatives, I first review the analysis
of the heads of comparative clauses given by Bresnan (1973),
making minor modifications and extensions, and motivating
certain principles of rule application., I then show that
comparative clauses, like relatives, cannot be uniformly
treated as underlying constituents with their heads,

but must be generable at an unbounded distance from these
heads, Given the requisite underlying constituent structures,
certain classical problems become unsolved, such as the
cooccurrcnce relations between the complementizers of
comparative clauses and the determiners of their heads. To
solve these problems I introduce a theory of abstract
relations holding between the constituents of phrase-
markers, The relations are constrained by a system of
language-universal well-formedness conditions., The system
expl.ins a variety of phenomena common to relative and
comparative clauses, and thus constitutes a theory of '
the determiner complement system as proposed by Bresnan (1972).

Thesis supervisors John R, Ross
Title: Professor of Modern Languages and Lingvistics
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Meditatio
When I carefully consider the curious habits of dogs
I am compelled to conclude
That man.is the superior animal,

When I consider the curious habits of man

- I confess, my friend, I am puzzled.

-=- Ezra Pound
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Introduction

Bresnan (1972) suggested that much of the grammar
of sentence-embedding could be divided into two areass
the ‘'predicate complement' system and the 'determiner
complement' system. Predicate complements serve in
syntactic structure as complements to nouns, verbs and
adjectives, and correspond in logical structure to the
arguments of predicates. Determiner complements are
the relative and comparative clauses. They appear to bear
some sort of relationship to determiners, and in logical
structure to restrict the variables bound by the operators
corresponding to these determiners. In this study I will
take two different approaches toward the syntax of the
determiner complement system,

In chapter one I conduct a typclogical survey of
relétive clauses in the languages of the world. I direct
most of my attention to determining the varieties of
constituent structure relations between relative clauses
and their heads. I ultimately discern three major types:
headless relatives, that have no head; embedded relatives,
which may occur either attached to their head or extraposed;
and adjoined relatives, which appear at the beginning or
the end of the matrix, The distinction between extraposed
relatives and adjoined relatives that follow their matrix
will not emerge until the discussion of adjoined relatives

in section 1,1.3., and will be further developed in chapter



two.

The major findings of theoretical interest are that
the various types are essentially derived from themselves
in underlying structure. Headless relatives lack heads
in underlying structure, and extraposed and adjoined
relatives are not generated as underlying constituents
with their heads, but in their surface positions., I
propose that headless relatives are introduced by a
rule NP—»35, embedded relatives on heads are introduced
by NP—» NP 8 and NP~ 3 NP, extraposed relatives are
introduced by S-S 3, and adjoined relatives are introduced
by S—>CCMP (8) S (8). ~The principal evidence for the
claim that extraposed and adjoined relatives are generated
in the base in their surface positions is that they both
may have multiple heads.

I also treat of the various things that happen to
the "relative" NP (wh Narking, Deletion, etc.) in the
relative clause, and discuss some possible evidence that
the heads of relative clauses are extracted from within
them as a copy of the relative NP, kany other matters
are examined throughcut as well,

In the course of the chapter T discuss numerous
theoretical issues, but the primary focus is descriptive
and suggestive rather than theoretical. There are obviously
great limitations on the depth and breadth of the coverage
of individual languages. Furthermore, reduced relatives

will not be tr%ated. and the structurss most closely
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related to relative clauses, interrogative and focus
constructions, will be ignored. Despite these limitations,
I believe that the chapter provides a valid ard ugseful
picture of the relative clause construction in universal
grammar.,

In chapter 2 I examine comparative clauses in cnglish,
integrating the material with seiected aspects of the
work in chapter one, and taking a considerably more
theoretical standpoint. 1 first examine Bresnan's (1973)
analysis of the head constituents of comparative clauses,

such constituents as as good a linguist in he is as good a

linpguist as she is. I modify tne analyéis in certain

respects, and formulate the crucial rule of 'QP Raising'
that Bresnan leaves unformulated. I also extend the analysis
to accomodate the *'indefinite comparative' construction of

the more you study, the less you know,

In the course of these efforts I motivate certain
theoretical principles on the basis that they reduce
the range of data needed to determine the correct analysis
of grammatical phenomena, Some are principles of rule-
application that cause rules motiviated by simple paradigms
to apply correctly in more complex cases., There is also
a convention making certain potential derived constituent
structures ungrammatical., This rules out an analysis which
by the evaluation measure is preferred for a simple
paradigm over a more complex analysis that is in fact

the correct one when more data is considered,
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The claims that certain analyses are minimal are
based on possibly erroneous inspection rather than rigorous
procf, and are aided by the somewhat overly strong
assumptions that the data which is taken to determine
the grammars includes specifications cf certain strings
as ungrammatical, and provides the deep structures for
those that are grammatical. Despite the lack of rigour
and the overly strong nature of the assumptions, the
discussion shows that it is possib’e to argue from explanatory
adequacy with a considerable higher degree of explicitness
than is usually attempted (with certain exceptions, such
as some recent work by Hamburger, Culicover and Vexler).

Further implications are that Bach's universal rule
hypothesis, suggested by Peters (1972) as a solution to
the projection problem, the problem of getting linguistic
data to dstermine grammars and thereby project the gi‘en
data to vredictions of more data, may be an unnecesarily
violent step. One can get considerable results from
imposing highly substantive restriction on linguistic
structure withont dictating an inventory of rules. One
might, for example, consider a restriction requiring that
an S (a) be coordinate (b) be a.predicate nominal or adjective
consiruction (c) or otherwise have exactly one verb.

I next show that the traditional assumption that
comparative clauses in Znglish are generated in the
determiners of the QP they modify cannot be maintained.

I show that ordinary comparatives correspond to embedded
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relatives, being introduced by a rule X x3 3 (N3 being,
for example, an X-har notation for NP) when they appear
attached to a head, and by S —S 5 when they appear
extraposed, I then show that the indefinite comparative
mentioned above corresponds to the adjoined relative clause.

I finally develop, in rather tentative and incomplete
form, a solution to the classical problem of the selection
restrictions between degree particles and complementizers
of comparative and result clauses, and of similar
restrictions involving relative clauses and their heads.
The solution takes the form of a system of extra-constituent
structure 'global relations' between degree particles
and I'P determiners and the comnlementizers of relative
and comparative clauses. As much of the theory of tris
system as I formulate is common to both comparative and
relative clauses, thus supporting Bresnan's claim that
they constitute a unified system, the determiner complement
system,

I close by using the mechanisms developed to formulate
some principles that have the effect of reducing the data-
base needed to determine correct analyses for relative
clauses, thus returning to the problem of projection taken

up at the beginning of the chapter.
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1. The Typology of Relative Clausqgal In this chapter
I offer a typolog%ggl.survey of relative clauses in
the 1anguage§’5¥f£he world, The genesis of this work
is the observation of Bach (1965) that relative clauses
differ less between languages than one might expect. It
appears that a limited number of options are being put
together in a limited number of ways. The goal of this
study is then to present a broad picture of what
relative clauses are like in the languages of the world.

What is a relative clause? For the purposes of this
chapter, a relative clause is any clause with approximately
the semantic structure and function of a relative clause
(restrictive or nonrestrictive) in English. I shall sharpen
this rough criterion somewhat by saying that a relative
clause is a subordinate clause that modifies a constituent
external to it by virtue of containing a constituent
that is in some sense semantically equivalent to the
modified constituent., I shall call the modified constit-
uent the head constituent, and the equivalent constituent
within the relative clause the relative constituent. In
the case where both are NP, I shall designate them as
The relative clause and its matrix
and S In addition

NPhd and Nprel‘

clause I shall designate as Srel mat®
to being vague, this account is also too narrow: we
shall find in section 1.1.2 a kind of relative clause
that has no head constituent, But in spite of its

deficiencies, this account permits work to begin.



To improve on my intuitive description of the
semantic structure and function of relative clauses it
would be necessary to adopt some particular theory
of the semantics of natural languages. I shall not do so
here, but refer the reader to (Keenan 1972),

(Montague 1974) and (Hintikka 1974) for some interesting
alternatives., On the basis of the theoretical discussion
of relative clauses that I will offer in chapter two

I will provide a syntactic definition of the notion
‘relative clause.' |

Cnce one has made the initial observation that
there do not seem to be terribly many types of relative
clause constructions, an attempt to construct a systematic
inventory of relative clause types is immediately
justified. To the extent that there is inexplicably
little variation in the syntactic structures used to
express some kind of logical form, there is a possibility
for narrowing linguistic theory, and therefore for
acheiving a better explanation of~the possibility of
learning languagee, '

This consideration is strengthened by the fact that
the relative clause is a structure with extremely rich
connections elsewhere in the theory of grammar, Some of
the more prominent syntactic contributors are the
determiner system of NP, the grammar of subordinate
clauses, pronominalization, syntactic variables, and

functional sentence perspective, On the semantic side
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relativization is no less involved with other aspects of
grammar, for example with variables, scope and binding;
with coreference and with presupposition. Hence restrictions
on relativization are likely to be reflections of more
general restrictions of broad explanatory potency.

The primary purpose of this survey is to provide a
background of information about diverse languages in order
to convey a sense of what relativization is like in the
languages of the world., I also wish, however, to suggest
a general theory, which I develcp gradually and informally
in this chapter, and present more formally in the next.

The brincipal results of the survey are that some
relative clauses do not have heads in underlying structure,
and that others do not at any level of structure form
constituents with their heads, but rather may be separated
from them by an unbounded stretch of material., Most theories
of relative clauses make crucial use of ccnstituent
structure relations between relative clauses and their
heads in stating various rules and restrictions. For
example, wh~Preposing rules for relative clauses are
often given a form like (1):

(1) Wl-[NPNP-[sWZ-NP-wa]]-wz. 2=4h

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 k3 g s 6
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To preserve an account of the rules and restrictions
involving relative clauses in the face of the breakdown
of constant constituent structure relations between
relative clauses and their heads, I propose a theory of
extra-constituent structure relations that identify the
relative and modified ecnnstituents of relative clauses,
These relations may be represented as systems of
directed arrows drawn into trees connecting nodes,

A more formal treatment will be given in chapter 2,

I develop the theory as an extension of Bresnan's
theory of complementizers (Bresnan 1970, 1972, 1974a).
Bresnan hypothesizes that clause are introduced by a
rule S —COMP S (or by its trivial variant S-S COMP)
where COMP is the category of the clause-introductory
particles that Bresnan calls complementizers and
hypothesizes to determine important aspects of the
semantic interpretation of main and subordinate clauses.
Important among the complementizers rscognized by
Bresnan are the that that introduces many finite
clauses, the for that introduces infinitives, the
abstract 'Q' that Baker (1968, 1970) proposes to
introduce questions and indirect questions, and the
than and ag that introduce comparative (and some
relative) clauses,

I propose that universal grammar provides a feature
of COMP, °'R,' that is specified as [+R] on the COMP
of relative clauses, A preterminal that is [+COMP +R]
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I shall call a relative complementizer. ‘'R' guides
semantic interpretation in a language universally
determined fashion so as to result in relative clauses
being interpreted the way they are, and is also
involved in language particular grammar in various
ways. For example, many languages have special
morphemes that introduce (or follow) relative clauses.
These may be regarded as elements that are lexically
inserted for relative complementigzers.

I shall extend Bresnan's theory by claiming that
there are two extra-constituent structure relations in
which relative complementizers participate. First
there is the trigger-target relation , which holds
between the COMP of a relative clause and its relative
constituent, Second there is the head-trigger relation
that holds between the COMP of a relative clause and
its head constituent., 1In cases where these constituents
have determiners, it seems best to relate the COMP with
the determiners rather than with the containing
constituents. The reasons for this will be seen in
chapter .

Assuming English relative clauses to be introduced
by an NP~=»NP 8 rule, we then get the following

representation for the boy who Zack gave a joint tos
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oM
+R
ihe qu NP DA
I !2 nlu v/N/ P\
| It _z_j_g; Do(t NOM N\
| /
gave a Jjoint to Det NPM
%T PRO

The extra-constituent strucﬁure relations are
crucially used in explaining the properties of
examples in whiuvh the relative clause cannot be
associated with the head by a simple constituent

structure relation. Such an example is Ross and
Perimutter's (1970) a man came in and a woman went
out who were similars

.

(3) f

SV S N TS

P
2 man gcame *m&e.n went out ? who were e_____zsi:\na
* n-

Observe that the nature of the predicate in the relative
clause makes it impossible to derive this example by
extraposing the relative clause within each conjunot

and then applying Right Node Raising.
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The reasons for formulating the system along the
lines given hers instead of in other ways that one
might imagine will be primarily developed in chapter 2.
Observe for the present, however, that Baker's (1948,
1964) work on questions (attacked by (Kuno and
Robinson 1972) and re-supported by (Hankamer 1974))
shows that there are connections between complementizers
and ‘'target' constituents within their clauses in
cases where there is nothing like a head constituent,
and that the properties of result clauses associated
with (sometimes multiple) occurrences of so in examples
like Bill drank sc much beer in so little time that
he_threw up (see (Liberman 1974)) show that there

are connections betwsen. clauses and head constituents

that are separated from them in cases where there is

no constituent in the clause other than the complementizer
that can be connected to the head, Our treatment

thus minimizes the variety of extra-constituent

structure relations utilized,

I shall conduct the study under vardous limitations
of scope, Frist, I shall for the most part be
restricted to describing the more. obvious formal
properties of relative clauses: what morphemes
mark them, whether anything moves or deletes, where
it goes, etc,, Subtler topics, such as accessibility
(see (Keenan 1972), (Keenan and Comrie 1972)),will
sometimes be treated, but only sporadiocally,
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Second, I shall not attempt to consistently draw

fine distinctions between types of relative clauses,
It is obvious that the category ‘relative clause'

in English alone covers a wide range ot different
constructions, and in universal grammar the range
can only be wider. There are for example restrictive
relatives, ordinary nonrestrictives on NP,
nonrestrictives in both which and as on constituents
other than NP (Max squealed, for which he'll die;

Mary is pregnant, as you know), whatever-clausal NP
(I1'1) take whatever items I find to my superiors)

and pseudo-relative comparatives (he's not the linguist

he used to be). These types are surely only a
beginning. I believe that a thorough investigation
of the variety of types of relative clauses in
English alone would yield many more species than I
discern in this study for language as a whole.

Amongst all these types, the restrictive relative
clause on a definite head, which has the semantic
effect of forming a definite description from a clause,
seems to be the core relative clause, Almost all
languages (Jakobson reports Gilyak as an exception)
have some equivalent to this construction, while the
representation of the other types is more sparse,
Portuguese, for example, lacks nonrestrictives that
modify 5 (personal communication of Carlos Quicoli),

while Navajo lacks nonrestrictives entirely., Japanese
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and Turkish on the other hand make 0o syntactic
distinction bvetween restrictive and nonrestrictive,
using the same structure indifferently for both.
It is interesting to observe that speakers of these
languages seem to have difficulty in seeing %the
difference between the two usages. Inasmuch as
the restrictive clause on a definite head NP seems
to be the nost prominent and universally represented
variety of relstive clause, I shall concentrate on
it and mention other types lest consistently.

Finally, I shell restrict my attention to
relatives that are clauses in surface structure.
I shall ignore reduced relatives.

The varieties of relative clause construction
submit to classification under a unified schems,
On the other hand languages seem to select their
particular inventory of relative.constructions in
accordance with no obvious principle. I will therefore
organize the typology around the kinds of construction
rather than around some classification of the

languages,
I will introduce a language at the first point

in the discussion where it has something especially
significant to offer, at that time giving the

necesgsary background information t~ render the examples
comprehensible, I will then return to any given

ianguage as often as necessary in the sequel, In an
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appendix to this chapter I provide an index of languages
that specifies where in the chapter I give substantial
discussion of a language, and what my sources of
information on it are.

In section 1.1, I discuss the constituent structure
relations obtaining tetween relative clauses and their
heads, in section 1.2, I investigate the fate of the
relative constituent, and in section 1.3. I review some
phenomena that suggest that some relative clauses have their
heads extracted from within them.

l.1. Constituent Structure Relations: Relative clauses

may on the surface appear dominated by an NP within
their matrix S, or they may appear at the beginning or
the end of the matrix, separated from their head by a
stretch of material that is in the general case unbounded.
The former kind I call embedded relatives, the latter,
adjoined. Embedded relatives may aocoear with a head or
without one, If they have a head, they may precede or
follow it, We thus have three varieties of embedded
relative clause., There are then two types of adjoined
relatives anticipatory relatives that precede their
matrix and trailing relatives that follow., I shall
also suggest that their are gxtraposed relatives in
addition to trailing relatives,

These five surface structure tyves seem to divide
naturally into three major families: the headed embedded

relatives, comprising pre-~ and post-
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relatives, the headless relatives and the adjoined
relatives, We will find that the types within each
family, which differ from each other only in relations
of linear order, are closely related. Nevertheless
it will also become apparent that each position has
some pecullarities of its own. Hence the existence
of transformational relations between paired linear
order types is possible, but not entirely unprodblematic.
We will however find arguments that the three major
families are not transformationally derived one from
another, but rather that the deep structures for each
family are of roughly the same form as the surface
structures.

In section 1,1,1. I will discuss headed embedded
relatives, in section 1.1.2, I will discuss headless
relatives, and in 1.1.3., I will discuss adjoined
relatives., Finally in l.1l.4. I will make some general
remarks.

l.1.,1. Embedded Relatives with Heads ™ These are the

most familiar, although perhaps not the most common,
types of relative clauses. All of the types studied

in (Bac¥\1965).'for example, are in this family. Since
embedded relatives with heads have been studied for

so long, there are - great many proposals in circulation
as to what their underlying structures and derivations
are, The majority of these are conveniently summarized

and evaluated in (Stockwell, Schachter and Partee 1973),
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If we take (4) as representing the constituent
structure of the English NP
(&)

1cture P

R
=4

then the most conservative alternatives for the structure
of the restrictive relative in English are given by
letting it be introduced by the rules Det —rArt S,
NOM —»NOM S, N—»N 8 or NP—>NP 8, Of these my personal
favorite is NP=»NP §, arnd I will assume this rule and
its mirror-image NP—>8 NP when I give structures for
pre- and post- relative clauses.
(Brame 1968) proposes another analysis in which

the head of the relative clause is extracted from
within it as a copy of the relative constituent, of
which a pronominal copy may be left behind in the form
of a relative pronoun., This analysis is proposed in
order to explain the grammaticality of such examples

the_headway (that) we made pleased our advisor.
headway is a noun which is characteristically restricted
to being an underlying object of make. Brame's
analysis explains the grammaticality of the above
example by providing it with an underlying structure
in which this condition is met.,
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(Vergnaud 1974) works out for French a version of
Brame's analysis in considerable detail., He gives
(pp. 81-84) an argument which shows that if there is
an extraction of the head from the clause, then the
extracted constituent must be an NP, and that if there
is not such an extraction, then the NP —sNP 8 analysis
must be chosen over the three alternatives given
above,

The argument may be easily adapted to English,
Consider examples such as the following:

(5) a., the man and the woman who were related
got married

b, an electron and a positron that collided
produced a shower of gamma rays

c. any doy and any girl who love each other
will buy this device.

These examples share with Ross and Perlmutter's
extrapbsed relative (example 3) the property that
the nature of the predicate prevents the relative
clause from reaching its surface position by being
generated in each conjunct and then being fused and
attached to the entire coordinate structure by
Right Node Raising., It is immediate that if one
extracts, one must extract NP rather than a sub-
constituent of NP; and that the NP~=NP 8 analysis
can generate the constituent structure of these
examples while the Det—>Art S, NOM—»NOM S and
N—aN 8 cannot.
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Although I will not adopt the extraction analysis in the
following pages, in section 1.3. I will discuss a variety
of phenomena which could probably be made to support it,
Although I adopt the NP~»NP 8 analysis for post-

relative restrictives and its mirror image for pre-
relatives, we shall in the following pages find some
difficulties with these rules, One such'problem is

provided by examples like the motion that we made to

expel Harry or the proof that I gave in class that Pi

is irrational (pointed out to me by Mark Baltin), If
one believes that complement clauses are introduced by
a NOM~» N 8 rule, then these examples sugges: that at
least some relative clauses are introduced by an N=>N §
rule, We shall find other such problems below,

One matter deserving discussion is the constituent
structure of nonrestrictive relatives in English., Unlike
restrictive clauses, nonrestrictives cannot stack:

(6) a. the man who was laughing who you pointed out
tc me was arrested

b. #Bill, who was laughing, who you pointed out
to me, was arrested,

We also observe that a nonrestrictive can be attached to
an NP modified hy a restrictive:

(7) the man who was laughing, who you pointed out to me,
was arrested,

For a restrictive to modify an NP + nonrestrictive

combination is, of course, impossible,
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Martin (1972) in an extensive study of the restrictive-
nonrestrictive distinction in English proposes that
theres should be as little structural differentiation
between the types as possible, with the major burden
of explanation for the distinctions to be carried by
the differing logical form of the types. But we shall
see that in Japanese semantically nonrestrictive
clauses seem to be indistinguishable from restrictives,
even having the power to stack. This suggests that
the special features of nonrestrictives in English
should receive an explanation in terms of syntactic
structure,

A traditional proposal for the derivation of
nonrestrictive relatives is to get tnem from underlying
coordinate structures: a rule called Swooping
would produce (8b) from (8a), then nonrestrictive
clause formation would yield (8c¢) from (8b):

(8) a. Clarence is a swinger and he is wearing
mauve socks

b, Clarence, and he is a swinger, is wearing
mauve socks

¢, Clarence, who is a swinger, is wearing
mauve socks,

(Ross 1967: section 6.2.4,2) notes a severe counter-
.example to this derivations

(9) 1is aven Clarence, who is a swinger, wearing
mauve socks?

Of course we can also embed nonrestrictives in

imperatives, and (Martin 1972) notes that imperatives
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can sarve as nonrestrictives within declaratives. Likewise
even interrogatives have a marginal capacity to
be nonrestrictive relatives. These pointe are
illustrated in the followir: -

(10) a, get Bill, who is in charge of this operation
b. I have included a CV, which find enclosed

c. I want to talk to that man, who who the
hell is he, anyway?

d. thoughts, which how found they harbour in

thy breast, Adam, misthought of her

to thee so dear? (Paradise Lost 1X 239-284)
Since imperative and interrogative clauses cannot be
conjoined with declaratives, the coordinate struéture
source for nonrestrictive relatives is in deep trouble,

It is interesting to note that °'Swooped' coordinate

structures seem to really be Swooped by the criterion
that establishes that nonrestrictive relatives are not:

(11) a, #*is Clarence, and he is a swinger, wearing
mauve socks? .

b. *buy Clarence, and he is a swinger, a new gas
furnace.

This observation reinforces Ross' counterargument to
the Swooping derivation for nonrestrictive relatives.

Ross unenthusiastically proposes to analyse
nonrestrictives by resurrecting the concept of 'generalized
transformation, ' having nonrestrictives derived by
a transformation that combines two main clauses. Hence
(9) would be derived from (12)

(12) Clarence is a swinger. Is even Clarence
wearing white socks?
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(1 have reversed the order of clauses from Ross' in
order to make the discourse sound better),

But even this prouposal, which Lakoff (1974) has
recently advocated generalizing into a theory of
‘syatactic amalgams' falls in the face of the follawing
example:

(13) everybody got a pen, with which he wrote a
letter,

The clause here has the superfical appearance of a
nonreatriotive, and seems to the intuition to be
nonrestrictive in force. Nevertheless it manages
to be within the scope of the universal quantifier
in its matrix, as is betrayed by the fact that he
is bound by that quantifier. Such binding is of
course impossible between conjuncts or between main
clauses in a discourse:

(14) a. *everybody got a pen (,) and he wrote a
letter with it

b, *everybody got a pen. he wrote a letter
with it.

The subordinate clause of (13) also has deeper properties
of nonrestrictives., For example, Martin (1972) notes
that the relative pronoun of a nonrestrictive, dut

not of a restrictive, can be the object of of in a
partitive quantificational construction:

(15) a. the boys, some of whom were rich kids,
were arrested

b. *the. boys some of whom were rich kids
were arrested,
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Now observe (16):

(16) everybody got three pens, with one of which he
wrote a letter,

Ross’ proposal likewise seems doomed,

Chomsky has proposed (class lectures, Spring 1973)
to introduce nonrestrictive relatives by a 'three-
dimensional' rule NP-*?S, This notation means that
the relative clause is in the sentence structure and
somehow related to the NP it modifies, but does not
bear linear order or dominance relations to it. Llate
linearajization rules are then supprosed to put the
clause in the position wherec we see it on the surface.
This proposal could probably be made to avoid the
difficulties we have posted against the others, but
it possesses the theoretical demerit of requiring
an unworked out and ad-hoc modification in our
concsption of what a sentence structure is. A proposal
within the bounds of ordinary notions of constituent
structure would be preferabdle,

Work by Siegel (1974) suggests an answer, Siegel
proposes that NP in English (and in languages generally)
are introduced by a rule CP—» NP CASE (or, of course,
is mirror image). She identifies CP as E and NP as ﬂ,
but this is irrelevant here., We may explain the facts
that nonrestrictives do not stack and that they follow
restrictives by introducing them as sisters of NP under
CP, The following show that nonrestrioctives cannot



31
follow the genitive case-marker:
(17) a. *Bill's, who is a swinger, house is too cold

b, *I gave a picture of Bill's, who is a swinger,
to Maurice.

I therefore propose to introduce nonrestrictive relatives
by revising Siegel's rule to CP--»NP (8) CASE,
Ve may also observe that nonrestrictives do
not sound very good before the genitive case-marker:
(18) a.?*Bill, who is a swinger, 's house is too cold

b.?7*I gave a picture of Bill, who is a swinger, 's
o Maurioce,

This may be explained by the observation that the
genitive case-marker 's is an element which must be

a phonological word with the material immediately
preceding it, The pause that follows nonrestrictives
makes this impossible.

I shall return to the subject cf nonrestrictive
relatives and Swooping in chapter 2. For the present,
I shall end by calling attention to two of the
most obvious questions of universal grammar that
are raised by my proposal, First, is the association
of NP=» NP S with restrictive and CP—» NP (8) CASE
with nonrestriotive relativization an accident of
English? Second, what linear order variants does the
CP—»NP (8) CASE rule have? I do not have anawers
to these questions, though I will venture a speculation
in section 1,1.1.4,
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Now, at last, on to the long-awaited languages!

In section 1.1.,1.1. I will look at post-relative clauses,
in 1.1.1.2, I will look at pre-relatives a.d in 1.1.1l.3.
I will examine i1 .u'mber of languages in which the two
constructions cooccur. The main result to emerge will
be that these relative clauses are the same as adjectives
in their external constituent structure relations.
Finally in 1.1.1.4. I will summarize the results and
speculate on some tendencies assoclated with linear order
of head and relative clause,
1l.,1.1.1. Post-Relatives: I have proposed two underlying
structures for post-relative clauses in English, (19)
for restrictives and (20) for nonrestrictives:

(19) 2\\~\~s
Mﬁll, \\\\\\S
PN
(20) ‘ /jv\c

COMP

Some languages with a post-relative clause construction

that are genetically unrelated are the following:
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(21) Languages having Post-relative Clauses:

English Samoan
Hungarian Maasai
Hebrew Miomao
Georgian Eskimo
Swahili Shan
Nuer Vietnamese
o Beitent
pago agoan
Hottentot

It requires subtle : work to choose between (19) and (20),
or to argue for them against alternatives., I shall not
therefore so decide for the languages I examine, We
will find the evidence consistent with either of the
alternatives.

I shall look first at Somoan, then at Faroese, and
finally at Eskimo.
l.1.1.1.L §§mgansz Samoan is a VSO language. Naturally
then, most modifiers of NP follow the head: adjectives,
non-pronominal possessive phrases, prepositional phrases
and relative clauses. S.e1 May have NP'rel present in
surface structure as a pronoun, or, in subject or object
position, the pronoun may be deleted by regular processes
of anaphoric pronoun deletion.

Here we see adjectives and possessives following
the head N;

(22) a. '0o 1le teine puta
Prt. the girl fat
"the fat girl®
b '0 va'a lapopo‘a

Prt. boats dbig
"big boats”
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'0 le paopao 0 Tavita
the canoe of Davia
"the canoe of David"

‘o 1l¢ naifi a le taule'ale’a
the knife of the young man
"the knife of the young man"

The particle 'o rrecedes NP in a variety of environments

which 1 do not uriderstand, One of them is when the NP

is being cit

ed, The choice between a and o is made

on semantic grounds which are quite obscure, even to

students of Polynesian.
These examples show relative clauses that follow

the head:
(23) a.
b.
C,
d,

'ua nofomal 1 le malo le <tupu fou
PERF come to the throne the king new

na te le'i iloa 'Iosefa

he PAST not know Joseph

"There came to the throne a new king who did
not know Joseph,"

‘o §i ai tangata toa '‘ua dva
there are men valiant PERF do honor

'{ate 'ilatou lea tupulanga ma lea tupulanga
to them generation after generation

"There are valiant men to whom generation
after generation do honor."

‘o le mea lenei ‘ua 'ou 'aumaia
Prt. the thing this PERF I bring

‘iate 'oe
to you

"This is the thing which I bring to you."
(Note that extraposition applies here)

‘ua fa'apea le tangata ‘ua
PERF ls the same with the man PERF

fai masani leanga
does .habits bad

"It is the same with the man who indulges in
bad habits,."
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In gll of these examples NPrel vanishes from the surface
form of the relative clause., (24) shows that this can
be effected by a rule applying to ordinary anaphoric
pronounss
(24) a. 'ua ‘'ou ‘aumaia 'iate 'oe
PERF I  bring to you
"I have brought it to you."
b. 'ua fai masani leanga

PERF does habits bad

"he indulges in bvad habits."

In (25) I give relative clauses in which the relative
constitunet is 1 pronominal adverb, and in (26) I give
the corresponding main clauses. The pronominal adverbds
are al and a'i, which always migrate to behind the verb:

(25) a. 'o0 tupe 'ua 1l3tou fa'atau a'i
Prt. money PERF they buy with it

le fanua
the field

"the money with which they bought the field"
b, '0 le fale ‘u <tupu al Mose

Prt. the house PAST grow up in it Moses
"the house which Moses grew up in"

(26) a. 'va latou fa'atau a'i le fanua

PERF they bduy with it the field

"They bought the field with it."

0'u

b, 'ua tupu al
PAST grew up 1in it

Grinder has observed that Samoan is quite
lax in its observance of I sland Constraints. Perlmutter
(1972) has proposed to explain this on the basis that
there is in Samoan no special rule deleting Nprel' Rather,
the effacement, when accomplished at all, s accomplished

by Pronoun-Drop rules that apply generally to anaphoric



36
pronouns. Pronoun Drop would invelve no variables and
hence would not set off Island Constraints.

We may also obsarve that relative clauses occupy
roughly the same position as adjectives, except that
they may appear extraposed (233).
l1,1.1.1.2, Faroese: Faroese is a closa relative of
Icelandic spoken in the Faroe Islands. Its conventional
orthography, which I use here, maximizes the resemdblance
to Icelandic and minimizes the relation to the surface
phonetic form.

Faroese relative clauses are introduced by #,.the
partice sum, or sometimes by iJ, and NP, is deleted,
Like Icelandic, Faroese often suffixes the definite
article of an NP to the head., VWhen a Faroese NP
with the suffixed definite article has kither a relative
clause or an adjective, the demonstrative pronoun tann
‘that’ is ururlly put before the NP as well. Hence
we find the following:

{(27) a. tann svarti kettlingur-inn

¥ihe black kittens

b, tad ;gi%a korn-i%
that good corn-the
"the good corn"

c. tey hoegstu fjdll-ini
those highest mountains~-the
"the highest mountains"”
(28) a. tann mabur-inn, sum gigfdl hettar

that man-the that d this
*the man who ddid this"
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b. ta® er ta¥ 1jdtasta ajor, eg
that i1s that most loathsome animal I

nakranti’d havi sce®
ever have seen

"That 1s the most loathsome animal that
I ever have seen."

¢, P& r konur-nar heima skuldu vera, eru
those women-the at home should be are

burtursaddar
away
"The women who should be at home are away."

Note that in (28b) the suffixed article is omitted., I
do not know when this can happen.

These examples show the relative clause acting
like an adjective in a more subtle way than merely
being in approximately the same place: in fact the
adjective and the relative clause are in different
places in the surface structure. Ve shall in 1.1.1.4,
adduce a consideration that suggests that if there is
a transformational relationship then the position of
the relative clause after the head is the bpasic one,
with adjectives being transformationally preposed.
l.1.1.1.3. §§51m933 In Eskimo the relative clause
again has much the same external constituent structure
as does the adjective, and can in addition be seen to
occupy a position between CASE and the head N,

To render the examples more intelligible, I will
Fresent a thumbnail sketch of Eskimo morphology and
syntax., Eskimo verbs and nouns are built up from a

base morph by adding first derivational suffixes and
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then inflectional endings. The derivational suffixes
are many, and the derivational processes are astonishingly
productive, and recursive., Suffixes have the semantic
effect of modifying adjectives or adverbs, of higher
verbs or nouns, or of many other things.
For example, given a form X we may add the suffix

1iur 'to construct,' to get a verdb stem meaning 'to

construct an X.' To this may be added another suffix

vig to get a noun-stem X-liur-viz 'a place in which to

construct an X' After some more suffixes have been added,

perhaps, we may add liur again in order to get a verd

meaning 'to construct a place in which to construct an X.°
Nouns are inflected for number and case, and have

in addition an agreement suffix showing the person and

number of the possessor, if there is one. The numbers

are singular, dual and plural. The cases divide naturally

into 'syntactic' and 'adve.bial.' The syntactic cases

are the relative and the absolutive. The relative case

is used on possessors of NP and on subjects of transitive

verbs; It 1s thus a genitive-ergative (a great deal of

Eskimo scholarship has been devoted to trying to make

this dual function of the re¢lative fellow from something).

It is marked with a suffix that is underlyingly a labial,

appearing on the surface mostly as p or m« The absolutive

case is used on the subjects of intransitive verbs and

the objects of transitives, and is not marked by any

formative, consisting of the stem alone. The adverbial
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cages are Instrumental, Locative, Allative, etec., and
appear to be marked by suffixes that are attached to
the relative case-form of the noun.

Thidb:sigvgrder of elements in the NP is (Possessor)
Head \{Rel t§ve CIause'). Adjectives are morphologically
indistinguishable from nouns. It is not clear that they
are even a separate class of stems. They agree with the
head in number and case. Adjectives must be distinguished
from a class of adjectival suffixes that may be added
to any nominal stem.

Verbs have amood suffix followed by subject and
object agreement suffixes. Purthermore stems (which are

structures of the form Base + one or more Derivaticnal

Suffixes) are almost always inherently transitive or
intransitive, with inherently transitive stems being
understood as reflexive when they appear with intransitive
inflection. The moods are various, including an
indicative which is used in declarative main clauses,
which has the mood suffix -va when transitive and -vu
when intransitive, an interrogative for questions, ....
transitive and intransitive participial moods, which
appear to be nominalization forms of verbs, and various
others,

The syntax of relative clauses with transitive
verbs is exceedingly complex and difficult to discern,
owing to the paucity of examples and multiplicity of
structures that they seem to exhibit., But relative
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clauses with intrnasitive verbs are comparatively

straightforward. They are formed by putting the

main verd of Srel into the intransitive participial

modod and deleting Nprel'
The intransitive participial appears to be the form

which nominalized intransitive verbs normally take.

Hence we have (29):

(29) paasi-ssa-v-r-put ees kalaaliy-u-du-gut
realize-FUT-TR,IND-1t-we Greenlander-be-INT.PRT-we
zggrggﬁéidrgg%ifepz?az6¥e are Greenlanders,"

(A1l examples are from (Bergsland 1955), and transcription
used is his). TR.IND is the hieratic symbol for the
transitive indicative mood marker, and INT.PRT is that
for the intransitive participial, Here kalazliuSugut

'we being Greenlanders' is the object of paasissavarput
'we shall realize it.' r in the main verb is the
agreement suffix referencing the nominalized S.

In relative clauses, if NP is the subject

rel
of Srel’ then it is deleted and the intransitive
participial acts pretty much like an ordinary adjective.

An example of this is (30):

(30) iglu-ni tammar-tu-q uyar-i-ni
cousin -his be lost-INT,PRT=- hej seek-TR.PRT-him-.-hei
hisi céusin whoj was lost hei seeiking hin\j
unnir-lu-gu
say~CONT~him
saying of hiﬂ

"Saying that hei was looking for his, cousinj
whoj was lost (Bergsland 29.5.2, pg. 46)

CONT is the symbol for one of the subordinate verbal

- 3 S
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moods used mostly when the time of the subordinate clause
is roughly the same as that of the matrix clause, and the
subjects of both are ldentical. If the CONT verd is
transitive, as it is here, then its own subject is
deleted and leaves nc agreement marker on the verb,

ni in igluni 'his cousin' and uyarini 'he seeking him'
is the agreement suffix of the so-called fourth person.
This is really a kind of reflexive pronoun, used when
the antecedent asymmetrically commands (with respect
to both S and NP nodes) the pronoun, and the antecedent
is a subject. This reflexivization process is not
clause-bounded, The pronoun.is virtually always deleted
by normal anaphoric processes, leaving the fourth
person suffix as a remnant., In uyarini the TR.PRT
ending 1s phonologically reduced and the object
agr;ement suffix is destroyed.

More interesting are some examples in which NPrel

is the possessor of the subject of S The verbal

rel’
character of the intransitive participial verd of Srel
is shown by its taking a subject in the absolutive case,
regardless of the case of NPﬁd. Bergsland claims that
the participial agrees in number with its subject and
in case with the Nphd' Unfortunately in the examples
he gives the héad and the subject of Srey 8re jdentical

in number.



(31) a. natsir-niq miqguw=-1
seal skin-FL,INSTR hair-PL their
with seal skins their hairs

qummu~-kar=-tu-nik
upwards-go-INT, PRT=PL.INSTR
they going upwards

*with seal skins whose hairs go upwards"
(Bergsland 29.3, pg. 45)

b, ukiyuliguni nanu-rsu-up
bear-big-REL(case)
when winter comes blig bear

kiina-a miqqu-qa-gqitsur-§h~up

face-its hair-have~nct-INTR.PRT-it REL(case)

its face it having no hair (the face)

tikiraa-qqip-pa-si
come(visiting)-again-IRREAL-it you
it comes visiting you again

"When winter comes, when the big polar
bear whose face has no hair again comes
to you,"*

(Bergsland 29.7.2. pg. 49)

IRREAL is the symbol for the Irrealis mood, used
in various subordinate clauses referrring to things
that haven't happened yet. In each example there is
a subject of srel’ and this subject is absolutive
in case. The verb of srel' which is an intransitive
participial, sports the case ending of Nphd' just as

an adjective would., In these examples as well as

rel
that in the above examples it is not NPhd which is

in the previous ones NP disappears, It is clear
disappearing, because if NPrel were to survive it
would be absolutive in cuage. This disappearance can
be taken as a consequence of the Eskimo Pronoun Drop
rule: there is no need to postulate a special rule

for thepurpose of deleting Nprel'
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There are two arguments afforded by Eskimo concerning
the constituent structure of relative clauses, First,
since the verd of srel is nominalizeq, Srel must be
dominated by NP, and, second, since it agrees with "Phd
in case, it is in the same NP as NPhd and is furthermore
roughly the same kind of modifier that an adjective is.
This paralellism is reinforced by the fact that relative
clauses and adjectives are similar in following the head N
whereas possestors precede it. We may finally observe
that 1f the sdjectives and relative clauses precede CASE
in underlying structure, th> rule case-marking the elements
of the NP (or CP) will be a rule copying case to the left,
rather than a rule spreading it in both directions. One might
take the NP NP § analysis as being slightly favored,
because the rule could then be taken as copying the CASE
onto all the major constituents of the NP that follow the
head N (excluding, of course, possessives). These consider-
ations are, of course, highly tenuous.

The construction I have discussed is one of the many
relative clause or relative clause-like constructions in
Eskimo, (Woodberry, in preparation) contains a much
richer range of constructions discussed in considerably
greater detail,
l.1.1.2, Pre-Relatives: I propose pre-relatives to have
underlying structures of the form given in (32):



(32) s/ﬂ
P

I have found no reason to proposc a pre-relative
counterpart to (20), the structure produced by the
CP—»NP (8) CASErrule. But I do not bslieve that
my research has been sufficient to settle the point.
Below J list some genetically unrelated languages
having a pre-relative construction:
(33) Languages with Pre-relative Clauses:

Japanese Korean

Hottentot Mongonlian
Turkish Telugu

Ainu Basque

Navajo Chinese

Papago Classical Tibetan

As representatives of theee languages I will discuss
Japanese and Turkish.

Before discussing these languages, however, I
wish to venture a brief remark on the structure (32).
The reader will observe that I have placed the COMP
its S rather than before, This is because I am
aware of no pre-relative clause oonttructiona with
introductory partiocles, Another faot, however, renders
the analysis or clause-final relative clause markers
(such as we shall see in Turkish, section 1,1,1.2,1,)
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slightly problematical in individual languages. (Kuno 1974)
has observed that pre-relatives are characteristic of SOV
languages and post-relatives of SVO and VSO languages.,
Therefore the COMP at the end of a relative clause may
either be a COMP or something inside the S: an AUX or an
affix on the verb. I believe that both situations arise.
1.1.1.2,2, Ja nesec“ The general form of relativization
in Japanese is familar to linguistics, See, for example,
the general discussions in (Kuno 1973) and (McCawley 1972),
and the references cited in these works. In this discussion
I intend to make an assortment of points connected with
theoretical issues in this paper: <the constituent structure
of relative clauses, the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction,
and the general treatment of “Prel'

Japanese is an SOV language with postpositions,
conjunctions that follow their sentences, and modifiers,
including relative clauses, that precede what they modify.
Grammatical relations are marked by particles that follow
the NP,

There is a thematic construction in which an NP is
pPlaced initial to the S and followed by ‘che parcicle
wa, which sometimes follows, some%imes replaces the
particle appropriate to the grammatical relation of the
theme to the sentence, This construction bears an
intimate relation to the grammar of relativization, which
is discussed in the above-metioned work and will also

be treated in section 1.3.1, of the present paper.
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Cage-marking and Thematiziation are discussed in
considerable detail in (Kuno 1973), so I see no need
of discussing them here,

A relative clause precedes its head, and in the
usual construction Nprol vanishes, taking along its
postnominal particles. Thes3s points I illustrate
in (34-35). (34) is a clause that I embed in (35a)
by relativizing on the object and in (35b) by relativizing
on the subject:

(34) ano hito ga. hon 0 kai-ta
that person SUBJ book OBJ write-PAST
*That person wrote a book."

(35) a. kore wa ano hito ga kai-ta
this THEME that person SUBJ write-PAST

hon desu

book is

"This is a/the book which that person has
written."”

b. kore wa hon 0 kai-ta hito desu
- -this THEME book OBJ write-PAST person is

"this is a/the person who has written a book"
The sudbject of a relative clause (or other subordinate
clause immediately dominated by NP) may be marked with

no, the possessive or genitive marker, instead of ga.

Hence (35a) may be rendered kore wa ano hito no kaita

Z!O!! de Sl
The first question I will address is the possibility

of replicating in a pre-relative structure the argument
of Vergnaud (1974) (discussed above in section 1.1.1.)
that English and Prench have a [\, NP 8] surface structure
for relative clauses.
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While Japanese lacks definite or indefinite articles,

it does have the demonstrative pronouns and adjfectives
kono °'this,' sono ‘'that (by you),' and ano 'that (yonder).'*
If we assume Japanese to introduce the demonstratives
under the Det produced by an NP—sDet NOM rule, then the
following example serves to yield a counterpart to

Vergnaud's arguaent:

(36) otagaini ai site 4iru ano otoko to ano
each other love doing be that man and that

onna ga kekon si-ta
woman SUBJ marriage do-PAST

"The man and the woman who loved each other
got married.”

Unfortunately the claim that relativa clauses are
introduced by NP—» 5 NP and demonstratives by NP=» Det NOM
cannot be accepted without further scrutiny. Relative
clauses are perhaps best when they precede the
demonstrative, but mpy also come between a demonstrative
and its head. These possibilities are shown in (37):

(37) a. boku ga sonkeisite iru koro hito ga
I SUBJ respecting be this person SUBJS

Tokyo ni sunde 1iru
Tokyo in living is

b, kono, boku ga sonkeisite iru hito ga Tokyo ni
sunde iru

"That person who 1 respect lives in Tokyo."
These two possibilities are not in free variation, but I
will not discuss the factors that condition them.
One way to accomodate (36~37) would be to claim
that the demonstratives were introduced by a rule NP-- Dem NP
paralell to the rule introducing felatlvos. This would
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require finding some further mechanism to block ano kono
hito, kono kono hito, etc. |

I leave the resolution of the questions raised
by this discussion to scholars of Japanese. It suffices
to point out that a clarification of the constituent
structure relations of demonstrative adjectives in
Japanese would shed light on the constituent structure
relations of relative clauses.

It has often been observed that Japanese does not
mark a distinction between restrictive and nonrestrictive
relatives, Kuno (1973 pg. 235) cites the following
pairings of restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses in
order to show the formal indistinctness of the two types:

(38) a., watakusi in eigo o osiete iru Mary
I to English OBJ teaching be Mary

"Mary, who is teaching me English" (nonrestricitve)

b, watakusi ga sitte iru Mary
I SUBJ knowing be Mary

"the Mary that I know" (restrictive)

(39) a, honyuu-doobutu de aru kuzira
mammal is whale

"the whale, which is a mammal" (nonrestrictive)

b. nihon-kai ni sunde iru kuzira
Japan-sea in living be whale

"the whales that live in the Japan sea"
(nonrestrictive)

Similary, Japanese report considerable difriculty in
distinguishing betwemn the two types of clauses, which
suggests more strongly thd there is no syntactic

differentiation between the two types in Japarese,
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To confirm these impressions, we find that Japanese
nonrestrictive clauses can stack, just as restrictives can:

(40) kinoo Mary ga at-ta, ringo ga
yesterday Mary SUBJ meet-PAST apples SUBJ

suki na John
liking being John

"# John, who Mary met yesterday, who likes applies"

These clauses in (40) cannot be conjoined because
Japanese does not conjoin clauses by juxtaposition,
but requires special final particles on the initial
clause, |

The fact that Japanese has nonrestrictives that
are essentially indistinguishable from restrictives
provides the major motivation for providing the two
clause types with different syntactic structures in
English, inasmuch as this is the most straightforward
way to connect the syntactic differences to the
semantic,

The final topic I wish to discuss is the
treatment of Nprel’ Kuno (1973) shows that Japanese
is quite lax in its obedience to island constraints,
as is Samoan, Likewise Japanese has a very general
rule deleting pronouns, even first andsecond person
pronouns, There hence no need to postulate for
Japanese any special processes deleting Nprel' a

pronominal NP will delete of its own accord by the

rel
general rule, To strengthen the plausibility of this

explanation we may observe that Japanese needn't in

general delete NP it may attain the surface

rel?
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as a pronoun, a demonstrative, or even as a full NP,

Kuno (1973 pg. 237) cites the following examples:

(41) watakusi ga 80 kare sono hito ;
 § SUBJ (that / he / that person
no namae 0 wasurete-simat-ta okyaku-san

POSS name OBJ forget-PAST guest
"the guest whose name I have forgotten”

I shall later develop the notion that the presence
of such structures with overt NP a1 is related to
laxity of island constraints in languages with very
general pronoun deletion processes.

I here end my discussion of Japanese,
1,1,1.2.,2, Turkish: Turkish has both pre- and post-
relatives. The post-relatives were borrowed from
Persian, and are said to be frowned upon and to be
disappearing from the language. The pre-relatives are
the native construction. Here I shall consider only
the pre-relatives, deferring the post-relatives
for 1.1.1.3.1.

Turkish is an SOV ianguage with considerable
scrambling of major constituents in main clauses.
In the noun phrase then, modifiers typically precede
the head, with the excepticn of the post-relative
clause borrowed from Peréian. Turkish has postpositions
and case-markers that follow the head, marking
nominative, accusative, genitive, locative, dative and
ablative cases, Verbs and nouns have agreement suffixes

referring to their subjects and possessors, respectively,
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The suffixes manifest person and number. Subject and
possessor pronouns are freely deletable., There is
considerable syntactic paralellism between the subject
of an S and the possessor of an NP, since when an
S is nominalized its subject becomes genitive,
and possessor-agreement suffixes are attached to the
nominalized verb. The subject and possessor agreement
suffixes are morphologically similar and were originally
identical, |

The relative clauses (both pre- and post-) are
closely related to nominalizations corresponding to the
English that clauses used as the objects of verbs
meaning ‘think,' 'say,' etc, The post-relative clause
is related to a nominal clause that was borrowed
from the Persian along with the relative. The pre-
relative is related to a native nominalization.

I shall first describe the native nominalization.
This is formed with the aid of the 'personal participle’
endings, These endings come in two forms: acak/ecek
(varying by vowel harmony) for the future, and dig/dig/
ggg/ggg (again varying by vowel harmony) for the non-
future (present and past). These endings replace
endings marking a past-nonpast distinction in 'finite’
clauses, and do not have the possibilities for
aspectual elaboration that verbs in finite clauses have,
To the personal rarticiple endings are attached

possessor agreement suffixes which show the person and
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number of the subject, which appears in the genitive
case, If the nominalized sentence is being used as
a direct object, an accusative case marker appears
after the agreement suffix, in accordance with the
normal rule.,

Hence we have examples such as the following:

(42) a. Halil Orhan-in Istambul-o. git-tig-i-ni
Halil Orhan-GEN Istambul-DAT go-NOM-his-ACC

diisin-llyor
think-PROG

"Halil thinks that Orhan went (or is going)
to Istambul” :

b. Hasan, Fatma-nin o-nu bl-dur-eceELi-ni
Hasan Fatma-GEN he-ACC die-cause-FUT-hisg-ACC

diigsin-tiyor
think-~-PROG

"Hasan thinks that Fatma will kill him.*“

A likely explanation for the properties of these
nominalizations is that they lack an S node to dominate
them in the later stages of the derivation, due to
some sort of pruning, or that their S nodes are
heavily infused with nominal features., The resulting
structure would then be roughly like (43):

(43) ' NP,

7N

NP VP
Since the subject NP bears the same structural relation
to the dominating NP as would a possessor NP, it gets
the genitive case., Since the NP and the VP are related
in the same way as are a possessor and a possessed NOM,

possessor agreement suffixes get copied onto the latter,
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I assume the VP to be a VP because it has the full range
of internal structure of a VP; the full set of complements,
adverbs, etc., (Siegel 1974) gives a not tremendously
dissimilar analysis of the gerund in English, It is
worth pointing out one fact, however, which is that
there is a general dearth of evidence for a VP node
in Turkish, (Hankamer 1971) cites the absence of

any pronominal VP comparable to the English do so, and

various other sorts of missing possible evidence as
well,

There are two kinds of nonfinite relative clauses:
one where NPrel is within the subject, either as the
subject itself or as its possessor, or even as the
possessor of the possessor, etc.; and the other when
NP.o1 is outside the subject (that is, in the VP).

This latter construction has the same internal
syntax and morphology as do the nominalizations described
above, except that NPrel is always delzted, Below are

exampless

(44) a, Halil-in (®o-nu) 8ldfir-dg-i adam
Halil-GEN (him-ACC) kil1-NOM-his man

"the man whom Halil killed"

b, gel-dik-leri vapur
come~-NOM-their steamer
*the steamer on which they came"

C. baba~si-nin evel-ni al-dlé-\mlz
father-his-GEN house-hig~ACC buy-NOM-our
adam
man

®the man whose father's house we bought"”



Sk _

d, ig¢-in-den crk=-tt & miz ev
interior-its-ABL emerge-NOM-our house

"the house from which we emerged"

That there is a deletion rule is demonstrated by
(40a-b) where a pronoun for NPrel results in unacceptability
(constrast with (42b)). In (44c-d) it could be
that NPrel

unempha?ic subject and possessor pronouns. Object

was being deleted by the rule that deletes

pronouns, however, do not freely delete, so this
account does not extend to (44a-b).

The other nonfinite construction is used when
Nprel is within the subject. For this form a participle
ending en/an is used for nonfuture tense, and the
future tense and a past tense for events not known
through personal observation may be expressed with the
periphrastic forms ecek (olan) and mig (olan) respectively.

olan in these forms is the en-participial form of the

verdb ol 'to be, become.' The subject of Srel is
nominative, and there are no agreement suffixes on
the verb., Some examples are:

(45) a., din gel-mig ol-an mektup
yesterday ccme-PAST be-PRT letter

“"the letter which came yesterday"

b. baba-s| #imdi konug-an man
father-his now speak-PRT man

"the man whose father is now speaking"”

c. Ogl-u~nun kedi-si et-i yiy-en adam
son-his-GEN cat-his meat-ACC eat-PRT man

"the man whose son's cat ate the meat"
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The en/gg formative might be introduced by a
tranformation or a base-rule, If a transformation

then (46) shows that the rule is cyclic or pos*-cyrile:

(46) uatin Hasan-in tarafindan 8ldfr-il-en
yesterday Hasan-GEN by kill-PASS-PRT
¢oguk
child

"the child who was killed by Hasan yesterday"
On the reasonable assumption that in Turkish passive
sentences the surface subject is derived by promotion
of an underlying object, (46) shows that the marking
of the participle must follow Passive, since it is
not until Passive has applied that NPrel is within
the subject. (46) also shows that if the en/an
participle is to be introduced by a base-rule, there
will have to be some sort of interpretive principle
constraining its distribution that applies during or
after the cycle,

We may further note that the en/an participle has
the effect of preventing the subject from taking the
.genitive case, Given a transformational account of
en-attachmant, we could acccmodate this by having
en-attachment precede and bleed the nominalization
rule, There would need to be an additional process
to delete Nprel'
of the verdb evidences that Srel is dominated by an

As in Eskimo, the nominalizatian

NP node.

I shall now turn to some languages in which pre-~
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and post- relative clauses coexist,

1,1.1.3. Languages with both Pre- and Post- Relatives:

Some languages with both types of headed embedded
relative clauses are listed below:
(47) Classical Tibetan

Hottentot

Quechua

Pavago

Turkish
I shall discuss Turkish, Classical Tibetan and Hottentot.
1.1.1.3.1. Turkish: The other Turkish construction
congists merely of a clause identical in internal
syntax to a main clause which is intrcduced by a
particle ki (derived from the Persian ke). Clauses
introduced by ki are also used as subject: and objects
of verbs, as are the ke-clauses of Persian. In both
the Turkish and Persian relative clauses with ki/ke,

the clause is a post-relative and NP is deleted.

rel
Persian relativization will be discussed later in

this chapter.
Below are some examples of ki-clauses in Turkish:

(48) a, duginlyorum ki Hasan gelecek
I <hink that Hasan will come

"T think that Hasan will come.”

b, gliphe-siz ki gelecek
. doubt-without that he will come

“It is without doubt that he will come"”

¢, bir gcoguk ki kapiys kapamaz
a child that the door does not close

We note that once again we have a relative clause

with the same form as a nominalization. In this case,
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of course, it is fundamentally a fact about Persian
rather than about Turkish,

Inasmuch as the two relative clause constructions
of Turkish are quite distinet in their internal
syntactic structure, I belisv. that it would be
reasonable to derive them by two distinct base-rules,
one generating the pre-relatives and the other the
post-relatives.
l.1.1.3.2. Classical Tibetan: This obscure language
has basically SOV word-order., It uses a wide variety
of post-positions, and modifiers of nouns can occur
on either sidc of the head, When modifiers precede
the head, they are followed by a particle whose
underlying phonclogical shape is kyi. Furthermore
the verbs of relative clauses are nonfinite and
take a suffix pa, which is of extremely common use
in Tivetan, forming an agent-nominalization, among
other things., Whether pa is a relativization marker
or just a general nominalizer I do not know. In a
relative clause, NPy 18 scmehow deleted,

(49) a. bdla-ma'i gos
lama:GEN vestments

"lama's vestments"” ('i is a reduced form of
kyi, and, following the conventional

usage, 1 shall label it the genitive,

The hyphens in Tibetan transcriptions
separato syllables, not formatives,)

b, skam-pa‘'i sa
drysGEN earth

*dry earth"
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c. Shu ni bsil-ba-yis
water cold with
"with cold water"

d. sahs-rgyas-kyi &h¥s thams-cad yah-dag-par
Buddha-GEN law all completely

thob-pa‘'i blo
obtain-REL:GEN intelligence

"intelligence which completely attains
the entire law of the Buddha"

e, [ane-togs da® 'bras-bu'i ¢in-1Yon-pa Cs
flowers and fruits:GEN trees

snq-chogs dus tha-dad-par dbyvh-da
dgsbrse times different:L0OC bgzr fruggsREL

(49d) is a relative clause that preceeds the head, and
(49e) is one that follows, and we thus find in (49e)
no kyi following the verb., Note in (49e) the NP
dus_tha-dad-par ‘at different times', which has the
syntactic pattern HEAD-ADJ=-CASE, |

rel

These examples show that adjectives and
relative clauses share some of the same syntax in
Tivetan, There is still a question as to what is
responsible for the two possible orders: either
two base orders, as in Turkish, or one base ordervr
and a process of permutation, It is also worth
noting that kyi could not be easily analysed as a
Complementizer, since it appears on adjectives,
1,1,1.3.3, Hottentot: In addition to being entertaining
in its own right, the evidence from Hottentot provides
further argument that embedded relative clauses are
constituents with their head, and that they are a
category related to adjectives and other nominal



modifiers. I shall discuss the Nama dialect.

The basic Hottentot sentence structure is
Subject-Verb Phrase., I have not yet untangled the
syntax of the verb phrase with its rules for the
placement of verdb, objects and tense and aspect
particles. These rules are quite complex. There
is a curious rule which extraposes the subject into
the VP and provides it with an accusative case-marker
if it is non-initial due to there being an intro-
ductory particle or topicalized NP at the front of the
S. PFurthermore a clitic copy of the subject is
left behind attached to the initial element which
triggered movement of the subject. This rule will
be seen in action in the relative clause examples.

Hottentot nouns take endings for grammatical
gender (masculine, feminine, neuter/common) and numﬂer
(singular, dual, plural), which are identical with the
clitic forms of third person pronnouns (the nonclitic
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forms consist of a stem //ei to which appropriate gender

endings (i.e, clitic forms) are added)., I[iodifiers,
adjectives, possessives, demonstratives and relative
clauses may either precede of follow the head.,

If they follow, the gender-number endings are

copied onto them, if they precede, they are not., There
is also an accusative case-marker a which is attached
to the last member of the NP, The language is post-

positional, forming possessive phrases with a post-
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position di. These points of Hottentot grammar are
illustrated in the following examples:

(50) a. gei /g Sa-n
big child-N(EUT) PL

*big children"

bo ‘b di -
/rffser-m(asc) 56 o fon-e ). s

'the father's name"

Ce. 80~ gel-
manfg.PL big-ﬁ?PL

"the big men”

d. Y 18 a~8 di-b
ﬁ:ggl-ﬂcsa é:w-F OSG GEN"M. SG

*the wall of the city"”

e, i ao=b gel-b-a

see I(clitic) PAST man-M.SG big-M.SG-ACC
*I saw the big men”

Like other modifiers, relative clauses may precede
or follow the head, and when they follow, the agreement
marker of the head shows up on the last word of the
clause, which in all the examples I have found is a
verb. When the clause follows the head it is
introduced by a particle EZQLL; (I can f£ind no basis
for the variation), and when it precedes there is no
introductory particle. "Prol is deleted, Note especially
that when "Prel is the underlying subject of srel there
is no clitic form left behind,

1) a, W kho- 14
() nel 1t MR e M, HRAE 2

'The man who 1 saw today ocalle. me,"
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b. khoi-b, ia go //ari ha-b
man-M.Ep REL PAST yestorday come-M.SG.

gye mi

PERF say

"the man who came yesterday said ..."
c. /eBa-b Hla-s  tara-s-a gye

boy-M.SG, REL-F.SG woman-F,.SG.-ACZ PERF

si-b gye g0 //hawu

send-M.SG PAST get lost

"The boy whom the woman sent got lost."
(Zve in the main clause of this example is
a sort of emphatic particle, not a tense/
aspect marker)

d. tara-s ’ hTﬁ-ts gye sats-a #/gei
woman-F.SG REL-you PERF you-ACC call

ha-s g0 neti ha
be-F,SG PAST now come
(aux. verbd)

"the woman whom you called has now come”

Note the subject extraposiion, whih has applied in
(c-d). Unfortunately, available examples all involve
relative clauses modifying the subjects of sentences,
80 it is impossihle to exhibit the accusative case-marker
tacked onto a relative clauss following the head. But
the workings of the agreement rule can be clearly seen,
Note that the form attached to the relative clause is
determined by what the head is, and not by what the
sub ject of the clause, is, or any other such thing,
These facts show that the Hottentot relative clause is a
constituent of an NP containing its head, and has roughly
the same external syntax as an adjective,

I shall now turn to some general discussion of the

effeots 5f order in the pre- and post- relative clause
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constructions.

l.1.1.4., Differences between Pre-_and Post- Relatives:

T will here comment on two respects in which the grammar

of relative clauses appears to be asymmetrical with

respect to linear order. Both observations are quite
tentative, and their proferred explanations correspondingly
speculative,

First, I balieve that pre-relative clauses are more
prone than post-relatives to having their sudbjects put in
the genitive case. A functional explanation for this fact
is not difficult to think of. In order to avoid center-
embedding of S, pre-relative clauses lack COMP or
similar introductory particles, The function of a genitive
marker on the subject of the relative clause may then
be to signal the beginning of a complex constituent: the
genitive may serve as a cue that the NP bearing it is not
a major constituent of the clause being processed but an
initial subconstituent of a major constituent.

Second, we observed that Japanese lacks any formal

distinction of restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses,
Such a distinction is also lacking in the other pre-
rvelative clause structures I have examined: Korean, Basque
and Turkish, .

In Koreaniwe can stack nonrestrictive relatives, (52)

is a Korean paralell to the Japanese example (40):
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(52) [, p[a tehak-e tani-nin](.[a ne-ka chowa-ho-nin]
NP-3 college-to go-REL nels I-NOM 1ike-do-REL

Lnp m:g]]]

"#Mary, who goes to college, who I like"
nin is a particle that follows relative clauses. This
structure is distinct from one in which the two relative
clauses are coordinated. I illustrate such a structure

as (53)s

(53) [yplalel< tehak-e tani] ko [ ne-ka chowa-ho]] nin]
NP-S-sts college~-to go and 5 I-NOM like-do REL

[xp Mary]]
"Mary, who goes to college and who I like"
The fact that nin can be attached to a coordination of S
suggests that it is a bona fide occupant of a clause final
COMP,

Although I know of no language that marks the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction in pre-relative
position, it is not the case that in all languages
pre-relatives can be interpreted nonrestrictively.
According to (Perkins 1974) Navajo pre-relatives can
only be interpreted restrictively, and my own inguiries
have confirmed this finding.

We may prevent restrictive and nonrestrictive pre-
relatives from having distinet constituent structures by
requiring in universal grammar that when CP expands to
CASE, NP and 8, the 8 follow the NP, There are other
aspects to the distinction in English, such as the requirement

that nonrestrictives have a relative pronoun. Their status
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is unclear,
With these speculations I end my discussion of pre-

and post- relative clauses.

l.1.2. Headless Relative Clauses: There are many
languages in which there are relative clauses which
lack a head in surface structure. Instead the relative
clause appears dominated by NP, with NPrel being either

a pronoun or a full NP, and perhaps bearing a special

mark (such as wh in English),
I propose the following structure (or its mirror-

image) for such relative clauses:
(54) P

coMP/
+R s\\~\\\\\\j:=~
X NP Y
| )

Most languages appear to have headless relative clauses

in which Nprel is a pronoun. These are generally called
free relative clauses, and have been discussed in £nglish
by (Baker 1963) and (Kuroda 1969). Bill ate what was lying
on the table is a typical free relative clause in £nglish,

Less widespread are those constructions where Nprel is
a full NP, To distinguish these from free relatives I shall
follow (Gorbet 1974) in calling them internal head relatives.

Such a relative clause in English is what beer we drank was

flat. In English the internal head relative clause is a very
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minor construction, but in other languages, such as Diegueno
and Navajo, it is the major vehicle of relativization.

Internal head relative clauses may coexist in a
language with either pre- or post- relative clauses,
and in some languages, such as Dieguégb. may be the only
kind of relative clause other than free relatives. In
this language internal head relative clauses coexist with
a variety of structures whose analysis is dubious,

Below I give a list of languages having internal
head relative clauses, indicating whether they coexist with
pre-. or post- relative clauses:

(55) Languages with Internal Head Relative Clauses:

Hopi (pre-) Crow , (pre- )
Navajo (post-) Diegueno  (pre- and post- ?)
Dagbani (pre-) English (pre=-)

In this section I will discuss Navajo and English. Later
in the chapter I will consider Dagbani aniCrow. Diegueﬁ%
receives a major treatment in (Gorvet 1974), and Hopi is
discussed in (Jeanne 1974).
1.1.2,1. Navajo: Navajo is an SOV language with
postpositions and conjunctions that foliow the subordinate
clauses they are associated with,

I shall identify four relative clause constructions
in Navajo: a free relative, indistinguishable in form from
a kind of indirect question, a pre-relative, an internal head
relative, and an extréposed relative, My information on
these constructions is drawn from (Platero 1974), (Kaufman

1974) and (Perkins 1974),
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The latter types appear to be related to each other as
against the free relatives. Therefore after some more
general discussion of Navajo grammar, I will first discuss
the pre-, internal head and extraposed relatives, and then
turn to the free relatives. My discussion on many points
will be incomplete, as a much fuller treatment is given
in (Platero 1974) and (Kaufman 1974).

Navajo has agreement processes whereby verbs are
marked for the person and number of their subjects and
objects. Postpositions are also marked for these features
of their objects, and possessed NP for these features
of their possessors. In the examples here we shall
see only marking of verbs, The agreement markers are

prefixes, and are placed in the order Object-prefix Subject-

Prefix, and are interspersed with a great variety of

other prefixes of diverse functions. We shall encounter

a future tense, and perfective and imperfective aspects

(IMP and PERF)., Phonological rules of great complexity

obscure the underlying form and arrangement of the prefixes,

rendering futile any attempt to gloss formatives in the

surface phonological form, The rules are discussed in (S%Zggg§
We thus have the simple transitive and intransitive

sentences (56):

(56) a., ashkii aihé4’
boy IMP:3:snore

"the boy is snoring”
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b. ashkii at'ééd yiztai
boy girl 3:1PERF:3:see

"the oy kicked the girl”

There is an interesting rule of Subject-object
inversion which interchanges the positions of subject
and object, and replaces yi,the 3rd person object prefix
for transitive verbs, with bi. Applying this rule to

(56b) we get (57):

(57) at'é€d ashkii biztad
girl Doy 3:PERFikick

"the girl was kicked by the boy"

All relative clauses end in a formative {(g{{) or

its alternate éﬁ (sometimes éé due to phonology), which
is a complementizer used in various sorts of nominal
subordinate clauses other than relative clauses., These
complementizers are given considerable general treatment
in (Kaufman 1974). NP.o, in a relative clause can be
subject, object, possessor or the object of a postposition.
I will illustrate the first two possibilities. The others
may be found in (Piatero 1974).

(53) is an intransitive clause. In (59 a, b, ¢) I
embed it as a pre-, internal head and extraposed relative,
respectivelys

(58) t1'63&§§; ashkii azhig’
last:inight boy: INP; 33 snore

"the boy was snoring last night"




68

(59) a. tl'égﬁ§€' alhaa'-qa ashkii yadoo;tih
last:night IMP:3:snore-REL boy FUT: 31 speak

b, t1'€%d4s' ashkii alhda'-fa yddooxtih
last:inight boy IMPs3ssnore-RhL FUT:B speak

c. ashkii yadooitih  t1° eedgg axhBd ' -4;
boy FUT: 3:speak last:night 3:PAST:snore-REL

"the boy who was snoring last night will speak"
The clause internal position of ashkii in (575) shows
that it is NPrel rather than Nphd'
(60) is a transitive clause with first person subject,
and in (61) I embed it in the three constructions just as
in (59)s

(60) 188chaa'{ sétaz
dog “* 3i1PERFil:kick

"I kicked the dog"

(61) a., sgial-éé légﬁha%'f'naha}'in
31 PERFslikick-REL dog ° INP; 3sbark

b. leechagff'setal-qg naial'in
dog 3:PERF:lskick-REL IWP:B:bark

C. leechag'f'nahal'in setal-ee
dog * INP:3:bark 3:PERF:l:kick-REL

"the dog that I kicked is barking"

A question that arises immediately, especially in the
light of some of the constructions we will be considering
in section 1,1,3., iz how we know that the purported
internal head relative clauses of (59b) and (6lc) are
actually dominated by NP, taking the place of ordinary
nouns in the syntactic structure of their matrices, Ve
can see this by observing examples in which there are

internal head relative clauses both in object and in
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subject position, and in which the subject-object inversion

rule applies:

(62) a. adgadgd' shi-zhe'é a{{" nayiisnii‘'-ge
yesterday my-father horse 3:PERF;3:buy-REL

ashkii 2ééchaa’i bishxash-&g yizta:
boy  dog 3t PERF: 3: buy~-REL 3:PERF:3:kick

"the horse which my father bought yestevday
kicked the dog which bit the boy" or ~
"the horse which my father bought yesterday
kicked the boy whom the dog bit"
b. ashkii leechaa'{ bishxash-fe ad.{a:dg'g"
boy dog 3:PERF;: 3: bite-REL yester ay

shi-zhé‘é'lfi? nayiisnii'-ég biztal
my-father horse 3:PZRF:3:1buy-REL 3:PERF;3:kick

(same as (62a) in meaning)

‘\le see that the internal head construction is subject

to considerable ambiguity: ashkii ;5Ebh%gif'bishxasn§g
in (62) can be interpreted either as "the boy who the dog
bit" or "the dog that bit the boy" (note the application
of Subject-object inversion in the relative clause).

We would expect the pre-relative construction to
likewise ba ambiguous. But in that structure there are
principles discussed by Platero that eliminate ambiguity
in most cases. (63a) thus gets the reading (63b) but not
(63¢c):

- -~ -
(63) a, ashkii yiyii&tsa-(n)eg at'eed yéitih
boy 31 PERF;see-REL" girl  IIIP:3:speak

b. the girl who saw the boy is speaking
c. *the girl who the boy saw is speaking

Platero proposes to derive the three structures we

have been considering from a common source; a prerelative
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structure in which Nprel and NP, , are represented by
full NP, The extraposed relatives are derived by a rule
of extraposition. Evidence against this discovered by
Perkins (1974) will be discussed in section 1.1.3.6..
Here I shall discuss and criticize the proposed
derivation of pre- and internal head relatives,

By Platero's proposal the common source for the examples
of (61) will be (6k);: |

(64)

N Ve
NPhd nahaz'in

,,l ¢ INMP3:3:bark
C?MP leechga'l
dog
(NF"””

(sLi) leéchga i/ sé setaz
T  dog 9:PeRF: 1ikick

We can apply deletion forwards, deleting NPyg and deriving

(61b), or we can apply deletion backwards, deleting NP.o1
to derive (6la). There are thus no internal head
relative clauses in underlying structure,

Platero hypothesizes that the deletion rule applying
in relative clauses is the same as ordinary pronominalization,
which in Navajo may be effected by deletion., Pronominalization
by deletion may go forwards, or backwards into a subordinate
clause, These points are illustrated in example (65), in

which there is an initial subordinate clause in the adverbial

complementizer gos
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(65) a. ashkii yah-'ffyg-(a)go neezdd
boy into-PERF:13: go-COMP PERF:3:i1s8it

b, yah-'f?&il(a)go ashkii neezd&
into-PERW: 31 go-COMP Yoy PERF: 318l

"when the boyi came in, he1 sat down"
Between ccordinated clauses we can delete forwards, but

not backwards:

(66) a. asnkii ah-'(i'y{ 400 neezdd
boy nto-PERF:13:g0 and PERF;:3:sit
"the boy entered and sat down"
-~
b, ah-'ifya da’g ashkii neezda

nto-FPeRFit 3:1g0 and bhoy PERF:3:18it
"hei entered and the boyj set down"

This restriction manifests itself in the relative clause
system as the fact that in the extraposed construction

Nphd cannot be daleted:

4

(67) *naha'in iégéhag'f sgiai-qi
INPs 3:bark dog 3s PERFslikick

"the dog that I kicked was barking"
Platero observes a significant defect of this solution,
which is that while the deletion effected by ordinary
pronominalization is optional, in the relative clause

construction either NP or Nphd must go. . Hence we

rel
have (68) as an alternative to (§5), and (&) as an

alternative to (66):

(68) ashkii yah-'f?&il(a)go ashkii neezda
boy into-F£RF13:1g0-COMP boy FERF:3:18it

"when the boy; came in, the boy. sat down"
i i
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(69) ashkii ah-'f?&ﬁ-(a)go ng'ashkii neezda
boy nto-PERI: 3: go-COMP and boy PERF: 3:8it

“the boyi entered and the boyi sat down"
But (70), the sentence derived from (64) by applying no

transformations, is ungrammatical:

(70) *lééchqp'{ sgtal-éé Iégkhae'f'nahafin
dog 31PERFslskick-REL dog * IMP: 31 bark

"the dog I kicked is barking"

In the article, Platero suggested that perhaps deletion
of NP,y “as optional in extraposed relative clauses, but
he stated that this was not true for all speakers, and
has since then decided (personal communication) that deletion
of Nprel is obligatory in these structures,

(Platero and Hale 1974) propose a reanalysis in
which an internal head structure is underlying for the
relative clause, and the head is extracted optionally,
A further alternative would be to say that there are
underlyingly both pra- and internal head relative structures,
and that deletion of NPrel is obligatory in the pre-relative,
On either of these analyses the obligatory disappearance
of Nprel in the pre-relative construction is easily
accounted for,

These analyses are also rendered more attractive by
the fact that, as we shall shortly see, intermal head
relative clawes may coexist with post-relatives as well
as pre~-relatives, A rule deleting the head of a post-
- relative clause on identity to NPrel would violate the

nomal conditions on deletion, Other arguments against
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head-deletion will be adduced,
I finally observe that the relative clause constructions
in Navajo cannot be used nonrestrictively. Hence the
following are all ungrammatical:

' é

(71) a. *Kii sSta;-g; neezdd
Kii 3:PERF:ilikick-REL PERF:;3:1s8it

"Kii, who I kicked, sat down"

b. 'sgiai-éé Kii neeszad
3sPERFi1skick~REL Kii FERF:3:sit

"Kii, who I kicked, sat down"

c. ®Kii neezdﬁ sgtai-'
Kii PERF:3:s8it 3:PERFslikick=-REL

"Kii sat down, who I kicked”

One might be tempted to associate the absence'of a nonrestric-
tive interpretation with the hypothesis that'underlying
internal head structures cannot be interpreted nonrestrictively:
~ this would entail accepting a head-extraction analyses for
i the pre-relative struotures. This suggestion is obviously
| highly speculative.

I shall now dbriefly consider the free relative clauses.
I shall consider them only in connection with another
construction, the enclitic phrese. The enclitics are
a class of particles that are surfixed to NP and PP in
order to express various notions of direction and other
- concepts assoclated with motion and location. With the
enclitic di "at,' we can thus form (72):

(72) hastiin kin-di sidd
man house~-at IMP;3:sit

"the man is sitting at the house"
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Platero (1974) notes two presumably related
peculiarities of enclitics: their object NP cannot
take demonstratives, and their object NP cannot be
relativized:

(73) a. *sh{ aff tsékooh-ai seda
I this canyon-at INP:il:isit

"I am sitting in this canyon"

b, *hastiin kin-di sldi—(h)f&f?' naa’ {fzhoozh
man house~in IMP:3:8it-REL PERF:3:collapse

"the house the man was sitting in collapsed”
'ith free relatives, however, we find the situation quite
different,

(Kaufman 1974) observes a construction that appears
to be used both as an indirect question and as a free
relative clause. The target NP of the construction can
be an enclitic phrase with no full NP head, and the
enclitic migrates to the jlgizﬁjgé CONP that terminates
both constructions.

(74) illustrates the construction used as an
indirect question:

(74) aff bilagéhnaa ainé bizaaa y{hool";'éa-di
this whiteman llavajo language 3t+FCiRF:3:learn:COMP-at

doo shii beehozin-da
NEG liwith 3:iknow=NEG

*T don't know where this Anglo learned Navajo,"

The use as a free relative is illustrated by (75):

(75) Ba%ba’hf 3'8’3‘11"80')'30' yah-eelwou-f-gf hatl'e’e"
rabdbit hole-in into-PERFi 31 run-REL-at area is dark

"It is dark in the area around where the rabbit

ran into the hole"
#"It's dark in the hole which the rabbit ran into"
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The second, incorrect, translation is what the sentence
would mean if it were a relative clause on a'aang&ne'
'in the hole.' 1Instead it appears to be a free relative
on a deleted enclitic phrase with the enclitic gi ‘at,’
the free relative giving the location around where the
rabbit ran into the hole.

Any number of things might be happening with these
constructions. They might be superficially homophonous
but underlyingly distinect constructions, as are the free
relatives and indirect questions of English., On the other
hand they might all syntactically be free relatives, with
the ‘*indirect question® of (74) a kind of 'concealed
question’ (see Baker 1968). What seems certain, however,
is that free relatives have some significantly different
properties from the others.

Here I conclude my discussion of Navajo.
1l.1.2.2, English: We observed above that in addition
to free relatives and ever-clauses, English has an
internal head relative clause exemplified in such
examples as what beer we found was flat., I shall first
distinguish this latter construction, which for reasons
that will become apparent I will call the paucal relative,
from the others, and then I will provide an argument that
in paucal. and in free relatives the wh-marked NP is a
constituent of the relative clause rather than a head, I
will finally briefly consider a reason to suspect that
the wh-marked NP may be generated in initial position
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rather than preposed.
The paucal relative looks like a free relative with a full
head nominal supplied, Perhaps the first thing we notice
is that we can only supply such a nominal when the NP
is plural or masss
(76) a. I drank what was provided
b. I drank what beer was provided
¢c. #I drank what glass of milk was provided
(77) a. Fred hid what was on the table
b, Fred hid what weapons were on the table
c. *Fred hid what weapon was on the table,
This requirement that the NP be non-individual (see Fiengo
1974) distinguishes the paucal relative not only from
the free relative but also from the whatever-clause,
inasmuch as we can say Fred hid whatever weapon was on

the table.

Vle may next observe that while we can add the paucal
quantifiers few and little to NPrel in the paucal
construction, these are the only quantifiers that may
be added;:

(78) a. Fred hid what few weapons were on the table
h, Bbill drank what little wine we had
¢, *1I saw what three people arrived early
d., #*I know what many people came to the party.
With the whatever construction, numerals, but not paucal

quantifiers are possible;
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(79) a. #I greeted whatever few people came to the door

b, I hid the coats of whatever three people he
brought

(79v) is not terribly good, and for many other quantifiers
the judgements are too shady for me to wish to make any
claims about them,

We may finally observe that the paucal relative
clause makes the imputation that the referent of the
clause is present in meagre, insufficient amounts. Hence
(76b) implies that not much beer was provided, and (77b)
that not many weapons were on the table, Nonetheless
this imputation szems to be weaker than it would be
were a paucal quantifier present, as may be seen by
examining (78 a, b), and examples can be found where the
imputation of paucity is very weak or perhaps nonexistent:

ve will take what steps are neczssary.

Nonetheless as a preliminary explanation 1 shall propose
that there is an underlying element PAUC in the quantifier
phrase position of the paucal relatives without overt
surface quantifier, PAUC is an abstract member of the
class otherwise comprising few and little, and it
is weaker in force., By supposing that it shares with
few and little the requirement that the quantified NP
be non-individual we may explain the impossivility of
count singular heads in the paucal construction, as well

as the interpretation of the clauses,
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While the postulation of abstract elements in syntax
is dangerous, it is worth pointing out that the quantifiers
are a closed rather than an open class, so that their
members may be distinguished from each other by a finite
set of features that may be properly said to be a part of
the grammar of the language. Ve can thus treat PAUC as
the archi-quantifier embracing few and little. The etffect
of our analysis is to connect the requirement that the
relative NP be non-individual with the restrictions on
the quantifiers possible for this NP,

We now turn the the problem of proving that the wh-NP
in the free and paucal relative constructions are really
constituents of the relative clause, I shall first offer
and dispese of a potential argument that does not go through,
and .then establish the point by a considerztion of the
behaviour of returning pronouns.

\ie may observe that the free and paucal relatives
do not permit the wh NP to be ‘followed by the particle
that:

(80) a. *I drank what (little) beer *hat was on the table
b. #*I drank what (little) beer that we found

c. *I ate what that he brought.
It strikes me that the that is much better with the paucals
(80a, b) than with the free relative (80c). I have no
explanation for this,
Tis argument fails to fully convince becuase #, that

and relative pronouns are not in free variation as initials



79

for relative clauses in English., Consider the following
series of examples: |
(81) a. I met a girl I liked
be I met a girl that I liked
¢c. I met a girl who T liked.
(8la) has the sense that I met one of the girls who I
liked, while (8lc) means most preferably that I met a girl
and liked her., (81b) appears to be ambiguous, (I am
indebted to William Centrall for some discussion of these
and related subtleties of meaning). The ‘contact' relative
construction, the one with neither that nor relative
Pronouns, thus appears to be distinct from the other
two, as they are from each other. We could therefore
claim that the free and paucal relatives consisted of
a wh marked NP as head together with a contact relative,
We now consider the argument from the behaviour of
returning pronouns. Returning pronouns ;re pronouns
occupying the pre-wh movement or relative pronoun

deletion position of NP They are fully grammatical

rel’
in certain geographical regions, such as Texas, and many
other speakers, such as myself, are highly tolerant of
them. In the following examples we see returning pronouns:

(82) a, The people who Bill says that they stole
his car are standing over there

b, He is a criminal ihat the FBI will be pleased
if they catch him.

(Carlson and Martin 1974) note a restriction that resumptive
pronouns must be fairly deeply embedded in the relative
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clause in order to be acceptable, and that they sound best
if they are in a position from which island constraints
and other such restrictions would prevent one from moving

or deleting a pronoun. Hence the girl who I saw her is

ungrammatical,

I will here note two further restrictions on returning
pronouns. First observe that they can occur neither with
questions nor with free relatives:

(83) a. the ice-cream that Fred says if you eat it you'll
get off has been withdrawn from the market

b. the automobile that the policcman who impounded
it got a citation was a Buick

(84) a. *what does Fred think (that) if you eat it you'll
get off?

b. #*what (automobile) did the policeman who
impounded it get a citation?

(85) a. *what Fred says (that) if you eat it you'll
get off has teen withdrawn from the market

b. *what the policeman who impounded it got a
citation 1is being held at the courthouse

(86) a. *what few drugs Fred says (that) if you take
them you'll get off lhave been withdrawn
from the market

b. #*what few weapons the policemen who impounded
them got citations are being held at
the courthouse,
e may next observe that even in a headed relative clause
returning pronouns cannot co-refer with a constituent
preposed by pied piping:

(87) a. *There is the boy whose mother Bill says that
she's a stripper

b, #this is the car the owner of which the patrolman
who arrested him got a citation,
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We can see from (83-87) the generalization that a returning
pronoun is ungrammatical without a head with which it can
corefer without anomaly. In (84-86) there is no head at
all, and in (87) the returning pronoun cannot be
coreferential with the head without destroying the semantic
interpretation of the clause. It is clear that if the
wh-NP of (85-86) were analysed NP, 4 rather than as NP,

we could not acheive this unification of restrictions on
returning pronouns,

I shall finally observe a reason for suspecting that
the NPrel in the headless relative constructions are generated
in COMP position, It was observe by Joan Bresnan (in as
yet unpublished work) that pied piping is impossible with
free relatives., It is also impossible with paucal relatives:

(88) a, I stole what Bill was writing with
b, #I stole with what Bill was writing

(89) a, Bill alienated what few girls he danced with
b. #*Bill alienated with what few girls he danced,

Vie might semantically analyse a relative clause as
consisting of a sentence open on a variable x to which
an operator R binding x is prefixed. Ve might further
suppose that that the operator is restricted by whatever

nominal material is in Nprel' Hence who Bill saw would

translate as (R xshuman)(Bill saw x). R would be interpreted
in the obvious way as an abstraction operator. Now suppose
that a wh-NP that is in an ordinary sentence-internal position

is preposed in the translation froim syntactic to semantic
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structure, but one that is in CONP position is merely
left in place, with the S translating into a sentence
open on some position which in the syntax is ‘empvy.’

Then what few people T saw will translate out as

(R xsfew people)(I saw x), but with what few people he

danced will come out as (with (R x:few peole))(he danced ?)
or some similar piece of garbage, provided that the
wh-phrases are underlyingly initial. I suggest then
that it might be the case that (a) semantic interpretation
preceeds wh-movement and works in the manner suggested
(b) headed relatives and questions don't (or needn't) have
their wh NP in CONP position (c¢) headless relatives
require their wh NF to be in initial position, This must,
of course, all be regarded as the rankest speculation,

I will close with a final observation. The free
and paucal relative clauses would both correspond to restrictive
relative clause with definite heads when rendered in a
headed construction, Likewise the Navajo relative clause,
which (Hale and Platero 1974) suspect to have an underlyingly
headless structure (pre-relatives being derived by
extraction) also corresponds only to a restrictive
relative on a definite head, Such interpretaticns may
then be a universal property of the headless relative,
and there may thereby be a way to distinguish pre- and
post- relatives that are derived by extraction from those
that are not. This too must be regarded as highly

speculative.,
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l.1.3. Adjoined Relative Clauses: Adjoined relative clauses

appear not within an NP in their matrix S, but rather at
the beginning or the end of that 5, possibly separated
from their head by an unbounded stretch of material,

I propose that adjoined relative clauses come in
three varieties: anticipatory, extraposed and trailing.
Anticipatory and tralling relatives I propose to be
generated by a rule S~»COMP (5) S (5), the first §
on the right being anticipatory, the second being trailing
Extraposed relatives I propose to be introduced by
S-S 8, Extraposed relatives are the extraposed relatives
familiar from English, while anticipatory and trailing
relatives are a type that is present in English only
in the form of an assortuent of marginal constructions,
but is in many languages the major vehicle of relativization,
The justifications for distinguishing trailing from
extraposed relatives will emerge gradually: essentially
the trailing relative is a counterpart to the anticipatory
relative, while the extraposed relative is an embedded
relative, It will be apparent with a little thought to
anyone that my structural proposals are tremendously
oversimplified, There is need for a great deal more
work on the ways in which subordinate clauses may be
attached to the margins of matrices, Nonetheless the
present proposal will suffice as a beginning.

Ve thus attain the following tuaree constituent

structures for adjoined vrelative clauses:
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(90) a. Anticipatory Relativae:

—

com {,,r rel
COMP
+R
A

X NP Y ‘.
3

b. Trailing Relative:

Smat \S

CONP
+R

X o Pl
T ]Il X-——-SF-—-Y

c. Extraposed Relative:

mate—

coNF

rel,

CONP

Some languages with anticipatery and trailing relative
clauses as major relative clause structures are the

following:
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(91) Languages with Anticipatory and Trailing Relatives:

Vialbiri Sanskrit
Mabuia Augstralian Bengali
Kaltit Hindi

Papago Marathi
Hittite Bambara

English and Navajo have extraposed relatives without
anticipatory relatives (excpeting marginal constructions
in Engiish).

I shall first discuss the Australian languages Walbiri
and -labuiag, then the Indic langusges Hindi, Sanskrit
and hkarathi, ani firally Navajo and Znglish. Among the
hizhlights will be the exhihition of double headed
anticipatory relatives in Sanskrit and Marathi, double
headed extraposed relatives in Enlgish and lavajo, and
fianlly cases from larata! and Navajo where adjoined
realatives are separated trom their heads oy unrounded
stretches of material, Such a demoratration has also
been _iven for Hindl by (Sstyanarayana and Subbarao 1973).
1.1.3.1, Valbiri: 7This is a somewhet uversimplified account
of material presented by K.n Hale in class (1971). I am
of course responsible f>r any errors in the presentation,

'2lbirl is a basically SOV langucie withe very free
scramblirg and a case system inclulding ergative, absolutive,
dative, avo, A constituent with considerable presence in
the surface structure is an Aux-node, the contents of
which are realized as a single wcrd and which contains tense/
aspect and mood mar<ers, as well as agreement morphemes

expresgsing the case and number of various complements
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of the verb. Curiously, the case-system of the agreement
formatives is nominative-accusative while that of the NP
is ergative-absolutive., This suggests that the
underlying case system is nominative-accusative, and that
after the agreement rule applies, an ergative-absolutive
rule applies to the full NP and clauses the earlier
nominative-accusative marking to be obliterat-d.

Walbiri seakers do not like constituents of more
than one word length to appear in surface structure,
vreferring to scramble apart even such constituents as NP
consisting of head and adjective or demonstrative,
Especially albiri speakers do not like embedded S, and
scntences with embedded S are definitely ungrammatical
in Walbiri. Thus there are both anticipatory and trailing
relative clauses, but no embedded relatives,

In a relative clause there is a formative kutja
at the besinning of the AUX, to which various tense-aspect
and agreement markers (which may ndd up to @, since
many of them are @) are added., In the simplest
constructions, whichever of Nprel or “Phd comes second
may be deleted, or Loth may be left untouched, It
is hence reasonable to belicve that in this language
the deletions are accomplished by pronominalization, as
is not the case in Navajo,

Below are some examples:
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(92) a. timana-%u # kudu kutju-gu
Norse=ERG AUX child throw=-PAST

"the horse threw the child*”

b. tju ka-na-la kudu-ku
?a ) PRES-1£3(DAT) child-DAT
maritjari-mi

feel sorry for-NONPAST
"I feel sorry for the child"

C. ﬁimana- u kutja kudu kutju-?u
orse-ERG REL child throw-PAST

ka-na-la ikugu-ku) maritjari-mi
PRES-1~3(DAT) (child-DAT) feel sorry for-NONPAST

"I feel sorry for the child that the horse threw"

d, tju ka-pa-la kudu-ku
?a J PRnglij(DAT) chl1ld-DAT

?atju

maritjari-mi, timana-lu kutja
feel sorry for-NONPAST horse-ERG REL
kut ju- kugu)

u
throw-EAST child)
"I feel sorry for the child that the horse threw"

The surface independence of the relative clause from
its head is shown by the f;ct that there is no necessary
constituent structure relations holding between NP4 and
srol' and also by the fact that the case-marking of NPhd
and NP”1 is entirely determined by the role each NP
plays in its clause,

Sometimes, when under great stress, the \albiris
violate the rule against embedding relative clauses, and
then a relative gets stuffed into an NP between the head
and the case-marker. In this construction the clauses
look like an adjeotive formating a surface constituent
with its head (a stylistically gauche but grammatiocal

construction), I believe that such relative olauses are
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ungrammatical because Hale reports that a \Valbiri will
not admit that he pronounced such a sentence, even if
confronted with tape-recorded evidence, much less admit
that they are possible in Yalbiri,

From this ungrammatical embedded structure one can
actually get up an argument against deriving relative
clauses from an embedded source: for when an ordinary
ad jective is ripped out of an NF it takes along with it
a copy of the case-marker of the NP, Therefore, if
relative clause were to move out of an I'P, one would expect
it to take with it the case-marker of that NF,

A construction like that of Walbiri obviously puts
strong limitations on the number of relative clauses
that can occur modifying I'P in a single S, The structure
I have given permits two, but it is difficult to tell
whether two or one is the permitted number. Only one
relative clause can occur at either ead of the S, but
the occurrence of S with relative clauses at both ends
as made possible by my S—=aCrhP (8) S (3) rule is doubdbtful,
Hale repbrts that when such structures occur, the following
relative clause has very much the flavour of an after-
thought, A construction that suggests that the trailing
relative clause in such cases is an afterthought is the
extremely common construction in which éhe trailing

relative clause is a copy of the anticipatory one, giving
such a sentence as the man came yesterday, I hit the man,
the man came yesterday as a rendition of I_hit the man who
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came yesterday. Perhaps the second relative clause is
tacked on because the speaker has forgotten about the
first, The 'afterthoughtty' character of many trailing
relative clauses is interesting in light of the fact
that (Thiersch 1974) has observed similar properties
of clauses in English that I will in section 1.1.3,7.
analyse as tralling clauses.

I have already noted that of Nprel and NPpgo whichever
comes second is optionally deletable, and since VWalbiri
has widespread deletion of anarhoric pronouns, we can
gafely assume that this optional deletion is accomplished
by pronominalization., There are other more complicated
configurations involving determiners in which “Prel and
Nphd may appear, but since I have not determined thei.
relation to other sorts of anaphoric processes I shall not
discuss them here,

Walbiri supports the 3 —» COIMF (8) S (8) rule inasmuch
a8 (a) there 1s no evidence that relative clauses are
extracted from their heads (b) if rslative clauses were
extracted from their heads there would be no way teo
carture the one-to-a-side restriction.
1.1,3.2, Mkabuiags I will here briefly sketch some of
the results arrived at by T. Klokeid (1970) in his
research on Mabuiag, another Australian language. Klokeid
identifies three types of relative clauses: participials,
which appear to be some sort of reduced relative and are

hence beyond the scope of this paper; full relatives with
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a wh word and full relatives without such a word. The
former type occurs in both anticipatory and trailing
position, the latter only in trailing position.

I will first discuss the clauses without a wh-word,
These clauses are always anticipatory, and NPrel remains
a full NP within them, exactly as it would in an unembedded
SZ Nphd’ which always follows the relative clausz, may
either be deleted or pronominalized. Deletion is a
regular alternative to pronominalization., One suspects
that “Phd could also be left intact, but Klokeid does
not give us information on this point,

Some examples are:

(93) a. moegekazii uzarai-dhin Fanai-ka, Zon {;ubl-k;zs
child go-PAST Panai~-DAT John him-DAT

mulai-dhin
talk-PAST

"John talked to the child who went to Panai"
b, moegekazi-ni gulaig':l gasam-dhin.{g\)ii or j

child-ERG captain touch-PAST hei or j
uzarai~-dhin Panai-ka
go-FAST Panai-DAT

"The child who touched the captain went to Panai"
"The captain who the child touched went to Panai"

The same essential considerations apply here as do in
Walbiri: there is no compelling reason for deriving
these clauses from anywhere but from where they appear
in surface structure,

These relative clauses are identical in form to a

sort of because-clause, In the because clauss there needn't

be any NP coreferential with anything in the main clause,
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but if there is it gets pronominalized or deleted just as
when a relative clause is present. Hence the examples
of (93) also have the because~clause readings "John talked
to the captain because he went to Panai" and 'the captain went
to Panal because the child touched him" or "the child
went to Panai because he touched the captain.” Therefore
if the base rules which generated the because clauses
also generated the anticipatory relative clauses, no
great syntactic implausibilities would result,

The other form of relative clause uses a 'wh' word
ngadh (occurring, of course, in many case-forms) as a
relative pronoun or relative determiner of NP, One would
of course presume that the uses as pronoun and determiner
are in fact the same, the pronominal use being when
pronominalization as removed the rest of the NP, ngadh
is also used as the interrogative pronoun-determiner, as
well as as an jdentity-of-sense pronoun like :Znglish one

in a_red ore. Clauses with ngadh can never be interpreted as

Lecause=-clauses, and they may elther precede or follow
the matrix., They ﬁay also occur as post-relatives, but
this construction is strained and is said to have
wierd intonation.

Some examples of relative clausee with ngadh are the

following:
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(94) a. ngadh mabaig-an os guudthapam=-dhin
Vh-ERG man-ERG horse kiss-PAST

uzarai-dhin Bessai-da
g0-PAST Bessai-DAT

"the man who kissed a horse went to Bessai®
b, mabaig uzarai-dhin Bessai-ka, ngadh mabaig-an
man go-PAST Bessai-DAT wh-ZRG man-ERG

0os guudthapam-dhin
horse kiss-PAST

"the man who kissed a horse went to Bessai"
c. 7Zon mabaig, ngadh os guudthapam-dhin,
John man wh=-£RG horse kiss-PAST

matham-dhin
mit-PAST

*John hit the man who kissed the horse"

The greater positional freedom of the clause with

ngadh is probably a consequence of the fact that it contains

a signal that it is a subordimate clause: if the relative

clause without ngadh were permitted to occur both at

the beginning and the end of the main clause, it would

be impossible to tell which was which. I am not sure how

such a constraint should be built into the grammar.
hkabauiag is like Valbiri in having relative clauses

introduced by the 5 —»CONF (8) S (3) rule, and in having

pronominalization processes be the ones responsible for

reducing whichever of NPy 4 and "P_o gets reduced, but

unlike Walbiri, it optionally has a special determiner for

Nprel' and there is a slight possibility for there to

be post-relative clauses »f some sort as well, We shall

see that on the whole the relative claues introduced

by 8~=CMP (8) S (8) do not have special rules deleting KP

rel’
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l¢1.3.3. Hindi: In this subsection I will brietfly
summarize the main points of relativization in Hindi as
described by (Donaldson 1971)., Relative clauses may
be anticipatory, trailing, or embedded as post-relatives.
NP..,; has a relative determiner jo (occurring in many
inflectional forms) which is distinct from the interrogative
proaoun, NPhd has the demonstrative determiner vah
(also occurring in many inflectional forms) which normally
means ‘that.' As in the preceding languages, whichever
of NPrel and NPhd comes Tirst has everything but the
determiner optionally deleted, presumably by pronominalization,
Hence Hindi is essentially similar to Mabuiag., Hindi
provides thepattern for the other Indic languages: hence
I will discuss in later sections examples from Sanskrit
and Marathi without going into grea* detail with these
languages,

Below are a series of examples from Hindi, first
preposed relatives, then extraposed, and finally post-
relatives:

(95) a. jo Jarka mere pas rahta hai, vah mera
wh boy me near lives that my

chota bhailil hai
1itfle brother is

"the boy who lives near me is my little brother"
b, mere pas jo lprka rdhta hai, v@ah mera
me ncar wh boy 1lives that my

chota bhail hai
lit@le brother is

"the btoy who lives next door to me is my
little brother"



C,

o
jo per nadii ke kinare par tha, pekshii
wh tree river of bank on was bird

us par baitha tha
that on 3itting was

"the bird was sitting on the tree that was on
the bank of the river"

(95b) reveals that the wh-word needn't front, while (95c)

shows Srel and Nphd separated by the subjrct of the matrix

S, so that they cannot be a constituent.

(96) a.
b.
(97) e,
b.

vgh larka mera chota bhaii hai, jo mere
that boy my 1little brother is wh me

pas rahta hail
near lives

"the boy who lives near me is my little brother"
gay sa3rak c9lii ja rohii thii, log jis
cow street on going was people wh

p2r baithe hue the
on sitting were

*the cow was walking on the street on which
people were sitting" (I don't understand
why there is no vah with sarak)

Ram ne, jo amiir hai, @k makan khariida
Ram INSTR wh rich 1is a house bought

"Ram, who is rich, bought a house"

us admii ne, jo amiir hai, ek mgkan khoriida
that man INSTR wh rich is a house bought

"the man vwho is rich bought a house"

The instrumental cases on the subject {'F in the matrices

of (97) are due to the fact that in certain tenses, the

subject i3 put in the instrumental,

There are various special points to be made, First,

when the head noun is definite, as we heve seen, it usually

acquires the determiner v@h 'that,' Ordinary definite NP
bear no determiner at all, But if the head NP bears the
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determiner y@h 'this,' it keeps this determiner as shown
in (98) below:

o
(98) yah kal shant  nahli hai jisme M m rahte hai
this age peaceful not is wh-in we 1live

"this age in which we live is not peaceful"
Secondly, there is a restriction that if the head NP
is indefinite, with the determiner ek 'a, one,' then the
relative clause must follow the head:

(99) a. us ne ek jhiil dekhi jo bphut bayii thii
he INSTR a 1lake saw wh very bdbig was

"he saw a lake which was very big"
b.*jo jhiil byhut brii thii, us ne ek dekhi
Finally, there is a restriction that nonrestrictive
clauses such as those of (97a) can occur only in post-
relative position, not as trailing or anticipatory relatives.
Hence one has the following:

(1co) a. *ram ne ek mdkan xhsriida jo 9 miir hai
Ram INSTR a house bought wh rich is

b. us admii ne ek makan khdriida jo 93 miir hai
that mar. INSTR a house bought wh rich is

c. *jo ram 9miir hai us ne ek rpkan khariida
wh Ram rich is he INSTR a house bought

d, Jjo admii 3miir hai us ne ck mdkan khdriida
wh man rich is he IINSTR a house bought

I suspect that the constraint that anticipatory
relatives require definite heads is universal. It holds
in the other Indic languages (making certain allowances),
and Hale suspects that it is also true of Walbiri, Inasmuch
as restrictive relatives with definite heads are generally

‘old information,' this may be ralated to the tendency for
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information to appear first. Also this construction might
be related to the 'left dislocated' structures of such

examples as the guy who did that, I think he should be shot.

l.,1.3.4., Sanskrit: Inasmuch as the adjoined relative
clause constructions do not have to form constituents
with their heads, there is no reason why they should
be restricted to having one head, or even one wh vord,
Examples of multiple headed relative clauses may
be found in Classical Sanskrit, such as the following:

(101) a. yasya, paitrkam ritkam
who GEN wha%.x\om paternal:liCli inheritance:l:Ol

sa; tad, grhnlta, netarah
he 10l thaﬂ:ACC should get not another

"of whom what is the paternal inheritance,
he should get it and not somebody else"

b. yena yavan yatha
who: INSTR to what extent in what manner
‘dharma dharma veha samlhitia, sa eva
inustice justice or is done he exactly
tatohalam bunkte tatha
the fuits thereof will enjoy in that way
tavad amutra vai

to that extent in the other world indeed
In (10la) we have the wh relative words (the simple ya
series is used only as a relative pronoun, although more

complex forms built on ya have other uses) yasya and yat,
which are T"PLe1 correlating with demonstratives sa and tad,

Nphd in the main clause, In (10l1b) the wh relative words

- o vy

If the reader, upon looking at these sentences, feels

at a loss as to how to interpret them, then there is a simple
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algorithm for constructing a paraphrase. Replace the wh

words with indefinites in some, and recast the relative
clause as a conditional. Thus one obtains: "if someone has
something as a paternal inheritance, then he should get it
and not someone else,”" "if someone does good or evil to
some extent in some way, then he shall enjoy the rfruits
thercof in the next world to that extent and in that way."

I am informed that multiple headed relative clauses
in Sanskrit characteristically have this property of
being 'generic' statements of laws., One might think,
therefore, to derive them from conditionals in some
fashion, While this might suffice in Sanskrit, we will
find in Marathi examples of multiple headed and multiple
wh-worded relative clauses which are not generic, but
rather referential,

One might also think of associating the generic
anticipatory relative clause with the anticipatory wh-ever
s2lause of English, exemplified in (102):

(1C2) whoever steals my chickens, 1'll set my dogs on him
We may note, however, that the wh-ever clause of inglish
(a) allows only one wh-ever word (b) does not require
a correlative definite in the matrix for every wh-ever word
in the subordinate clause:

(103) *whoeverigives whatever to Lucy, she'll thank him
for it

(104) whoever gets the job, I'll be displeased

(104)~1ike structures are impossible with these constructions,
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l.1.3.5. Marathi:’ Relativization in Marathi is roughly
comparable to relativizavion in Sanskrit, but is mude
much more complex by the presence of a bewildering

variety of alternative constructions. These are discussed

by (Junghare 19??). I will make no attempt to review
them here, but will rather exhibit a number of phenomena
that are of theoretical interer* using the more straight-
forward constructions,

liarathi is an SOV language with scrambling. It nas
postpositions and many following conjunctions, although
some conjunctions, such as ki 'that,' precede their
clauses (as predicted by (Kuno 1974), ki clauses are
obligatorily extraposed to post-verbal position), and
other words that correspond to conjunctions in English,
such as jar 'if' and jari 'although,' may occur within
their clauses as if they were adverbs.

There are four cases: nominative, dative-accusative,
instrumental and genitive. The marker of the nominative
is null. The dative-accusative has a marker la which
is obligatory with humans, cptional with animals, and
omitted with inanimates. The marker of the instrumental
is ni, and the genitive is marked by c+Agr, where Agr
is a formative expressing the gender and number of the
head N which the genitlive MNP modifies, The goniti;e

marker takes the form jha when the possessed NP is

masculine singular,
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In intransitive sentences, of course, the subject is
nominative. In a transitive sentence in the present
tense, the subject is nominative and the object is dative-
accusative, In a transitive sentence in the past tense
the subject is instrumental and the object remains in the
dative-accusative., There is finally a construction taken
by many °'psychological' verbs such as away 'like’ in
which the experiencer-of-affect takes the dative-accusative
and the object-of-affect takes the nominative. In this
construction the unmarked order is experiencer-object-verbs
hence the dative-accusative is occupying the constituent
structure position of the subject, and the nominative
the position of the object. Verbs agree with their
subjects and objects in person, gender and number in
complex patterns which I will nct describe,

We will be much concerned with the two determiners
J 'wh'’ and £ 'th.' Both may be used as determiners
preceding their heads, or independently as pronouns.
vhen used as pronouns they take the case endings that
would otherwise appear on the nead N, Hence we have
Yi muli-la 'what girl-DA,' Yi-la ‘who:FEN-DA,' j is
used on ”Prel of relative clauses, but not as an intefrogative,
and t is used as a demonstrative pronoun/definite article,
as well as on the NPy4 of relative clauses,

Ag in Hindi, we can find restrictive relative
claugses preceding or following the matrix, NP,y marked
with j, NPpg with t, and optional deletion of the head N
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of whichever NP comes first:

(105) a. .{f }1 muli-la pahili, me-la ti (mulgi) awprte
I:INSTR wh girl-DA saw I-DA th (girl) 1like
"I like the girl who I saw"
b, m3-la ti mulgi awarte, mi 3& (mulid=la pahili

I-DA th girl 1like I:INSTR wh (girl)-DA saw
"I like the girl who I saw"

The relative clauses in these examples illustrate the
instrumental - dative-accusative construction in the past
tense, and the matrices illustrate the dative-accusative =
nominative construction with psychological verbs. The first,
rather than the second instance of the head may be deleted
under various circumstances which I do not understand and
will not undertake to report.
(Jungare 19?7?) analyses restrictive relative

clauses as being extracted from within the NP they modify,
a view that we have rejected for Walbiri and habuilag dué
to the absence of any convincing evidence to support it,
In Sanskrit we found evidence against the view in the
form of double and triple headed relative clauses, but
the evidence was weakened in the light of the fact that
the clauses receive an interpretation which make-~ them
semantically similar to conditionals, I will exhibit
referential multiple headed relative clauses in Narathi, dbut
first I will discuss a relation between the position of
a relative clause and its semantic interpretation,

The sentence Ram thinks that the woman who is in the

kitchen is not in the kitchen is said (see Postal 1974) to have
a reading in which a woman is in the kitchen and Ram thinks that



101

she is not in the kitchen, and a reading in which Ram
holds the contradiction that the woman who is in the
kitchen is not in the kitchen. Following the philosophical
tradition, these readings are generally called the
transparent and the opque readings, respectively.,

In Marathi these readings may be distinguished
by the positioning of the relative clause: if it is
placed initial to the matrix clause, we get the transparent
reading; if it is placed initial to the complement clause
we get the contradictory opaque reading. (106a) is
the matrix with no relative clause, (106b) has the
relative clause attached to the matrix to yield the
transparent, coherent reading, and in (106c) the relative
clause is attached to the complement to yield the
contradictogy opaque reading:

(106) a. Rama-la watte ki ti bhai kiden madhe nahi
Ram-DA thinks that th woman kitchen in is not
"Ram thinks that the woman is rnot in the kitchen"
b ¥i vhai kiden madhe ahe, Rama-la watte
wh woman kitchen in is Ram-DA thinks
ki ti (bhai) kicsn medhe nahi
that th (woman) kitchen in is not

"Ram thinks that the woman who is in the kitchen
is rot in the kitchen (transparent & Ram =ané)"

¢, Rama-la waite ki JYi bhai kid%n madhe ahe
Ram-DA thinks that wh woman kitchen in is

3 {bhai) kicdn medhe nahi

th (woman) kitchen in is not

"Ram thirks that the woman who is in the kitchen
is not in the kitchen (opaque & Ram crazy)"

Note that the relative clause goes between ki and the complement
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S, Justifying the order of elements in the 3 -» COMP (8) s (38)

rule,

This rule is further justified by the fact that wo
relative clauses cannot occur initially., Similarly,
various sorts of adverbial clauses, such as conditiopals
in jar...tar... cannot cooccur initially with relative
clauses, showing that they too occupy this slots

(107) a. *#jo mulga kifon madnhe ahe, 33 bhai ajari ahe,
wh boy kitchen in is wh woman sick is

tya-ni ti-la maydt keli
th(masc)-INST th(fem)-DA help did

“"The boy who is in the kitchen helped the
woman who is sick"

b. *jor to ghcra Jinkel, jo mulga ki®n m3dhe
f +th horse wins wh boy kitchen in

ahe, ﬁg tar tya-la marin
is I:NOM then th(masc)-DA will hit

*If that horse wins, then I will kill the
boy who is in the kitchen."”

Inasmuch as I later wish to relate jpr...tar conditionals
and related structures to relative clauses, this result
is advantageous. I have not investigated the behaviour
of trailing clauses, or of combinations of anticipatory
and trailing clauses,

I now turn to multiple headed relatives., Below is
a serles of double headed relative clauses, the first
three anticipatory, the last ine trailing:

(108) a. jo mulga Ja muli-la pahato, *(tya) mula-la
wh boy wh girl sees th  boy-DA

#(41) mulgi awarte
th girl likés

“The boy who sees the girl likes her,"
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b. 3& mula-ni x& muli-ca dues kela
wh boy-INST wh girl-GEN hatred did

tya-ni ti-la marli
th(masc)-INST th(fem)-DA killed

"The boy who hated the girl killed her.*

Co 1& mula=-ni }E muli-la maret keli,
wh boy~INST wh girl.DA help did

to ti-la marli
th(masc) th(fem)-DA killed

"The girl who the boy helped liked him,.*

d. tya mula-ni <t¢ya muli-la marli
th boy-INST th girl-DA killed

Kh-ni !1 due¥ kela
wh(masec)-INST wh(fbm) GEN hatred did

"The boy who hated the girl killed her.,"
The translations given are ambiguous. The meanings of
the 2xamples are best given in logicalese, (108a) for
example means that for the unique ordered pair (x, y)
where x is a boy and y is a girl and x sees y, x likes y;
and similarly for the others. I believe that the trans-
lations given have these readings along with others.

Inasmuch as these examples are of considerable

importance, it is worth mentioning that I have found
them with three different speakers, the first of whom
volunteered one in the course of a discussion of the
Sanskrit examples in the previous subsection., He said
that although referential multiple headed .relatives
were unnatural in Sanksrit, they were acceptable in
his own language. I have tried (not very hard) with
no success to elicit them in Bengali, and Keenan has

tried with limited success to get them in Hindi (verbal
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We may observe in (108a) that each j-word in the
relative clause must have its corresponding t-word in
the matrix. Thes shows that this relative clause
construction really does involve multipie Nprel' Nphd
connections. Skepticism on this point may be further
abated by observing that a mulitiple j-word relative
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clause may be used to answer a multiple k-wrd (interrogative)

question:

(109) Q: konta mulga kontya muli berober dating karto?

which boy which girl with dating does

A: Ya-1a Yi awarte
wh(masc)-DA wh(fem) likes

Q: "Which boy is dating which girl?"
As  “"who likes who."

The asnwer is presumably a reduced form of Yala )i awyrte,

to mulga tya muli berober dating karto, which is of the

same general form as the clausa2s of (108) except that

pronominalization between NP and NPhd goes backwards,

rel
These constructions have about them somewhat of the
air of Bach-Peters sentences. This is not surprising,
inasmuch as one of the more obvious ways to go about
providing a semantics for them would be to revise the
device of the 'double NP' proposed by Keenan (1972, pp.

458-459) to do the semantics for Bach-Peters sentences.

I observed in the discussion of Hindi that a relative

clause could modify an indefinite NP if it followed the
matrix, dbut 1ot if it preceded:;
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(110) a, mi eka muli-la bhetls, ma-la 3& (mulgi) awprte
I:INST a girl-DA met I-DA wh girl 1like

"I met a girl who I like"
b. *mala 3& mulgi awdrte, nﬁfeka.mulila bhetl9
Relative clauses following indefinite heads can also be

multiple headed:

(111) ek mula-ni eka muli-la bhetla, Ya-la 1
a boy-INST a girl-DA met wh(masc)-DA wh(fem)

awadrte °
likés

"a boy met a girl and he likes her"
This construction has a flavour of 'afterthoughtiness®
about it, and we find that it cannot be used with interrogatives
and indefinites that are controlled by negatives:

(112) a. tu-: kona-la pahila
you who-DA saw

"who did you see?"

b.#tu . kona-la pahila jo ghorya-~la marat hota
you who-DA saw who horse-DA killing was

(113) a. ni’ kunalahi pahila nahi
I: INST anybody(DA) saw NEG

"I didn't see anybody"

b.*mg' kunalahi pahila nahi jo ghorya-la
I3 INST anybody(DA) saw NEG wh horse-DA

marat hota
killing was

This fact suggests that the clauses are in fact nonrestrictive,
and this claim would follow from the general claim made
by Junghare that relative clauses without to are non-
restrictive, .

Before leaving the subject of multiple headed relative
clauses I will mention the fact that Schwartz (1971) claimed
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that they existed in Telugu in a relative clause construction
of the same general form as Indic. The construction was, of
course, borrowed from Indic. Our observation of the type
of structure was independent.

The anticipatory and trailing relative clause structures
are also used to express various adverbial ideas., For

example jevha...tevha... express when...then..., and

jithe...tithe... express where...there... . Hence we have
the following: ‘
(114) a. mY Stha alo, tevha to joplela hota

I: INSTR when came then he sleeping was
"when I arrived he was sleeping"

b, - to tevha dokya wyr obha hota, ggvha
he then head on standing was when
mi’ alo
I:INST came

"he was standing on his head when I arrived"

(115) a. JYithe sawali hoti, tithe Ram b®sla
where shade was there Ram sat down

*where there was shade Ram sat down"

b. Ram tithe basla, Yithe sawdli hoti
Ram there sat down where shade was

"Ram sat down where there was shade"
The anticipatory structure appears to be formally paralell
with the English °®when I arrived, then I sat down." I

.rersonally reject examples with where,..there,.., such

as where we found a four leaf clover, there we built a hut,

but this judgement is not universal,
(Geis 1970) argued that adverbial clauses fell into

two typess those related to relative clauses on nouns,
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such as when and where clauses, and those related to
complement clauses on nouns, such as if and although

clauses (consider the expressions on the condition that...

and in spite of the fact that...). The evidence from

Marathi undercuts this distinction. For not only do
we have the abovementioned paris, but also jar...tar... for
if...then... andfsari...tzri... for although...in spite of that.

Hence corresponding to (114) and (115) we have (116)
and (117):

(116) a. jar to ithe yel, tor mi tya-la
if he here comes then I:;INST he-DA

goli marin
bullet will kill

"If he comes here, then I'll kill him"

b, mi W¥r tya-la goli marin, to jar
I:INST then he-DA bullet will kill he if
ith® yel

here comes
"If he comes here, then I1'll kill him"

(117) a. Jjori tya~ni majha kutrya-la marle
although he-INST me:GEN dog-DA killed

Pri m-la to awgrto
"thalthough" me-DA he likes
"although he killed my dog, in 3gite of that
("thalthough”) I still like him"
b, m-la tori ‘o awgrto, majha kutrya-la
I-DA "thalthough" he likes me:GER dog

jari marl)d
although killed

“although he killed my dog, in spite of that
I still 1like him"

The fact that Jjar, tar, Jjeri and tri needn't occur
clause initially, but rather may occur fairly freely
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within thelir clauses suggests that they are not conjunctions
(occupants of COMP) but are rather like adverbs. jevha,
tevha, jithe and tithe appear to position themselves in

roughly the same way as do these other words.

Vle might still wish to dismiss this situation as a
purely adventitious morphological paraiellism, but there
is deeper evidence of a syntactic relation between jar...
Br... and jari...t3ri... and the relative clause.
Trailing relative clauses may have the appropriate t-word
repeated after them, Hence we have (118):

(118) to manus ajari ahe jo ithd kam karto to
th man sick 1is wh here work does th

"the man who works here is sick"
Correspondingly we have the following examples with the

adverbial words:

(119) a. to tevha dokya war obha hota, jevha
he then head on standing was when
mY alo tevha

I:INST came then
"when I came, then he was standing on his head"

b. Ram tithe basla, jithe sawali hoti tithe
Ram there sat down where shade was there
"Ram sat down where there was shade"

c. me-la tori to awyrto, jeri ma jha
me-DA “"thalthough" he likes although my
kutrya-la marld +tori
dog-DA killed "thalthough"

d. AZ tor tya-la sangin r d?

I;INST then he~DA will tell if IsINST
tya~la bhetlo tor
he-DA nmee then

'if' and 'although' in Marathi thus seem closely related %o
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the relative clause construction in this language,

The problem raised by these examples is that it
is difficult to think of how a semantics of the sort that
one might envision for relative clauses would extend
in any straightforward way to these 'conjunctions.’
I will venture the suggestion that perhaps treating
the conjunctions with explicit quantification over possible
worlds in a fashion suggested, but not explained, by
Postal (1974) would provide a satisfactory solution,

In English also we can find relative-like conjunctions.
Consider first that the if in the if...then... construction
is also used as a wh-word in indirect questions: I don't

know if he will come. Second, observe that as...s0...

form a clearly correlative pair in as ye sow, so shall ye
reap and other examples of that ilk., Now in poetry and |
elevated prose we may find as...so.. pairs which are not
ordinary relative pronouns, but rather relate a clause
giving grounds to one giving the consequence, in a
construction that is a non-adversative counterpart to

the Marathi jyri...teri construction. An example of
this usage is the following passage from T. S. Eliot's
"Little Gidding:"

But, as the passage now presents no hindrance
To the spirit unappeased and peregrine
Between two worlds become much like each other,
So I find words I never thought to speak
On streets I never thought I should revisit
Vhen I left my body on a distant shore.
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To conclude the discussion, we have shown that
Marathl relative clauses may have multiple wh words
and mulitple heads, thus scotching any hope for a
universal derivation of relative clauses from clauses
forming a constituent with their head, we have shown
some differences between anticipatory and trailing
clauses, and we have claimed that lurking among the
straightforward relative clauses are a class of clauses
that from conventional treatments of semantics one would
not expect to betray significant syntactic relations
to relative clauses. Marathi is clearly a language
worthy of further investigation.
1.1.3.6. lavajo: In this section I will give more
thorough consideration to the extraposed relative clause
in Navajo, and will contrast it with the extraposed
relative in English. The Navajo material here is drawn
from (Perkins 1975).

The extraposed relative in English obeys the constraint
(with various sorts of loopholes, most of which I shall
ignore) that the head and the relative clause cannot
be separated by another NP, Hence while (120) is
acceptable, (121) is not ambiguous:

(120) a woman came in who was tall
(121) a boy kissed a girl who was tall
In Navajo on the other hand there is no such constraint.

Hence (122a) is doubly, and (122b) triply ambiguous:



(122) a,

b.
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ashkii at'é€a yoo'{ hashtl'izh
boy girl 3:PROG: 31 see mud
yiih-y{t1lizh-¢

3:in-PERF: 3; fall-REL

"the boy who fell in the mud sees the girl"

"the boy sees the girl who fell in the mud"
7

ashkii at'eed l{{' ye-infio&g

boy girl horse 3:1to-3:PERF:3:led

ba'n{itsood-sé
31 PERF: | ; feed~REL

"the boy whom I have fed led the horse to the girl"
"the boy led the horse to the girl whom I have fed"
"the boy led the horse which I have fed to the girl"

This Navajo extraposed relative is less restricted

than the English in yet another fashion. Extraposition

rules in English are subject to an ironclad constraint

against extracting elements from subject clauses. Hence

we have (123):

(123) a.
'b.

that a woman has arrived who knows French is good,

#that a woman has arrived is good who knows French

In Navajd we find these data exactly reversed:

(124) a,

b,

#38echaa’{ iisx{-nf {{

dog ** PERFs3:k 11 REL

ba' nfitsood~ e ya at eeh
3:PERF:1; feed~REL it is good

“it is good that the dog which I have fed has
killed something“

163§h§@'f 1isx -n % a at eeh

dog PERF:3:ki1l1-REL it is good -

ba'nfitsood-ggREL

3: PERF3:1: feed-

(124a), in which the relative clause ba'nfitsoodéé 'which I

have fed' has been extraposed to the end of the subject

complement éschaa'{ 1isxfnfzf{ 'that the dog has killed
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something,' is. ungrammatical. (124b), where the extraposition
has proceeded to the end of the sentence, is acceptable.

The ungrammaticality of (124a) I shall deal with later.
For the present, let us meditate on the acceptable (124b)
in constrast to the English examples. (123).

(Ross 1967) on the basis of a variety of evidence
including sentences like (123) arrived at the following
proposed constraint on transformational application
(Ross 1967, ex. 5.58):

(125) Any rule whose structural index is of the form
++sA Y, and whose structural change specifies that
A is to be adjoined to the right of Y, is
upward bounded.
However there is another constraint proposed by Ross that
can explain (123), the Ssntential Subject Constraint
(Ross 1967, ex. ﬂ.zsu)s

(126) The Sentential Subject Constraint:

No element dominated by an S may be moved out
of that S if that node S is dominated by a
node NP which is itself immediately dominated
by S.
The reader may observe that the crucial evidence in the
discussion that motivates (125) (sections 5.1.1.~5.1.2.)
is all explicable by the Sentential Subject Constraint.
We have for example the following pairs:
(127) a, that it was obvicus that Bob was lying is not true

b. *th?t ig)was obvious is not true that Bob was lying
5.1

(128) a. a proof that the claim had been made that John
had lied was given
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b. *a proof that the claim had been made was given
that John had lied (2.9)

(129) a. that Sam didn't pick those packages up which
are to be mailed tom rrow is possible (5.22¢)

b, #that Sam didn't pick those packa%es up is
is possible which are to be mailed
tomorrow (5.21)

(130) a. that a review came out yesterday of this article
is catastrophic (5.55a)

b, #that a review came out yesterday is catastrophic
of this article (5.55b)

These examples illustrate the phenomenon with ordinary
Extraposition, Extraposition of Relative Clauses and
Complements from NP and Extraposition of PP.

Let us try to construct a series of examples testing
for (125) (which I shall henceforth call the Right Roof
Constraint) in examples where the Sentential Subject
Constraint does not interfere:

(131) a,.?#3ill said that it would be difficult in his
memorandum to get the project funded

b.7%You promised that a person would come on the
telephone who would fix the refrigerator

c.%**he admitted that the hypothesis had been
disconfirmed in his paper that quarks were
the major ingredient in baby food

d.?%*you said that a man would come today.
yesterday who would fix the faucet

e,?%the professor announced that he had stolen
a va-e in class from the most closely guarded
temple in India
These are all rather bad, but they hardly constitute an
overwhelming battery of evidence, and to my ear they

are not as bad as the (b) examples of (127-130),
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If an alternative explanation for (132) can be
worked out, which wouldn't surprise me (perhaps on the
basis of their ungainly constituent structure), then it
might be possible to remove the Right Roof Constraint from
the grammar of English. In light of Perkins' and Kaufman's work
Navajo and Satyanarayana and Subbarao's (1973) work on
Hindi and Telugu, this would constitute an advance,

(124b) requires not only that there be no Right Roof
Constraint in Navajo, but also that there be no Sentential
Subject Constraint., Happily, this has already been
suggested on independent grounds. (Platero 1974, pp.
suggests that Navajo relativization does not obey a
Sentential Subject Constraint, but instead suffers from
a idiolectally varying disability againet relativizing
into nominal complemenfs. The extraposition process
discussed by Perkins would appear to be immune from this
disadbility.

Perkins gives examples that show that a relative
clause may be extracted from several clauses deep, but
may not be left at the end of any of the intervening clauses.
Hence we have the acceptable (133a) and the series of
failed variants (133 b, ©¢)s

(133) a. ;géchgg'f bizadideeshdqoi nisin dishn{
dog 33:FUT:1s shoot liwant PERF:l:say

shishxash~§é
14PERF; 31bite~-REL

"I gaid that I wanted to shoot the dog that bit me"
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o0 { 4
b. *iééchga’l biladideeshdqqd shishxashde nisin dishnf
/ ’
Ce *iéech%Q'f biladideeshdqg& nisin shishxashgg dishn{
Ferkins further observes that although a relative

clause can be extraposed from within a sentential subject,
one cannot be extraposed from within a relative clause or
a coordinated NP:
U4

~ Pl s~ /
(134) a, }eechgg'f'nahal'in-g doo masi ahiga
dog INP:3:bark-REL and cat RECIP:INP:3:fight

"the dog that was barking and the cat are fighting"
b. *igsbh%g'f 106 m&s{ ahigh nahalinéé'

7
(135) a. hastiin dib§ ba'nfitsood-gq
man sheep 3:PERF:)l:feed-REL

nei%'ih-{ adeeshgizh
3: FERF: 3:butcher-REL REFL:P=ZRF: 3:cut

“the man who butchered the sheep which I have
fed cut himself"

b, *hastiin dibéﬁhefé'éiéé adeeshgizh ba'nfitsood%%

‘le are thus confronted with-whgt appears to be an argument
that Navajo actually has a rule extraposing relative clauses
from their heads: some although not all of the island
constraints are obeyed, and we could explain the requirement
that the extraposed clause wind up at the end of sentence
by having the extiaposition rule be a root transformation.

Nonetheless, mortal counterevidence to this picture
exists. Perlmutter and Ross (1970) observed the following
sentence pattern in English:

(136) a man came in and a woman went out who were similar

I proposed in the introduction to this chapter that this
example had the deep structurs (2), The fact that the
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predicate of the relative clause requires a plural subject
prevents it from being derived by Extrapositison and Right
Node Raising from a pair of relative clauses, one in each
conjunct,

Ve can find examples of this form in Navajo:

(137) ashkii yah ‘'Ify{ a8 at'eed ch'in-{Ty&
boy into PERF:i3:g0 and girl out-PZRF: 3: go

a}hinoolin'-éi
RECIP:3:1lo0k like-REL

"a girl came in and a boy went out who were similar"

Ve can also find in Navajo examples of a form impossible
in English. In English the two heads for the relative
clause have to be in different conjuncts of a coordinate
clause, Hence we cannot say (138):

(138) #the dog is chasing the cat which were fighting
3ut the corresponding structure is perfectly acceptable
in Navajo:

(139) 2é&chaa’{ mas{ yinooichéé&: ahigan- g
dog  cat 3:PROG:3ichase RiCIF:IlP:3:fight~Rel

"the dog is chasing the cat which were fighting"
In light of the Navajo, it is the #(138) of 3nglish that is

'

problematical, I would propose that the explanation for
#(138) is the same as the explanation for the non-ambiguity
of (121), The nonambiguity of (121) shows that there is

in Znglish a constraint preventing there from being an NP
intervening bvetween a relative clause and its head. This
principle would prevent which were fighting from taking
dog as a head in (139) due to the intervention of cat.

Failure of number agreement then renders the example ungram-
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matical., Navajo, which lacks this constraint, thus lacks
has ambiguity in sentence patterns corresponding to
(121) and allows sentence patterns like (139),

Why doesn't the constraint on intervention block
{136)? This is presumably a consequence of the general
nature of ‘'Across-the-board' phenomena in coordinate structures.
For the present I shall merely say that when the constraint
is presented with a coordination of structures, it applies
in each conjunct individually, and not to the coordinate
structure as a whole., This proposal predicts that (140)
should be unambiguous:

(140) a man saw a woman and a boy saw a girl who were
similar

The relative clause should modify woman and girl. As best
I can tell, this prediction is borne out.

The vroposal that extraposed relatives in Navajo are
base-generated in the position they occupy in surface
structure appears to contradict the testimony of the evidence
that that there is a root transformation of Extraposition
that obeys island constraints. Ve can explain why a relative
clause can only be extraposed to the end of the main clause
by noting that Navajo is absolutely rigid in its requirement
that any subordinate clause end with the verd of that
clause, (Platero 1974) notes processes that may extrapose
the subjact of a main clause to the end of the clause
beyond the verb, but these possibilities of movement are

completely absent in subordinate clauge, By imposing the
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surface requirement that a subordinate clause end with its
verb, we may account for the apparent evidence that
Extraposition is a root transformation.

Now for the island constraints. (Bresnan 1974b) attacks
the notion that island constraints constitute diagnostics
for movement by showing that they constrain a deletion
rule. I propose that these facts from Navajo be taken
as evidence that island constraints apply between elements
that are related by no transformational rule at all,
but rather are connected by the sorts of extra-constituent
structure relations that I have been suggesting to hold
between heads, relative nouns and complementizers of
relative clauses, The ungrammatical (134b) would thus
have the structure (141):

(141)

Lo 72 ]

/\?

P . ee
e l , viere fighting Tt
leechga masi lee nahal in
dog1r cat dog was barking

The spot is marked with an X where the Complementizer-Head
Conmnection crosses the coordinate structure boundafy.

The reader will note the presence of one assumption
that is from the point of view of the Navajo quite gratuitous:

I have assumed that the Navajo extraposed relative is
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introduced by a rule S=9S 5, The purpose of this assumption
is to create a structural paralellism between the English
and the Navajo extraposed relatives.

There are two considerations that motivate introducing
extraposed relatives in English with S=» S 8 rather than
with any of the other alternatives one might imagine. First
the construction can stack:

(142) a woman came in who I knew who had taught at
Berkely

Second, consider what happens when we attach an extraposed
relative to a complement sentence:

(143) it is obvious that a man came in and (*#that) a
woman went out who were similar.

By introducing the relative clause as an expansion of

S rather than of 5 we explain why the conjunction that
cannot be repeated on the second conjunct., I believe that\
when the sense of the relative clause is such that a
derivation by Right Node Raising from multiple relative
clauses in a coordinate structure is possible, then the
conunction may be repeated:

(144) it is obvious that a man came in and that a woman
went out who were wearing boots

Why should the English and the Navajo structures be
assimilated? They botﬁ appear to be in some sense 'variants'
of an embedded relative clause structure. In this feature
they are distinguished from the trailing relative clauses

of the Australian and Indic languages we have observed

above, They have in addition the property of not corresponding
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to any anticipatory relative clause structure.
Next, we observed in section 1,1.2.1. that extraposed
relatives in Navajo obligatorily underwent a rule deleting

NP In English, similarly, the NPrel of an extraposed

rel’
relative clause must be a relative pronoun or it must

be deleted (assuming with (Bresnan 1970) that 3nglish
that-relative clauses suffer deletion of Nprel)' In con-
tradistinction we see that in the trailing relative
clauses of the previous subsections Nprel could be
repeated, I hypothesize that obligatory deletion or

pronominalization of NP is a restriction which my be

rel
imposed on relative clauses introduced by rules of the
form X=X S or X=—» 38 X {(where X is any category) but
not on relative clauses introduced by other sorts of
rules, such as S~»COMP (5) S (3) or CP~»NKP (3) CASZ,
le are thus led to predict that nonrestrictive relatives
in English can have full IP heads, which is indeed the

case:s

(145) my dog, which faithful animal has guarded me
for years, is waiting outside your door.

e might further ask why it seems to be that anticipatory
relatives never seem to require pronominalization or

deletion of NP under the present approach we may

rel’
propose that it is because there is no rule of the form
S~=»8 S in any language. Of course this fact itself

requires explanation,
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I finally observe that adjoined, but not extraposed
relative clauses may have multiple wh words. Hence *a man

came in and a woman went out _who loved who is bad in English,

and there is no Navajo sentence for "*a dog was chasing
a cat which bit which." Perhaps this fazct is related %o
the pronominalization requirement noted above, .

I therefore propose that there is 2 type of relative
clause, the extraposed relative, which is essentially a
variant of the embedded relative and is quite different
from the trailing relative. Extraposed relativés are
introduced by the rule S—»S S, That the Navajo extraposed
relative is introduced by this rule is at present more of
a prediction than a fact.,

1.1.3.7. Remarks on Multiple Headedness: e may observe that

the multiple headed clauses we have seen fall into two types:
those where a single NPrel has nulitple antecedents, and cases
where a single relative clause has multiple NP.oq» €ach with
its own antecedent., This latter case I hypothesize to be
impossible with relative clauses introduced by rules of the
form X=X 5 and X -» 8 X, |

We are thus led to suspect that multiple wh words may
be possible with nonrestrictlive relatives in Eﬁglish. The
following, suggested by Bill Cantrall, is as good as they come:

(146) 7?71 scribbled on the cover of a book, which cover
of which book was orange.

All examples that I can construct are rather dubious, but

often less so than one might expect., Note that (146), unlike the
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relatives of 1.1.3.6., requires a comma pause be Sore the
relative clause, making it a sort of nonrestrictive,

Finally, the existence of multiple headed clauses
necessitates complications in the abstract relations
I have proposed to be involved in relative clauses,
In chapter 2 I will cast a proposal in more rigorous
terms, but here I will describe a scheme that lets us
stick to the graphic representation we have been using
without too much difficulty. Let us say that COMNP
of a relative clause expands into an n-tuple R"., Each

R may then be connected by arrows to a single NP and

rel

to a nonnul set of NP, ,. In all English R"?, we have n=1

(with the dutious exception of such examples as (146)),

but in llarathi we may have n=2, 3, etc. Sentence (107a)

will thus receive the following representation (147) on

the following‘page. This expansion of CCNP into an n-tuple

will offend most readers, and when we move to a more

abstract form of representation we shall elminate it,
Before closing section 1,1,, I would like to mention

one final fact. It appears that in all cases, the heads

of a relative clause are in construction with that

clause, 'ie may easily accomodate this with a principle

restricting configurations of trees-cum-abstract relations,

Such a principle, along with many others, will be given
in chapter 2,



123

,\ - R %\\ m/Sv 2 ~/o.>. V/<
/ l

”» A |
\zm/ \ov/\ /< Det NOMi
_ /
Det KCM P CASE au_,m mula ni Det 7
| 1 \ th  boy INST |
Jo mulga Det KOM ~ tya Hmm. awarte
wh boy | - th girl 1ikes
Ja muli la pahato N
L wh girl DA sees

For the unique pair (x, y) where x is a boy, y is a girl and
X sees y, X likes y.

(147)
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1.2, The_ treatment of NP In this section I shall

rel’
discuss the various things things that happen to NP

rel’
I shall first in 1.2.1. discuss languages in which NPrel

bear a special morphological mark, but is not deleted

by a special process or moved to the front of the clause,
In one of these languages NPre1 is replaced by a special‘
pronoun, and in the other a special agreement marker

is placed on the verb which may be regarded as a copy

of a specially marked pronoun that subsequently deletes
by ordinary pronominalization processes. In 1.2.2. I
will discuss some languages in which NPrel is simply
deleted, and in 1.2.3. I will discuss the preposing

of Nprel to the front of the relative clause, Finally

in 1.2.4, I will give some general discussion of constraints

rel’
1,2,1., Llanguages marking NPrel’ I will here discuss two

on the form and position of IIP

languages with marking but not preposing of NPrel‘ Crow
and Swahili, Crow is a surfacely transparent case of

the phenomenon inasmuch as in the construction we shall
discuss there is a special pronoun that takes the place of
/e require an analysis to arrive at the conclusion

NPrel'

that Swahili has marking without movement of hPrel‘
1.2,1,1, Crows Crow is A Siouan language with about
(very roughly) 4,000 speakers, spoken in southeastern
Montana, It is an SOV language with postpositions and

following conjunctions and complementizers, and considerable
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serambling., The person and number of subjects, objects
and possessors are extensively marked on verbs, postpositions
and possessed NP, A particularly interesting feature of
the language is a rich array of determiners on NP
~ which are homophonous with and semantically similar
and often identical to "complementizers" that appear
on verbs. The orthography used is that adopted by the
Crow Bilingual Education Project. Dale Oldhorn, George
Reed and Rose Chesarek have been especially helpful in
providing me with information about Crow, although many
other members of the Crow Tribe have been of assistance.

Crow has at least four relative clause construections,
an internal head relative, an anticipatory relative,
a post-relative and a free relative. Iiy knowledge of
the language is too small to allow me to say much
insightful about most of these., I will therefore
make some points which are of general interest with
the post-relative structuré, then briefly describe the
others. |

In the postrelative construction the head NP takes
the determiner -m and the.relative clause takes the
termination ess, which serves as an anaphoric definite
article on NP, and is attached to clauses representing

' old, "presupposed® information. NP is represented

rel
by the word ak, which functions only as a subject,

We thus attain the NP (148);



126

(148) shikd:ika-m ak bi:-lich-dish
boy-SPEC  who me-hit-DEF

"the boy who hit me"
I gloss m as SPEC because it generally makes NP specifiec,

So shikaike aw-é&a:-ssa:-k 'boy I-see-NEG-DECL', 'I

didn't see any boy,' but §n;g§;5@gLawak;:ssa:k ‘I didn't
see a (specific) boy.' k is a formative that ends
declarative clauses.

We may determine that 2k is a syntactically motile
word rather than merely an agentive nominalization prefix
by observing that it may occur freely with a relative
clause containing several major constituents:

4 /’ . . /
(149) a., shikaska-m ak husle:sh Bill-sh dich-e:sh
boy-SPEC who yesterday Bill-Nl hit-DiF

b. shixfikam hi:le:sh ak Billsh dichd:sh
¢. shikf:ikam hu:lessh Billsh ak diche:sh
"the boy who hit Bill yesterday"
The sh formative that I gloss Kl is, I believe, a form
of the definite article that is attached to proper names.
a2k may appear within a subordinate clause in the
relative clause. Hence we get (150):
(150) shikaska~m Bill-sh ak hus-wfar-k  hilfa:ch-e:sh
boy-SPEC  Bill-lkM who come-will-DECL think-DEF
TherenggfaP%%ﬁgggggakl5gh§ﬂgifg%1%hg%p%}'a relative
clause has a subject and a complement clause containing
NP coreferential to the subject, then the subject can
be Nprel' but none of the NP in the complement clause

may. This phenomenon along with others is subsumed under
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the Crossover Principles of (Postal 1971, 1972). lence
we have the data of (151):
(151) a. the dboy who, thought he; was smart
b. the boy whoi hej thought was smart
¢. %*the Loy whoi hei thought was smart
Postal (1971) proposed accounting for this with a constraint
on movement: the movement of the pronoun who in (151¢)
over the coreferential pronoun he was to block the sentence.
In the (1972) paper he suggested retreating from this
position. The data from Crow show that this retreat
was well-advised, inasmuch as this relative clause
construction obeys the constraint even though NPrel is
not moved at all, but merely assumes a special form.
If we intercalate gk between an NP that its appropriate
as an object of the complement verb and the complement
verdb, ve prevent it from being analysed as a constituent
of the topmost S in the relative clause. Then we get

the following:

(152) a, shikdtka-m ak 5:xa-m dappeélk hilfa:ch-e:sh
boy-SPEC who deer-SFEC kill-DZCL think-DsF

"the boy who thinks he killed a deep"

b. shikézka-m 6zxa-m ak dappeéLk hilfhach-e:sh
boy-SFEC deer-SFP:C who kill-DECL think-D:iF

"the boy whoi heJ thinks killed a deer"
*"the boy vho, thinks hei killed a deer"

I shall now brielfy run through the other constructions.
In the internal head relative clause, NPrel ends in -pg

or nothing, and the complementizer may be at least e:sh
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or nothing, and possibly others, such as m, as well,

e have for example (153):

(153) a. Mary-sh shikfika-m hi;-1ich-d}ish
ary-NV boy-SPEC meet-sort of-D:F

"the boy who Mary is dating"

’
b, lary-sh shikaike hii-lich-e:sh
Nary-Nil boy reet-sort of-DEF

"the boy who Mary is dating"

NPrel may occupy many positions within the relative clause ==
subject, object, possessor, etc., and it may be in many
kinds of subordinate clauses, such as conditionals and
indirect questions, This construction thus makes up for
the restricted nature of the ak postrelative.

There appears to be an anticipatory relative in
which a clause ernding in ei;sh preceeds the matrix.
The iiP_,, take m and the NP, , take the demonstrative koo.
T consider the analysis of this structure as a real
relative clause highly speculative:

Vg ’
(154) shiké:ka-m busbchi-m bf%:ka:ta-m Kush-shi:ch-e:sh
boy-SFiC ~ ball-SPEC girl-SFZC , to-throw-DEF

kod shikdike koo buibche kod biaskaste

D3l boy , DEM DEN girl
ak-dichi-k
with-hit-NECL

"ya know the boy who threw the ball at the girl?
well, he hit her with it"

There are finally the free relatives., These occur
in four varieties, ''hen relativizing on the subject,
one uses ak, '“hen relatizing on objects, one uses the
pronoun ba:(m) *something' to replace NF g1+ Adverbial

clauses of place, time and manner are formed with ala
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replacing NP These three constructions are illustrated

rel’
in the following:

(155) a. Bill-sh ak dapp-d:sh sah{i-k
Bill-MM who kill-DEZF Cree-D2ClL

“the one who killed Bill was a Cree"

b. ba: aw-afke xawf 1=k
something I-gsee bad-DECL

"what I saw was bad"

’ ’
Ce WUIXa-m an-das-ppe , al J:xam dé:ppe
deer-SPEC ADV-you-kill

"the time, mannor or place in which you killed
a deer"

The final construction is that used when NP, 18

an instrumental. Crow treats instrumental NP in a very
special ways between the instrumental NP and the verd
occurs a formative i: which may come anywhere between
major constituent breaks. Hence we get the following:

’ Ve
(156) a. bas-f:la:le b-ilapxe chichuche
my-car INST my-father Hardin

kuss-azwa:lgk-k
to I:take~D=ECL

"I took my father to Hardin in my car"
b. basleasle bilé&xe is chichJﬁhe kussaswaslézk
C. bas{slasle bilé}xe chichgche i:kussa:wa:léﬁk
Of these variants, (a) and (c¢) are the best. To get a
relative clause on an instrumental one merely takes the

clause keeping 1i; and omitting NP supplying the

rel’
appropriate complementizer (most often null) to the verb,
Hence one gets i: 1f§:-we 'with do-I', 'what I did it with,'
It is wortnh mentioning that free relative clauses are

a very productive source of common noun
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from the relative clause of (157a) comes the noun
amma; ia:schilua: 'store,' and from that of (157b) comes

i:wa:wvarastuas 'pencil’s

(157) a. am-ma:-faischil-uas
ADV-gomething-buy-Fl

"where one buys things"

' d
be {i-wai-wara:t-ua:
INST-something-write-Pl

"what one writes with"
The Pl is an agreement marker for a third person plural
subject that is deleted, which expresses indefinite
agency. Hence we have dit-ui-k (hit-P1-DiCL) "they killed
him (with the indefinite agent use of 'they')." Ve can
spot the nouns because they, unlike relative clauses,
can pluralize. Henc+ we have anma;fh:schiluo ‘*stores,’
ixwa:wara:tﬁé *pencils,’

I am reasonably sure that the construction with bas
cannot be used with a head, The evidence with ala 1is
rather contradictory. Although Crows seen to overwhelmingly
reject examples that I concoct with ala in a postrelative
structure, they will occaisionally let one by. I have
found no way to tell whether the instrumental construction
avpears in a postrelative structure, for the reason
that a sequence such as 'pencil letter i;-I wrote' could
be analysed.either as a postrelative or an internal head
relative,

In Crow we thus find a clear case of replacement of

NP by a special pronoun, and a variety of further

rel
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stfuotures which demand more thorough investigation.
1.2,1.2, Swahili: The Swahili construction may be
regarded as a variation on the Crow. Unlike the Crow
ak construction, NPrel may occupy almost any grammatical
position. Also unlike Crow, NPrel gets deleted,
presumably by the ordinary pronoun dropping rules.,
But the special mark on NPrel leaves a trace in the
form of a special agreement marking on the verb.

I shall give much more background information about
Swahili than about the other languages in this study,
gince with this information we can solve an interesting problem.
1.2,1.2.1. NP: Swahill has an intricate noun-class system.,
For each class there are two characteristic prefixes
(one or both of them sometimes null), a singular and a
plural, which are attached to all occurrences of the noun

itself, Hence we have m-tu, wa-tu 'man, men'; ki-tabu,

vi-tabu, 'book, books'; yai, ma-yai 'egg, eggs.' Furthermore,
corresponding to each number/class prefix there is a

‘concord' which is added to words bearing various

syntactic relations to the NP, and thus causes them to

agree with it., Verbs take a concord which indicates the

class/number of their subject: m-tu a-tatosha, wa-tu

wa-tatosha 'the man will be sufficient, the men will be
sufficient’'; ki-tabu ki-tatosha, vi-tabu vi-tatosha
‘the book will bve sufficient, the books will be sufficient';
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yai li-tatosha, ma-yal ya-tatosha 'the egg will bve sufficient,

the eggs will be sufficient.' Concords are also added to
adjectives modifying nouns, both predicate and attributive,

For animate beings there is a set of personal pronouns,
lst, 2nd and 3rd persons, singular and plural, . The first
and second persons function like special noun-classes,
having their own concord affixes, while the 3rd person
uses the concord for animates (the m-tu - wa-tu class),

Cne has hence mimi ni-takufa 'I will die'; yeye a-takufa
'he will die.' Since most pronouns have some co:acord
prefix referencing them, the pronouns are freely deleteable
when nonemphatic. For inanimates there are no surface
pronouns at all: one must make do with concord prefixes,
demonstratives and NP such as kxitu 'thing.’

There are some demonstratives which can be used
elther as determiners or as independent pronouns. The
demonstratives are built from a stem -le or h- with a
concord which is usually similar to that used on verbs
to agree with the subject. For the -le demonstrative,
which means 'that, yonder,' one merely prefixes the

appropriate concord: m-tu yu-le *‘that man,' ma-yai ya-le

'*those eggs.,' The h- demonstrative is built by first
suffixing to h~ the vowel of the concord, and then the
whole concord itself: m-tu h-u-yu ‘this man,' wa-tu
h-a-wa 'these men,' ki-tabu h-i-ki 'this book,' yai

h-i-11 °'this egg,' ma-yali h-a-ya 'these eggs.' Another

demonstrative, supposedly used only to refer to things
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which have already been mentioned, is formed by suffixing
an o to the end of the h- demonstrative. The o causes
phonological changes leading to such things as mtu
huyo, watu hao, kitabu hicho, etc,

One of the most interesting grammatical categories
in Swahili is the locative. Swahili locatives are
characteristically used to express adverbial thematic
relations such aé Place and time, but they can also be
used as surface and even underlying subjects, One locative
is the noun mahali °'place.' This takes its ovm special
concord pa, and one hence gets such sentences as mahali

pa-le va-meharibika 'that place has been spoiled.'

More interesting locatives are made from nouns by
suffixing -ni, One hence has mji-ni 'in the town,'
nyumba-ni 'in the house,' mlango-ni 'at the door."*

The locatives behave syntactically like NP, Although
the locatives themselves lack any class-prefix

other than that of the KP they are built from, the
concords on the elements agreeing with them show that
they fall into three classes, depending on the kind of
locative relation they express, The concords are m(u)
‘within,' pa 'at' and ku ‘'around, along' (meanings
grossly oversimplified), Demonstratives are built from
the locative concords, and one has thus such expressions
as m-le (sanduku-ni) 'in there (in the hox),' h-a-pa
mlango-ni 'there at the door,' and so forth,
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In locative expressions with defir.ite subjects ('the

animals are in the forest') the verb to be (usually
phonologically null) is used with the subject concord
of the subject preceding the verb, and the locative
concord of the locative following the verb, followed
by the o which was mentioned above., Cne has hence
ki-su k-ko ({ku-o) nymbani 'the knife is in the house,’
kisu ki-po ({pa-0) mezani 'the knife is on the table,’
and kisu ki-mo ({mu-o) sanduku-ni 'the knife is in the

box, '

There are two prepositions, kwa and ra, which freq-
uently have their objects copied onto them in the form
of the concord+o combination we have seen several times
before, For brevity I will refer to this combination
of concord+o as a kihusiano (pl. vihusiano), a term
invented by a native grammarian., For each noun-class
and number (including the locatives) there is a class-
prefix (frequently null), concord affixes and a
kihusiano. For one class, the m-tu class (singular
animate) the kihusiano is irregualr, being ye, which,
interestingly enough, turns out to be the stem from
which the third persor. singular personal pronoun
yeye is formed, Hence we frequently copy vihusiano
onto kwa and na, getting such forms as naye 'with him.'
For lst and 2nd person pronouns, the base from which the
pronoun is formed by reduplication is copied onto na.

Hence .one has mimi, nami 'me, with me.' In the third
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person plural the pronoun is wao, and the kihusiano is o,
a contraction cf wao. }

The preposition na is primarily comitative and
instrumental; hence nacho ‘'with it (say, a becok),' nayo
'with them (eggs).' kwa is generally agentive and
instrumental; kwao 'by them (people).’

There is thus a rule copying underlying pronouns
onto these prepositions in the form of a kihusiano.

When the object of the preposition is a full NP, the copying

generally does not occur: hence na_ fimbo 'with a stick.'

The copying rule assures that na and kwa are never left
stranded without any expression of their object, since
precisely the things that get deleted freely, nonemphatic
pronouns, get copied obligatorily.
1.2.1.2.2, Non-Relative Verbs: The Swahili verb is composed
by adding prefixes and suffixes to the stem. The suffixes
express for the most part categories of voice which are
not my concern in this paper., The prefixes may be
regarded as clitics which have tecome one word with
the stem. They fit into the following five slots:

(158) Pre-Verbal Clitic Slots:

I IT III IV \'s
ha subject tense/ relative object
concord aspect, kihusiano concord
(negation) si (neg) |

In this subsection I will discuss slots I, II, III and V,
leaving IV for the discussion of relativization. Slots

II and V are well behaved, their contents varying
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independently of each other (excepting some twitches
caused by relativization). I, III and IV have mutval
interdependencies, The prefix ha- (in certain forms
suppplemented with the suffix -i) is used to make
negatives, It is used only with certain tense-aspects,
and never when there is a relative kihusiano present. ha
is never fcllowed by the subject concord ni 'I.°*

Inc*ead the sequence ha-ni is suppletively replaced
by si (distinct from the negative si of slot III).

The occupants of slot III are various. The
negative si is used only with relative verbs (those
vhere slot IV is filled): hence si and ha are mutually
exclusive., lany of the tense-aspects eiiher do not
occur or are expresssed by different formatives when
I or IV are occupied,

The subject concords we have already seen in operation.
They are obligatory, except with the infinitive (tuking
a Xu in slot III) and a 'general' tense with a IIl-prefix
hu. The absence of subject concords with ku is oresumably
a consequence of the subjects having been deleted, but
the absence with hu is unexplained. In Swahili, as in
many languages (see Kuno 1971), the locative in a sentence
with an indefinite underlying subject becomes the sub ject,
expelling the original subject to a position after the
verb, The advancement of locative to subject manifests
itself in Swahili with unusual clarity because in such

sentences the subject slot takes the locative concord
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appropriate to the locative notion intended, and the
locative appears in front of the verb in characteristic
subject position., This is true even when the locative
is a prepositional phrase in such prepositions as katika
*in,'

Thus we have examples such as the following of (159).
To keep the interlinear glosses manazeable I adopt the
Tfollowing abbreviations: SG, singular class prefix;
FL, plural class prefix; S2, subject concord; OB object
concord; REL, relative kihusiano.

(159) a. mwitu-ni m-me-lala wa-nyama
forest-LOC SB-PZRF-sleep PL-animal

"In the forest sleep animals."

b. wanyama wamelala mwituni
animals SB:FcRF:sleep in the forest

"The animals sleep in the forest."

¢. ki-banda-ni m-me-lala wa-dudu
SG~shed-LOC SB-PZRF-sleep PL-insect

"In the shed sleep insects."

d. kule mji-ni ku-me-kufa wa-tu
there town-LOC SB-PERF-die PL-person

"In the town over there people have died,"

e, hapa pa-me-kufa simba
here SB-PERF-die lion

"Here has died a lion,"

f. katika sanduku m-me-lala m-dudu
in box SB=-PERF-sleep SG-insect

"In the box is sleeping an insect."
(with stative verbs such as lala 'sleep’' the perfect aspect
marker me is used to express the present), This gives us

evidence that these locatives are all surface NP, In
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particular, PP such as those with katika where there
is evidence that the whole phrase is an KP may be coritrasted
with PP in kwa and na where there is no such evidence,

Unlike the subject prefix, the object prefix is
optional., There appears to be a relation between
humanness and copyability; human direct objects are most
desireous of being cop.2d, while inanimate objects are
least. Nonetheless they all can be copied. Below are

examples:

(160) a, ni-li-mw-ona (mtoto;
J-PAST-him-saw (child

"I saw him (the child)."

b, ni-li-ki-ona ki-tabu
I-PAST-CB-saw SG=book

"I saw the book."

Swahili has an almost always obligatory Dative-movement
rule which takes indirect objects (which occaisionally
appear unmoved as prepositional phrases with the
preposition kwa) and places them directly in front of
the direct object and after the main verb, Hence the
moved indirect object acquires the syntactic position of
a direct object. At the same time the verb gets its
object concord from the moved indirect object rather
than from the direct object: -

(161) a, ni-li-m-pe m-toto ki-tabu
I-PAST-him-bive SG~child SC-book

"I gave the child the book."

b, ¥nilikipe kitabu mtoto

(0.K. with the nonsensical reading 'l gave the
child to the book.')
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c. *nilikipe mtoto kitabu
This shows that the verb is agreeing with the first NP
in the VP,
We have seen that there are rules copying subject and
objecf clitic forms onto the verb, David Perlmutter
has observed that when clitics are formed and moved, there
are only two places they can go: to the verb, as they
do in Swahili, or to second position in the sentence,
as they do in Walbiri (of course, this applies only to
clitics formed from major constituents of the sentence:
clitics formed within an NP, such as copies of the pos-
sessor of that NP, will move the head R, and likewise
in PP). This suggests that a grammatical description
of clitics in a language will consist of two components:
one which ways where, when formed, they will go. The
other component describes the conditions under which
they are formed in the first place. In Swahili the grammar
will contain a statement to the effect that clitics |
go to the verb, and it will furthermore contain the
two statements that subject clitics are generated
obligatorily and that object clitics are generated
optionally., The movement statement will then cause
them to be swept to the verb, Once they get there, they
will be ordered by a Surface Structure Constraint in

the manner of Perlmutter (1971).
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1.2,1.2.3. Relative Verbs: Swahili relative clauses

fall into two classes: those with a relative kihusiano

in slot IV of the verb of srel' and those with the kihusiano
attached to a particle amba appearing at the front of

the clause., Since the restrictions on the former
construction reveal the nature of the latter and the

reasons for its existence, I shall discuss it first.

“hen a relative kihusiano appears in slot IV,
the number of possible tense-aspect distinctions becomes
greatly reduc~ed, If the verb is negative, negation must
be expressed by a prefix si appearing in slot III, the
tense-asvect slot, ord all tense-aspect distinctions
become neutralized. There is also a generic relative,
in which slot TIT is empty and slot IV hops around to
the end of the verb, slots II and V remaining in their
0ld positions, and there are in addition progressive (na)
past (1i) and future (taka) tenses, to the cxclusion
of all others.,

The question now arises: what fills slot IV and
how does it get there? Slot IV is filled with the
kihusiano of Nprel' However in order for the kihusiano
to get there and hence for a relative verdb to be
possibple, HPrel must bear an appropriate syntactic
relations to Spe1?

I will examine what happens when NPrel bears

various syntactic relations to S ‘lhen Eprel is

rel’
the subject, both the relative kihusiano and the subject
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concord appear on the verb, \le have therefore examples

such as the following:

(162) a., m-tu a-li-ye-ki-soma ki-tabu hiki
SG-man SB~-PAST-RZI -0B-read SG-book this

"a man who read this book"

b, m-tu a-si-ye-soma
SG-man SB=-NEG-Ril-read

"a man who does nat read"

c. mimi n-a-sema ni-taka~-ye-kuwa
I SB-FRES-say S5-FUT-RiL-be

Sultani wenu
Sultan your

“I say it, who will be your Sultan."
From these examples we can discern various things about
the rule generating relative vihusiano. First of all,
it is a rule distinct from the one generating subject
concords. In these examples both rules apply. Secondly,
all the rule has to do is specify that a relative vihuiano
is created, I propose that this creation itself proceeds
in two steps. I'irst there is a specification that

NPrel
specification that it produces a clitic, The creation

is specially marked, and then there is a

of the relative clitic is quite independent of the

creation o the subject clitic, and subsequent to

these processes pronoun deletion disposes of KP.gys The
vihusiano, as well as all the other clitics,

actually get to the verb by a rule which merely moves
clitics to the verdb, This rule appears to apply at various
stages of the derivation: for example after subject clitic

formation and also after kihuisiano formation, Note from
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(162¢c) that even when NP is first person one gets the

rel

3rd person kihusiano. I don't know why this is the case.
If NPrel i1s object, its kihusiano also appears on

the verb, and the object concord may or may not appear:

(163) a. mtu u-na-ye-m-saidia
man you-PRCG-REL-him-assist

"the person you are assisting"

b. ki-tabu a-ki-taka-cho Hamisi
SG-book he-OB-want-REL Hamisi

"the book which Hamisi wants"

¢c. kitabu atakacho Hamisi
"the book which Hamisi wants”

These sentences illustrate another rule which has the
effect of moving the relative verb to the front of the
relative clause, instead of leaving it behind the subject
where it normally would appear in a main clause.

If Hprel is the direct object of a verb that has
an indirect object in the construction where the indirect
object is a naked NP preceding the direct object, then
its kihusiano still apvears on the verdb, even though

an object concord for I'P is in this case quite

rel
impossible:

(164) Dvarua ni-taka-yo-mw-andikia
letter I-FUT=REL-him-write

"the letter which I shall write to him"
This last example illustrates quite clearly the independence
of relative kihusiano creation from subject and object

concord creation,
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Relative vihusiano are found attached to the verbd
with two further types of NP1} NPrel.which are

objects of the prepositions kwa and na (kwa rather

rarely), and I'P vhich are adverbial modifiers of place,

rel
tine and manner. Examples of these phenomena are given

below:

(165) a. ma-embe ni-li-yo-kuwa na-yo
PL-mango I-FAST-Rcl-be with-then

"the mangoes which I was with," meaning
"the mangoes which I had"

b, fimbo u-li-yo-pig-wa na=yo
stick you-PAST=-REL-hit-PASSIVE with-it
*the stick that you were hit with"

¢c. rafiki ni-li-o-sema na-o
friends I-FAST-REL-talk with-them

*my friends who I was talking with"

d. a-ta-weze ku-salimika na ile ibu
he~-FUT-be able INF-cscape from the stigma
va-li-yo-m-tia chapa kwa-yo

they-PAST-REL-him-put brand with-it

wa~zee wake
PL-elder his

"iill he be able %o escape the stigma with
wvhich his parents have branded him?"

“Ihile Nprel is alocative in srel’ NPhd may function either

as a subject or object or an adverbial in the main clause;

(166) a, tu-me-pa-ona a-li-po-pigana
we-PZRF=-CB-see there he-PAST-RZIlL-fight
(loec)

na simba
with lion
"le have seen the spot where he fought with
the lion,"

b, hamna kitanda chumba-ni a-na-mo-lala

there is not bed room-LOC he-PROG-KilL-gleep
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“There is not a bed in the room in which he is
sleeping,.”

“hen NPrel is temporal, locative vihusiano, notably po,
are used, "hen it is a manner adverbial, the special
kihusiano vyo is used:

(167) a. a-li-po-sema, watu wakckimbia

he-PAST-RZL~-gsay people fled
(temp)

"\'hen he spoke, the people all fled,"
b, i-li-tuka jinsi wu-li-vyo-eleza

S3-PAST-happen manner you-FAST-REL-explain
(manner)

*It happened in the manner that you have
explained,”

e can observe that all of *!.e usages of the relative

verb have it in commor that !'P is dominated by S

rel rel
without there being an NF dominatiny °'F and dominated

“rel
hy S In fact, irf “Prel is the object of tha complement

rel’
of a verb, the possessor of something, or thc ~bject of a
substantial preposition such a3 katika 'in' (remember

that Zatika phrases show agrecment evidence of bveing I'F),
the relative verd cannot be used, Relative marking

in Swahili thus appears to obey the original A-over-A
constraint,

In order to express a relative clause in which ﬁprel
is buried inside another !.P it is necessary to use the
amha-construction, which I discuss in the next sectlon,
Note that this account of the constraint depends cruclally
on kwa and na phrases not being I'P at the time N2he1

applies (presumeabdly deep structure),
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1.2.1.2.4, Amba: Relative clauses in which NP.gy is
buried under NP can be expressed by the amba construction,
as well as relative clauses in which NP.gq 18 not so
buried. Hence the amba construction can always be used
in place of a relative verb. In this construction the
kihuiano of NP

rel
which begins the clause, and the verb is a normal verbd

appears attached to the word amba,

with all the tense, mood and nesgation possibilities
of a main clause verb, Some examplés of the amba
construction are as follows:
(168) a., vi-tu amba-vyo h-u-ta-vi-taka
PlL-thing amba-RiL LEG~you-FUT-them-want

kesho vi-weke sandukuni
tomorrow them-put into the box

"Put the things which you will not want
tomorrow into the box."
b, yale amba~-yo Kkwa-yo
those FL-word amba-Ril, by-them

a~li-wa-dangaya wenziwe
he-FAST-them-deceived companions-~his

ha-ya-sahaulik-i
NEG they-be forgotten-NiG

"Those statements by which he deceived his
companions will not be forgotten,"
Cc. Wwa-na-weze ku-chukua ma-sanduku
they-PROG-be able to-carry FL-box
ma-kubwa, amba-yo sisi watu wawili au

PL-big amba~RLL us people two or
wvatatu ha-tu-wez-i ku-ya=-inua

three [iiG~-we-be able~-NzZG INF-them-1ift
(not REL)

""hey are able to carry huge boxes which two
or even three of us could not 1lift,"
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d. walifika katika bustani amba-yo
they arrived in garden amba-yo
ndani yake mna ma-ua ya kila
interior its were in PL-flower of every
rangi
color

"They came to a garden in which were flowers
of every color.,"

e, 1ile nyumba amba-yo paa lake li-me-ungua -
the house amba-REL roof its SB~FiRF-scorched

"the house, the roof of which was scorched”

f. yule jumbe amba-ye tu-li-zugumza
the messenger amba-RzZL we-FAST-.converse

habari zake
news  his

"the messenger about whom we were conversing"
It is clear from the above examples that “Prel in the
clause following amba is being treated exéctly as an
ordinary pronoun, The question then is how does amba

preserve NP from marking, and why does it allow Nprel

rel
to appear within NP and complement S?

The amba construction is rather new: until around
the turn of the century structures that one must use
amba to relativize were unrelativizable in Swahili,
Furthermore amba is the stem of a verb meaning °'to speak.'
Although amba alone has dropped out of usage, one of
its voice-deriviatives, ambia 'to speak to' is still
widely used, D, Perlmutter tells me that in languages
where there are strong restrictions on what may bve
relativized, a very common way of evading these restrice-

tions is to say such things as 'the book of which I saw
that Mary believes John wrote it.' Note that in this
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sentence NPre1 is in the topmost clause, and it has

a coreferent embedded inside a believe-clause, which in
a language like Swahili would be an impossible context.
to relativize out of directly. I therefore propose
that amba is in fact a highly defective, semantically
empty verdb which takes tow arguments: Nprel' and the
S which expresses the content of the relative clause.
This would allow us to keep a simmple restriction on

NP .oy marking in Swahili, with the amba construction
being a frozen form of a construction designed to

evade the effects of the constraint. I believe that this
hypothesis is attractive, and its further verification
should prove an interésting task.

There are two further sets of facts which the hypothesis
must come to grips with, although I am not sure of their
singificance. First, there are sentences in which a
relative kihusiano appears both on amba and on the verb;

(169) a. mimi amba-~ye ni-taka-ye watoto
I amba-REL I-want-kEL children

si-wa-pata
NEGsI-them~-receive

"I -who want children do not get them.”
b, mahali amba-po i-li-po-fungiliwa
place amba-REL SB-PAST=-RiL~be unfurled

bandera ya Kiingereza
flag of England

"a place where the British flag had been
unfuried"

I suspect that this may have something to do with the
‘double relativization' in English that we find in such
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sentences as "The man who they tortured by dburning holes
in with cigarettes was not pleased."” For some reason
both “Prel and its cecreferent in the complement of amba
acquire the “Prel mark, and both are treated as usual
by the cliticization rule'applying to KP bearing this
mark.,

Secondly, there are certain dialects in which not only
does amba get the kihusiano of "Prel suffixed to it,
but it also gets the subject concord of NPrel prefixed
to it, Jjust as if Nprel were its near-surface subject,
Hence in the KiVumba dialect of the southern Kenya
coast (Last African Swahilil Committee, 1956-1958) we

have sentences such aé the following:

(170) a. ambo l-amba-lo 1l-a-ni-dhuru ndi-lo
thing S3-amba-REL SB-FRZS-me-hurts is-it
hili
this
"The thing that hurts me is this."

b, wewe w-amba-e ku-na-n-anta ni mwivi
you SB-amba-Ril. you=-PiRF-me-say I thief
mbona k'-u-vi-ono vy-amba-vyo
why  you=liG-them-see SB-amba=-R=L
si-kw-achii
l-you-left

"You who accuse me of being a thief, why
did you not notice the things I left for you?"

A finel fact is that in this dialect, as well as in the
standard language, the amba may be followed Ly kwamba,
a complementizer frequently used to introduce indirect

discourse¢, Hence we have these examples:
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(171) a., ni-me-sikia kwamba mwitu u-ki-washwa
I-PiRF-heard that forest S5-if-is put to

moto, u-ta-ungua wote
fire SB-FUT-burn all

"I have heard that if fire is put to
the forest it will burn away completely."

b. watu amba-0 kwamba wa tayari
people amba-RiL that SB ready

"people who are ready"
These examples suggest that the surface structure of the
amba-relative is roughly like (172):

(172) _NP.
NP/ \s
a””’

hd

- rel\\\\vp
N

amba

NP

The ajparent peculiarities of the amba-relative
clauses may thus have areasonable explanation, with
the complexities in NPrel marxing being consequences
of its interaction with other constructions. This
concludes my discussion of Swahili,

l1.2.1.3. Ceneral Remarks on Nprel Marking: ‘e may observe

that there is also NPLe1 marking not associated with
movemement in the Indic languages discussed earlier:
Sanskrit, Hindi and Marathi, as well as in labuiag.
Although relative pronouns often wind up at the front
of the sentence in the Indic languages, their
propensity for scrambling makes it difficult to tell

whether NP is scrambled to the front, or gets there

rel
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by a special optional rule,

What is the mechanism for‘NPrel marking? We could
have the markers be generated in the base, or transformationally.
There is little solid ground to determine the choice.

In section 2.3. I will describe a p;oposal for performing
the marking in the base,

One will observe that the vast majority of languages
that have marking of NP, in an embedded relative
construction have it in a post-relative structure., I
know of only two languages that have it in pre-relatives,
the closely related Northwest Caucasian languages Abkhaz

and Abaza, In these languages NP is deleted by ordinary

rel
pronominalization processes, but regular rules which put
agreement markers on constituents to which the NP bears
certain grammatical relations (subject, object, possessor,
etc.) put the markers in a special form when the NP is

NP These phenomena are described in (Anderson, in

rel’
preparation).

We may finally observe that the paucal relative of
English (section 1.1,2.,2.) provides an example of
NPrel marking in an internal head relative clause, We
thus see that NPrel may be marked in all the varieties
of relative clause structure that we have discerned,
1.,2.2. Deletion of NP o098
merely disappears. There is a fundamental question of

In many languages NPrel

mechanism to which we have no answer: does the disappearance
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come about by a bona fide deletion transformation, or
is there instead generation of a phonologically null
element in the deep structure position of Nprel‘ Lacking
an answer to this question, I shall speak of NPrel Deletion
knowing that the term 'Deletion' is perhaps merely suggestive.

Perlmutter (1972) suggested a test for distinguishing
languages with deletion of NPrel from languages in
which there was free deletion of anaphoric pronouns,
including NPrel. He proposed that the former, but not
the latter languages obyed island constraints. Recent
work by Keenan (1972) calls this into doubt, Keenan
observes that many languages in which NPre1 is represented
by a pronoun rather than being deleted obey island-1ike
constraints on where NPrel may be found, |

For these reason I will accept as true NP Deletion

rel
languages only languages in which there are NPrel that
disappear that could not be removed by free pronoun

deletion, I will consider two such languages: Turkish,
where the deletion happens in a pre-relative clause,

and Modern Greek, in which it takes place in a post-relative,
1.2.2,1, Turkish: 1In section 1.1.1.2.2. I said that
Turkish had deletion of Nprel' but I did not demonstrate

it. This I now proceed to do,
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In Turkish unstressed subject and possessor pronouns
are regularly dropped. Hence one gets examples like (173):

(173) Qe gel"'di
come-PAST

"He came,"

b. Hasan baba-syny g8rdt
Hasan father-his-~-ACC saw

"Hagan saw his father." (Hasan's or someone .
else's)

¢, Hasan Crhan-\n\ baba-si-ni gbrdil
Hasan Crhan-GEN father-his-ACC saw

"Hasan saw Orhan's father,"
(1732) the subject pronoun has disappeared. In (173b)
the genitive pronoun with which the agreement suffix
=S} is apgreeing has vanished. In (173c) we see a sentence
vith full NP in the place of these missing ingredients.
Though subject and genitive pronouns vanish, object
pronouns do not. Hence we have these sentences:

(174) Hasan, Fatma=-nin¥o-nu) bl-dur-ecegli-ni
Hasan Fatma-GEN (he-ACC) die-CAUSE-FUT-her-ACC

diistinltlyor
thinks

"Hasan; thinks that Fatma will kill himi' j."
“’e see that the object pronoun of (174) is not freely
deleteable, But when Nprel is a direct object, it
always disappears:

(175) Crhan-in (%o-nu) gdr-di -t acdan clkts
Orhan-GEl (he-ACC) see-}Cli=his man left

"Mhe man who Crhan saw left,"
This deletion of the pronoun shows that there is in
fact a rule of Nprel deletion at work.,

Ve can make an interesting contrast between Turkish
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and 2nglish., Both English and Turkish have free relatives.
The Turkish free relative looks exactly like a pre-
relative, but has no head, Hence we have (176):

(176) Hasan-in al-d\éil-n\ g8rdtim
Hasan-GEN Luy-NOM-his-ACC I saw

"I saw what Hasan hought."
In English, however, we must form the free relative
with a relative pronoun: we cannot use the that-relative
or the contact relative construction, It would appear
than that we would need two kinds of NP3 deletion:
one kind sensitive to the presence of a head, and the
other kind not. . There is, however, a possible escape
from this conclusion,

Vle can paraphrase (176) with (177), which is
identical in structure except that the relative clause
is a pre-relative on the head NP gey 'thing.':

(177) Hasanyn ald\¥ geyi gdrdtim
We could claim that (176) was derived from (177) by
a rule of gey-deletion, An immediate objéction to
this proposal is that one should not delete lexical
items. This may be countered by proposing that gey
is a 'pronominal N': a noun head that is really a
pronoun, like ‘Yplace,' 'time,' and 'thing' in English,
Since pronouns are members of a closed category, their
deletion is not in pronciple as objectionalbe as deletion

of real lexical items, See (Andrews 1974) for discussion.
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I add as a cautionary note, however, that Navajo, which
offers a free relative construction that cannot be analysed
as a headed relative clause, does not need to have a

rule of Nprel deletion, This potential source of
testimony as to whether there is NP.o, deletion in

underlying headless relative clauses is not in fact

available,

l1.2,2.2, Modern Greek: I'odern Greek has two relative

clause constructions., Cne, characteristic of the literary
(Katharevousa) language, has a relative pronoun'g_ggigg
(taking various inflectional forms) that is preposed
to the front of the relative clause, g_ggigg is distinct
from the interrogative pronoun Riéé 'wvho?' ti 'whai?.'
The other construction, characteristic of the colloquial
(Demotic) language, has a relative complementizer pu.
| NPrel is deleted or retained as a pronoun, I shall here
investigate the vroperties of the pu-relative,

liodern Greek is an SVC language with scrambling,
prepositions, wreceding complementizers and conjunctions,
and post-relative clauses., There are three cases on
NPs nomiﬁative, genitive and accusative, Pronouns come
in both clitic and nonclitic forms, Verbs are inflected
for the person and number of their subjects, and there
are no subject clitics, nonémphatic subjects being simply
deleted, Nonemphat;c direct and indirect objects appear
as clitic pronouns on the verdb, the direct object clitics

being accusative, the indirect objects genitive, Full
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NP indirect objects do not appear in the genitive, but
rather as objects of the preposition ge, of which we
will have more to say in the sequel. In addition to
case, nouns and their dependents are inflected for
number (sg/pl) and gender (masc/fem/neut). These markings
will not be noted in the glosses.

‘e can see from the following examples that ordinary
anaphoric object pronoun clitics are not deleted freely:

(178) a. o leonf{dhas vrixe ton kdsta
the: !0l Leonidas:NCl found the:ACC Costa:ACC

ke 1 mar {ka #(ton) skgkose

and the:l'Cl Maria:NCM him:ACC killed

“Leonidas found Costa and lMaria killed him."
b o0 leon{dhas nom{zi oti i

the:NCl: Leonidas:IiOLl: thinki3 that the:NOM

mar{ka tha #(ton) skotdsi
Maria:NCl FUT him:ACC kill

"Leonidhas thinks that MNaria will kill him."

Howevser an NP object of a verb must be deleted;

rel
(179) o 5hdras pu  (#*ton) {aha fne
the:h0l! mansiNCH R=TL him:ACC I saw is
o leonfhhas

the: Gl LeonidassNOM
"The man who I saw is Leonidhas."”

Indirect object and possessive clitics on the other
hand must be left behind in clitic form as ‘'returning
pronouns’:

(180) a, 1 yindka pu *(tis) ¢dhosa to vivlfo
the woman REJ, she:iGXii I gave the book

"the woman who I gave the book to"
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b, 1 yingka pu &kxlepsa to vivifo #(tis)
the woman REL I stole the book she s G

"the woman whose book I stole"
It is worth noting that in poetry accusative "prel may
be left gehind, as, for example, in the following
two lines of Seferiss

(181) phno s-to dzdmi afto pu to xtipf i vrox{
upon at-the window this RzZI it strikes the rain

V /
apo ton ekso kosmo
from the outside world

"upon this window struck by the rain/from the
outside world" (lythistorema 6, Keeley and
Sherrard (1969)),
e may observe that it is the genitive clitics that are
leTt H:hind, and the accusatives (and presumadbly the
noninatives) tiit are deleted,
There is a constraint on relativization that Ry
must either be deleted or appear as a clitic rronoun.
Full 'P or nonclitic pronominal NP are ﬁngranmatical.
This fact, together with some features of the system
of prepositions, leads to *there bein. an entertainingly
unsayable class of sentences in iodern Greek, To
exhihit them we must investirzate the syntax of prepositional
phrases,
There are two kinds »f rreyositions in iiodern Greek,
There are first the simple prrepositions, which take
accusative P objects. Some of these are ge 'to, at, on';

me 'with'; apo 'from'; ya 'for'; 59;15, ggfxos ‘without,’
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The simple prepositions take their objects in the accusative

case, Hence we have g-to t;apééi ‘on the table,' me tin

kopéig 'with the ¢girl,* apo to xorid *'from the village.'

Nonclitic pronouns are treated exactly like ordinary NP:
s' artéh 'to him.' But there is a constraint that the

object cannot be a clitic: *#gton, #stou, *me ton, *me tu,

etc. Since se, me, and apo are clearly proclitics,

we might explain the phenomenon by proposing a restriction

that a clitic cannot take a clitic as head. But since

the status of the other simple preposttions is not clear

to me, I cannot rely on this explanation for the constraint.
There are then the adverbial prepositions, which

are much more numerous than are the simple ones. These

include g_a_g_f 'with,’ ,l_(_o_r_x_gé 'near,' and lt_é_;g_ ‘under.' They

take as objects not NF, but prepositional phrases in the

three simple prepositions se, me and apo ('at/to,' ‘'with'

and 'from'). ''e hence find magiime to korftsi 'with the

gi»l,"* kondda sto spiti 'near the house,' and k;to apo to
trapezi ‘'under the table,’ maz{ me aftih 'with her.’

There 1s also a construction in which the adverbial
prepositions take a clitic pronominal object. In the

place of the simple prepositional phrase one merely puts

a genitive clitic: maz{ tis 'with her,' ggggélig 'near

him,"* Kéigmgg 'under it, him.' It is thus the case that
clitic objects can only appear with the adverbial prepositions.
It is also worth noting that the adverbvial prepositions,

but not the simple, can 'predeterminer modification' as
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described by (Bresnan 1973) and extended to iEnglish
prepositional phrases by (Jackendeff 1973): pio pera
apo ta vuné 'further beyond the mountains,' This fact
&s well as the cliticization phenomena suggest that
the adverbial prepositions have a signficant featural
relationship to the major categories. There is no
such evidence for the simple prepositions.

Now let us consider relativization, If HPLo1 is
the object of an adverbial preposition, NPrey is represented
by a genitive clitic on the prevosition, and there is
no problems

/
(182) 1 Xopela pu kdthisa kondd tis
the girl REL I sat near her:GaN

"the girl I sat near"

If, however, LP is the object of a simple preposition,

rel
the the pu construction simply can't be used;
(183) #i% kopé&a pu m{iisa me ( ;}gir )
the girl R=] I spoke with her

"/e are forced to use the relative pronoun o _opios:

/ /
(184) 3 xopela me tin op{;n milisa
the girl with whom 1 spoke

"the g£irl with whom 1 spake”
The morphologically sensitive reader will perhaps have

noted that o opfbs is of the form Definite Article + opfqg.

a form paralell in its make~up to l'r, lequelle, It, il quale
and the archaic £nglish the which, It is surely not
accidental or a congsequence of borrowing that so many

relative pronouns are of this form,
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On the basis of Modern Greek we make an observation

that is of interest in the formalization of relativization
rules. There are two morphological entities that may

serve as "Prei' a clitic pronoun, and the relative

pronoun o opfos. The latter, but not the former,

preposes, This shows that the rule is being conditioned

not merely by the fact that a certain NP is Nprel' but

by the presence of an actual formative,

l1.2,3. Movement of Nprel' Movement of NPrel is sufficiently
familliar to need 1little discussion here. I wish, however,

to make certain observations,

It is generally that the head of a relative clause
is part of the environment for fronting in a relative
clause, If English headless relatives are derived from
underlyingly headless structures, then this position is
untenable, Rather.the conditioning factur would
presumably the the 'R’ that I propose to introduce
relative clauses,

Recent work by Chomsky (1973) is compatible with
this claim, Chomsky writes wh Movement as follows
(Chomsky 1973 ex., 199b)i

(185) wh Movement: in the structure
CsCoomp X1v Xz0 X530 #¥H], X4, wh, X,]

the sixth termm fills the position of x2 and
is replaced by PRO,

+WH is Q; -WH s R and also the that in ordinary complements.
Hence (185) is wh Movement in both questions ana relative

clauses, The 'wh' in term 6 is not the formative wh , but
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a feature attached to the constituent that actually moves.

Hence, in to whom did you talk?, the wh is attached to

the prepositional phrase to whom.

This treatment avoids a difficulty which would otherwise
appear in Chomsky's theory of wh Movement. Chomsky proposes
that wh Movement removes a wh word from an embedded S
by moving it on each cycle to the COMP of the 8 being
cycled on., Hence one gets who does Bill think Mary likes

by way of the intermediate stage Bill thinks who Mary likes.

Since wh Movement may either extract an NP from within
a PP or else move the whole PP, we have a problem
in explaining the ungrammaticality of who does Bill think

to Mary gave a record. By saying that in the underlying
structure of to whom does Bill think iMary gave a record,

the feature wh as attached to the PP, we explain why
the entire PP must again move when we reapply (185)
to the intermediate structure Bill thinks to whom Mary
gave a book.
This formalization also accomplishes the desireable

effect of eliminating the 'Pied Piping Convention' of

(Ross 1967). In Pied Piping, the wh movement transformation
mentions a wh-marked term, and the rule actually moves
another. An attempt to build this into a theory of rule
application would invelve substantial complications. Under
Chomsky's treatment, the terms mentioned in the structural

description are those used in the structural change.
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Recent work by Bresnan, some of which is presented
in (Bresnan 1974b), promises to provide an alternative
to Chomsky's account in which both the Pied Piping
Convention and the abstract wh are eliminated.

I will close by pointing out that preposing of NP..oq
is a minority strategy: it is quite common in Indo-European,
but rather rare otherwise. I might also add that I have
found no counterexamples to the claim of (Bresnan 1970)
that wh words in relative clauses and questions move
across variables to the right, but not to the left.

1,3. The Extraction Analysis: I will here discuss a
variety of languages in which there exist phenomena that
suggest the correctness of the proposal that the heads

of embedded relative clauses with heads are extracted

from within them. I do not believe that these descriptions
contain knockdown arguments for the proposals, but the
sltuations descrived are such that both friends and foes

of this analysis should investigate carefully.

1.3.1. Japanese: In many languages we observe a
restriction that when the embedded relative clause

has a head, NP must be pronominal, This is compatible

rel
with and somewhat supportive of the extraction analysis,
On the other hand it would appear that if NPre1 and NPhd
could be full NP with different head NP, the extraction
analysis would be completely disconfirmed,

At first blush this is the situation obtaining

in Japanese, In section 1,1.1.2.2, I observed the
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grammaticality of the following:

(186) watakusi ga sono hito no namae
I SUBJ that person GEN name OBJ

wasurete simatta okyaku-san
have forgotten guest

"a guest whose name I have forgotten"
(Martin 1972) describes a similar construction which
appears in certain dialects of English: "The are the
guys who Bill says the bastards stole your car!"™ This
construction is highly marginal, many speakers rejecting

it out of hand., The position of NP is occupied by

rel
an epithet, and the entire construction has a distinctly
pejorative tone, (186), on the other hand, is a perfectly
ordinary noun phrase of Japanese, 1 suspect, then,

that Martin's examples are derived by some sort of
non-transformational deformation of syntactic structures:
amalgamatory insertion of an epithet into an empty position
created by the preposing of who, The process is perhaps

a syntactic counterpart to the phonetic and morphological
deformations describec in Nootka by Sapir (1963).

(186), on the other hand, appears to be a bona fide

product of Japanese syntax, and to destroy any hope for
an extraction analysis of Japanese relative clauses,
There, however, considerations which potentially reverse
the import of (1986),

Kuno (1973) has proposed that NP in Japanese is

rel
always the theme of Nprel' the theme being the preposed

NP followed by wa that was mentioned in 1.1,.1.2.2,
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The theme needn't have a coreferent in the clause, If
there is a coreferent, however, it is most usual for

it to be deleted. Under certain circumstances, however,
it needn't ve, and may surface as a full NP with head

N distinet from that of the theme. I refer the reader
to (Kuno 1973) and (McCawley 1972) for discussion.

We have thus (187), in which the theme has no coreferent,
and (188), in which the coreferent of the theme is a
full NP distinct from the theme:

(187) sakana wa tai ga  ii
fish THEME red-snapper SUBJ good-is

“Speaking of fish, red snapper is the best."

(188) ano okyaku-san wa watakusi ga sono hito
that guest THEME I SUBJ that person

no namae o wasurete simatta
GEN name OBJ have forgotten

"Speaking of that guest, I have forgotten his name"
There is, however, the requirement, common to all
anaphora, that the coreferent be a more general noun
phrase than the initial theme, Hence (189) is ungrammatical:

(189) #ano hito wa watakusi ga sono okyaku-san
that person THEME 1 SUBJ that guest

no namae o wasurete simatta
GEN name OBJ have forgotten

With this in mind, we may reconsider (186)..

It is required that there be no theme on the surface
In relative clauses, Hence (190) are ungrammatical noun
phrasess

(190) a. *sono okyakusan wa watakusi ga sono hito no
name o wasurete simatta okyakusan

LN
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b. *sono hito wa watakusi ga sono hito no
namae o wasurete simatta okyakus-san

This theme must then obligatorily disappear.

Fiengo (1974) has pointed out the suspicious
nature of positing elements which are 'positive absolute
exceptions®' to deletion: elements that are obligatorily
identical to some other element and obligatorily delete
under identity with it. We have two alternatives to
postulating that the vanishing theme of the relative
clause is obligatorily identical to the head and obligatorily
deleted due to identity with it. We can suppose that
the theme is moved into head position, or we can
suppose that it is underlying a pronoun or a null element.
If we pick this latter alternative, we will be violating
the generalization noted with respect to #(189), that
a theme must be leés general that its coreferent. The
former analysis avoids this problem, as well as the proolem
of positing such obligatorily identical obligatorily
deleting elements.

As the extraction hypothesis would predict, and as
we would expect anyway, the head of the relative clause
must be less general than any surviing coreferents
within it. Hence (191) is bvad, just as is (189):

(191) *watakusi ga sono okyakusan no namae o
I SUBJ that guest GEN name OBJ

wasurete simatta hito
have forgotten person

"the guest/person whose name I have forgotten"

Kuno's hypothesis clearly removes (186) from the class of
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clear counterexamples to the extraction analysis, and may
well con' art it into a strong argument for the proposal,
It also eliminates a counterexample to the general claim
that when there is a head to an embedded relative clause,
NPrel must delete or be pronominal,

l1.3.2, Micmae: This example was presented by (Hale 1970),
It involves the category of obviation. When there

are two third person NP in an S, the second becomes
obviative, This is illustrated in the folowing:

(192) a, tjghn elogoet
man work

"The man is working."

b. -8pit nemiat-l tjimno-1
woman see-~-0BV,.0B man-0OBV

"The woman sees the man,"
But if the subject of a sentence (the first NP in it) is
is the object

NPhd of a relative clause in which Nprel
(second NP in Srel)’ then NP, , becomes obviative in
accordance with the situation prevailing in Srel’ not

in accordance with the structure of the main clause:

(193) +tjimno-1 t3n 8pit nemiat-l na elogoe-1itl
man-0BV REL woman see-OBV.0B prt work-OBV,.SUBJ

"The man who the woman sees is working.”
Nphd is thus here being assigned to a grammatical

category on the basis of the status of NP
6

rel’

1l.3.3, Persian:” Persian is an SOV language, but it has
prepositions, preceding conjunctions, and following
modifiers in NP, Relativization is reminiscent of

that in Demotic Greek, The relative clause is a post-
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relative, with NPrel deleted if it is a subject or an

object, otherwise left behind as a pronoun. “There is,
however, no clitic/nonclitic distinction,

There is a formative ¢ (which I gloss MD), which
is attached to the head of any post-head modifier if
that modifier is itself followed by a modifier. There
is also a Specific Accusative marker ra, which I éhall
gloss ag ACC, This marks direct objects that are
specific. See (Browne 1972) for discussion of the
function of ra, ra follows the NP, and e is not inserted
before it. Hence we have the following:

(194) a, ketab-e bozorg (ra)
book~-MD big ACC

"(the) big book"

.~ b, ketab-e bozorg-e mm (ra)
book-MD big-MD I ACC

"my big book"

Note that possession is rendered as in (194b) by placing
the possessor NP after the head as if it were an adjective.
In the relative clause construction the e does not
appear, Instead NPhd is followed by a formative i
which may also be placed after an NP to render it

indefinite, Hence:

(195) a, ketab-i (ra) ke didmm
book~-IND ACC REL I saw
"the book I saw"”
b. mard-i ke be u ketab didem
man-IND REL to him book I gave
"the man I gave a book to"
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But there is a strange twist in the use of ra.
Normally ra is obligatory in a specific object. But
if one has an NPhd that is a direct object in the

main clause where NP is a subject in the relative,

rel
then ra is optional on NP, 4+ and, likewise, if NP.o1

is subject in the main clause and NP is object in

rel
the relative clause, then ra is optional again. Hence

it appears that when an NP is modified by a relative
clause one may look either at the role of NPhd in

the matrix or of NP,y in the relative clause to determine
the case-marking of Nphd' |

Some examples of this from Lambton (1953) are:

(196) a. an zmi (ra) ke diruz amged
that woman:IND (ACC) REL yesterday came
didoem
I saw
"I saw the woman who came yesterday,"

b, zeni (ra) ke didid injast.

womans IND (ACC) REL you saw is here
"The woman you saw is here,"

c., ketab-i (ra) ke be mpem dadid
book-IND (ACC) REL to me Yyou gave

gom Sode *st
is lost

Frome these facts of case-marking, and from the appearance

of the i (recall that NP in Crow internal head relative

rel
clauses have indefinite morphology) one might well be
able to work up an argument that the heads of Persian
relative clauses are extracted from within them,

(Jeanne 1974) has proposed an analysis of Hopi
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relativization which makes curcial use of the inaneritance

by NP, . of the case of NP in a manner somewhat reminiscent

hd rel
of, although significantly different from, Persian,

Before leaving the subject I will observe that the
available evidence for the extraction analysis all involves
cases where Nprel is not a relative pronoun, but is an
ordinary pronoun or is deleted. Consider in English the -

contrast the headway (that) we made and #the headway which

we made., This is comforting in light of the fact that
one of the major problems with the analysis is insuring
that the wh formative on relative pronouns gets universally

left behind during extraction,

Footnotes to Chapter 1

1, DMuch of the research in this chapter.was supported by
grant OEC-0-70-4986(8234) from the Office of iducation to
Swephen Anderson at Language Research Foundation., The
contents of this chapter differ substantially both from
the report to CZC co-authored with Anderson and also from
various preliminary drafts of mine that have been informally
circulatgd. Notu, Tagalog, French and Breton were omitted
because Anderson wrote or revised the sketch, and Hopi,
Vielch and Dagbani were omitted for reasons of space and time,
Japanese was added, and Navajo and Marathi were substantially
expanded,

I am indebted to Ken Hale, Dave Perlmutter, Hu Matthews,

Paul Kiparsky Haj Ross and Mary Lou Walch and Roy Wright
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for commenting on earlier drafts of this chapter. I am
also indebted to many people for helping me with particular
languages. They are indicated in footnotes, in the text,
and in the index of languages and sources that appears as
an appendix to this chapter., I finally thank Stephen
Andsrson for getting me interested in the subject and
supporting much of my work in it.

2, Sandy Chung has assured that Churchward (1934), upon
which this is based, is accurate for the modern language.
3. Robert Underhill taught me most of what I know about
Esgkimo,

4., I have been greatly assisted with Japanese by Susumu
Kuno and Shosuke Haraguchi.

5. ‘iha=Chun Kim provided the information about Korean,
6. Sharad Gupti was extremely generous of his time in
teaching me enough about Marathi to write this section.
S.D., Joshi volunteered the first referential multiple-
neaded relative clause I encountered. Kashi Vali has
also been quite helpful,

7. Yayles Brown has given me advice on Fersian,
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Appendix to Chapter 1
Index of Languages and Sources

I give first the language, then the pages on which I discuss
it, then reference works on it, and finally those who have
provided me with information about it. Only languages
receiving substantial discussion are mentioned.

Crow: pp. 124-131; (Lowie 1944); Dale Oldhorn, George
Reed, Rose Chesarek,

English3 PP. 23"31' 75"82. 110-121.

Eskimo: pp. 37-43; (Kleinschimdt 1851), (Schultz-Lorentzen
1945), (Bergsland 1955); Robert Underhill.

Faroese: pp. 36-43; (Lockwood 1964),

Greek (Modern): pp. 154-159; Dimitri Konstantinidi.
Hindi: pp. rp. 93-97; (Donaldson 1971). '
Hottentot: pp. 58-61; (leinhof 1909).

Japaneses pp. 45-50, 161-165; (Kuno 1974), (licCawley 1972);
Susumu Kuno, Shosuke Haraguchi,

Mabuiag: op., 89-98; (Klokeid 1970).

Marathi: pp. 98-110; {Southworth and Kavadi 1965);
Sharad Gupti, Kashi Vaii, S.D. Joshi,

llicmac: pp. 165; (Hale 1970),

Navajo: pp. 6?-75, 110-121; (Platero 1974), (Perkins 1974),

é{agﬂmu1. 1974), (Pleztero and Hale 1974); Ken Hale, Paul
atero.

Persian: pp. 165-168; (Lambton 1953), (Browne 1970); Wayles
Browne,

Samoan pp. 33-36; (Churchward 1934); Sandy Chung,
Sansrkit: pp. 96=-97; (Viackernagel 1930),

Swehlili: pp., 131-149; (Ashton 1944), (Loogman 1965);
(Cast African Swahili Committee 1956-58),

Tivetan (Classical): pp. 57-58; (Lalou 1950).
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Turkish: pp. 50-57; (lewis 1953, 1967), (Underhill 1972).

Valbiri: pp.85-89; (Hale 1970), (Hale 1971, 1974 class
lectures).,
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2. Comparative Clauses: In this chapter I will dovote my

attention to the comparative clause construction of
English, I will follow the arrangement, and, to a
large degree, the content, of the classic article on
the subject by Bresnan (19?3).1 I will first consider
the head to which comparative clauses are attached, and
the the relation between the head and the clause,

In the treatment of the head I will adopt (with
minor revisions) the analysis proposed by Bresnan, and
will extend it to a construction not considered by her,
the indefinite comparative construction of such examples
as the more you study, the less you know. My primary
concern will be, however, with the metatheory in which
the analysis is formulated. I shall formulate certain
processes which Bresnan leaves vague, such as the rule
of QP Raising, and, more significantly, will propose a
system of conventions on rule application and constraints
on structure that, given some rather strong assumptions,
allow one to make a case that the analysis given is in
fact the most highly valued one for the data considered,
and that in several cases the most highly valued analysis
for subsets of the data predicts the remainder, This
amounts to making the claim that Bresnan's analysis is
internally Jjustified within a linguistic theory with a
significant degree of explanatory adequacy,

Bresnan supposed that comparative clauses were
generated within the determiners of the quantifier
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phrases that they modity. Using multiple headed comparatives
that are similar to the multiple headed relative clauses
of the preceding chapter, I will show that such a source
is untenable, I shall propose that comparative clauses are
generated in underlying structure. in the position that
they occupy on the surface, and will explain the phenomena
previously taken to support determiner generation of
comparatives in terms of a theory of extra-constituent
structure relations of the sort extensively used in the
previous chapter., This time, however, I will take a far
more formal approach to the material, providing a
formalization of the representation of the relations, and
proposing a system of language-universal conditions
governing permissable assignments of systems of relations
to conrtituent structures., These principlas will also
cover r;lative clauses as presented in the previous
chapter, and therefore constitute a unified theory
of determiner complementation.

2.1. The Head, Revisited: I will here review the
analysis provided by Bresnan of the head constituent
to which the comparative clause is attached, I shall
agsume Bresnan's base rules, and recast the transformational
part of her analysis within a particular metatheory., I
shall make a case that if the basic data from which
language learning proceeds is assumed to consist of a
set of surface string-deep structure pairs, then the
transformational part of the analysis is the most highly
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valued analysis provided by the metatheory that is coneistent
with the data, I will furthermore attempt to support
certain artlicles of the metatheory on the grounds that
they lead to analyses being selected by subsets of the
total range of data which those analyses explain., The
analysis will thus be argued to° be internally justified,
and the metatheory to be explanatorily potent.

The assumption that the basic data from which
language learning takes place consists of surface string-
deep structure pairings is unrealistically strong.
Nonetheless I belleve that results attained by means of
it may be valid and interesting. For it is likely that
glven a sufficlently restrictive theory of the semantic
interpretation of deep structure, there may be relatively
few ways of construing a string of words and phrases of
known meaning into a sentence with a coherent reading.
Consider, for example, the phrase many too many marbles.
uppose we are ignorant of the syntax of the language,
but we know that many and too many are quantity expressions,
the latter signifying excessive amount, and that marbles
is a count noun. Then one of the few ways of taking
the phrase semantically will be to take the first many

as qualifying too many, and many too many as qualifying
marbles, About the only alternative I can think of is

to take it as the predication many is too many marvles,
or something like that, The context might well serve to

eliminate many formally possible ways of semantically
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combining the elements of the string.

Given a sufficiently restrictive theory of semantic
interpretation, this string could lead to a uniquely
determined addition to the base component of the lang age
being learned:s namely the addition of the rules that
generate a deep structure that can be interpreted as
having the formally possible and pragmatically plausible
reading, and that can be related to the string by a
minimal, in this case by a null, set of transformations.

These results, if valid have an interesting
implication for research directed at constraining linguistic
theory. The greatest part of such work has been devoted
to constraining the transformational component, the base
being comparatively aeglected, In the following pages
I will assume a transformational component that is quite
unconstrained by current standards of work in the Extended
Standard Theory. It seems to me likely that if a sufficiently
restrictive theory of the base were found, one could
show that the theory determined the analysis for the
data without making the assumption that the data included
the deep structures for the strings considered. Rather
one would suppose the data to include information on
the semantic type of words and phrases in the strings,

The implication is that work on constraining linguistic
theory should be focussed not on the transformational

component, but on the base,
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2,1,1, Basic Structures: I shall begin by reviewing

Bresnan's basic analysis of QP, AP and predicative NP;
I shall be concerned with the material in her sections
l.1, - 1.4.,, omitting partitives.

Bresnan had no analysis for nodes of type V (V, VP,
and perhaps S, etc.), and her analysis of N nodes was
essentially limited to the predicative or adjectival
NP found in predicate nominal and certain nonreferential

positions (e. g. I have never seen as magnificent a

coelacanth as this specimen), although she ventures an
occaisional diagram for ordinary NP, I shall remain
within these limitations. Although she did formally
adopt an X-bar analysis, her analysis was so given as
to be easily translated into one,

In Chomsky's (1970) exposition of the X-bar notation,
he proposed that there was a small set of language-
universal primitive categories including at least N, V,

A and S, which might themselves be composed of features.
There are then four diacritic featuress O, 1, 2 and S ec.
The following rule skeletons are then specified:.

(1) a. S—»N2V?
b, X%~ [Spec, x1] x!
co X=pX ...
'seo'! 18 to be the material in the complement of the
various categories. [Spec, xl] is taken to comprise

the system of articles, possessives and demonstratives;

LSpec, Vl] the auxiliary system; and [Srec, Al] is
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hypothesized to comprise the system of degree modification,
Chomsky's schema (la) is irrelevant to her discussion;
the other two, however, she accepts, but makes certain
changes in the framework. She adopts a new category
Q, which contains the quantifiers, such as few, more,

enough, etc.. Note that the Q are the linguistic

quantity expressions, rather than the logical operators

3J andV . I shall thus take the category variables

in the rules as ranging over N, V and A, with A comprising

both adjectives and adverbs, It would be wrong to attribute

to Bresnan the positions that the basic category features

are N, Q and A, Rather she should be taken as suggesting

that the basic feature system should be so constructed

to deliver these categories, presumably along with others.
Furthermore, she alters the interpretation of the

Spec nodes. For [Spec, Nl], she preserves Chomsky's

interpretation, especially putting the indefinite article

there, and also a null article she postulates 1o be present

in anarthrcus mass and plural NP such as beer and linguists

(see Fiengo 1974) for more discussicn of this hypothetical

null article). [Spec, Ql] is taken to comprise the degree

particles e¢r, too, us, so, etc.; more being derived from

er much and less and fewer from or little and er few,

respectively,
On the subject of [Spec, Al]. however, she departs
from Chomsky's speculations and from the work of previous

lexicalist writers, Yhereas (Bowers 1970) ard (Selkirk 1970)
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analyze such expressions as as tall as having the degiee
particle ag as the contents of [Spec, Al]. Bresnan
provides a different analysis, to which we shall turn
shortly, of degree particies that precede adjectives and
adverbs, What she identifies as [Spec, Al] is rather the
class of adverbial intensifiers inecluding merely, utterly,
perfectly, rather, quite, etec..

She also suggests a change in the interpretation of
the [Spec, X™)] notation. Instead of taking it as designating
a category, that is, a node, she suggests taking it is
being an abbreviation for the categories expanded in its
position. She omits [Spec, X!] nodes from her trees, and
has the material expanded in these positions dominated by
Det in NP and QP nodes, and by Adv in AP nodes. I shall
follow these conventions,

Hence we attain the following series of analogously

constructed phrasess

(2) a. @ _mans N2
Dég/, Nl
| b
b, beer ///NZ
Dt \\\Nl
% bJer

¢, too much Q
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d. utterly crazy:
Adv

1
In these structures I have omitted the x° nodes, and will
consistently do so when they play no role in the discussion.
Bresnan's proposal for degree modification of AP and
quantity modification of NP is based on her observation
of how degree modification of QP works. She observes
that in such examples as (3):
(3) a. (much less) tall
b. (many (too many)) marbles
the phrasing is as indicated by the parentheses.
Bresnan explains the phrasing by reanalysing QP,
AP and NP as Q3, A3 and N3. respectively. The examples
of (3) are thus given the structures (4):
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Justification for the constituent structure (4b) is
given in the form of a rule of QP Shift (pg. 290) which
derives (5) from (3b) by shifting Qz around'st

(5) many marbles too many. .
This rule may be formulated as (6):

(6) QP _Shift:

3 2 2
Q - Q - N OPT
l 2 3 ..._.:_..)
1 g I#2

Note that this rule as formulated can misapply rather
gpectactularly, It cah. for example, derive she gave

many marbles too many from she gave many too many marbles.

I will propose conventions to block this and other
misapplications. Given the generally well-founded
prohibition against moving nonconstituents, the argument
for the phrasing indicated in (40b) is immediate,

We thus arrive at the following phrase structure rule:

(7) x3-»(3) x?
An example of a QJ preceding a [Spec, Al] is he is less
crazy than she is.

We can see that (7) when applied in AP will yield
in addition to the grammatical outputs like (3a) the
ungrammatical outpus of (8):

(8) a, *as much intelligent
b, *too much intelligent
¢, *that much intelligent,
A rule deleting much before A% would derive from (8)
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the grammatical (9), thereby providing & source for
degree modification of AP;
(9) a. as intelligent

b, too intelligent

¢. that intelligent,
There is a difficulty, however, alluded to in Bresnan's
footnote 4, in that while most adjectives, such as tall,
reject overt much: *much tall; some, like different,
accept it: much different., Similar to different are a
large class of what one might call intrinsically comparative
adjectives, such as alike and akin. But some comparative

adjectives are not in this class: *much similar; and

some that are are not comparative, such as aware and amused.
I am indebted to Wayles Brown for pointing out to me that
an inordinate number of these adjectives begin with the
prefix a-,
We find the following sample paradigms:
(10) a., *much intelligent
b. *little intelligent
¢, as (*much) intelligent
d. *as little intelligent
e, more intelligent
f, less intelligent
(11) a, much alike
b, 1little alike
c. as (much).alike
d, as little alike
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e, more alike
f. less alike
From (10) we glean that intelligent disdains to be
preceded by Q%: both much intelligent and little
intelligent are bad, but whenever much Deletion applies,
or the rule applies that permutes er around a following
Qo. then the examples are good. alike in (11), on the
other hand, appears to be devoid of this restriction.
Both much alike and little alike are grammatical,

Bresnan proposes to deal with ordinary adjentives
by having much Deletion be obligatory, suggesting in
footnote 4 that the rule is optional with such adjectives
as alike and different. But this runs afoul of the fact
that ordinary adjectives reject little as fimrly as they
reject much, without rejecting less and more., The facts
concerning little would seem to call for a surface(y)
Tilter ruling Gut little A sequences, But then it is
strange that for all adjectives that are exceptions
to the filter, much Deletion is optional,

These considerations plainly show that in fact much
Deletion is always optional, and that it is the surface
filter that that is governed, For it presumably costs
less in features to specify the category QO than to
specify its member little, and therefore the filter
motivated by the nonappearance of the little A sequencos
will be a #*Q% A filter ratner than a *1ittle A filter,

We can find further support for this position by
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noting that ordinary adjective phrases such as tall and
intelligent are not ambiguous hetween their ordinary
genses and a sense in which they mean ‘very tall’' or
‘very intelligent' (under normal intonation and stress).
Therefore a derivation frum muych tal) to tall or from
much intelligent to intelligent by much Deletion is not
possible. much Deletion can saly apply when much is
precedad by its degree particle, Nonetheless we find
*r ch tall, *much intelligent. Since these forms cannot
be blocked by turning them intc something else with an
aobligatnory transformation, we need a filter to rule
out much A seqisnces as well as litcle A sequences.

Both of these sffects, as weli as the appar~nt obligatoriness
of much L2lelion with ordinary adjectives, can be accomplished
with a lexically governed filter on Qo A sequences,

Purther support for this analysis may be found
by consl.ering the behaviour of enough: *enough tall,
tall enough, enough alike, alike enough. Enough permutes
obligatorily around ordinary adjectiven, but optionally
arourd thuse whi. can be preceded by much and little,
Given Bresnan's conclusion thet enough is a Q, this
is what we predict,

I vill now formulate some rules. much Deletion I

formulate as follows:
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(12) much Deletions
Det - muoh - Al
1 2 3 ==
1 g 3
The reader will first nots that the rule as formulated
can misapply in a way analogous to that pointed out

for (6), misderiving $oo stale bread from too much stale
bread. This problem will be solved by a constraint on

rule application,

Another prodblem is term 3. Its category features
pose no difficulties: they are needed to block *too mors
bread and ®*as soup, etc.. The superscript presents
serious problems. Consider the pair very much so, *very so,
pointed out to me by Ross, I shall want to analyse so
in such phrases as having the form (13):

(13) A2
N
Df‘ff' ?1
5 JAN

We cannot, therefore, let (12) specify merely category
features without bars., Given that bars must be specified,

J is plainly wrong and 2 is against the evidence just
cited, My choice of 1 rather than 0 is arbitrary and

descriptively inconsequentil.

This solves the descriptive prodblem, dut the
explanatory problem remains, If we could find a principle
determing a rule with supersoript 1 in the last term on

the basis of data 1ike $oo tall, *too more corn, we would
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explain very much go, *very so rather than merely describe
it. At present I have no such principle. The reader will
also note that too utterly crazy, *too much utterly crazy
presents a descriptive problem for (12), suggesting,
contrary to very much go, *ve go, that the superscript
on term 3 should be 2 rather than 1, I shall meet this
Problem eventually, but for the present shall defer
treatment of it,

The other problem is term 1, Its effect is to block
the derivation of tall from much tall, The problem is
how it is learned. In order to require it to be in
the rule one must specify in the data that the string
tall lacks much tall as an underlying stiructure. It is
very unclear where this information might come from.
Perhaps having tall ambiguous between tall and much tall
is a universally unacceptable form of ambiguity, and
grammars producing such ambiguity for sentences in
the basic data are automatically discarded. Such a
constraint on ambiguity might also explain while the
rule deletes only much instead of both much and little
(since the category Q0 1s closed, we cannot invoke
recoverability of deletions, lest pronoun drop be made
an impossible rule),

Pinally, the optionality of the rule is no prodblem,
given too much alike, etsc., in the data,

The innocuous seeming rule of mugh Deletion has proved
to be rife with explanatory problems upon close examination,
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This suggests that efforts should be directed towards
eliminating it., I shall nonetheless retain the rule
in the present work.

I now consider the rule permuting er around Qo.
The problem is to get this rule to keep the filter from
throwing out more intelligunt and less intelligent.
If we suppose that the only kind of adjunction available
is Chomsky adjunction, then the only way to do this is
to adjoin er to Qls

(14) er Shift

er - o OBL
1 2
g 241
(14) will derive (15b) from (15a)s
(15) a. ai
Det Ql
Lodo
b. 2
L,
7\
[ 2+
go
Buch

One will note from (15) that I intend a derived const.tuent
structure convention wheredby it is the node mentioned that

is moved, with nodes exhaustively dominating it vanishing,

as does the Dat node in (15a), This kind of application
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is not possible within the formalization of (Peters and
Ritchie 1973), although it is possible in (Ginsburg
and Partee 1969). Note that although these latter
authors do not provide for Chomsky adjunction, this
could be amended. The rule can be gotten to be obligatory
by the presumption that OBL is a cheapter marking than
OPT (or is not a marking at all).

Now for the filter, Since the filter
is lexically governed, I shall assume that it must involve
the category A%, we may thus notate it as (16):

(16) Q% A% Pilter:
+0 0

We may observe the usual form of misapplication: the
filter as it stands will star many old people and we gave
many stale bread. This problem will shortly be remedied.

Suppose then that the rules (including the filter)

are cyclic, and that rules cycle on x3 nodes. Then

er Shift will automatically apply before much Deletion

and the filter. If we suppose in addition (as will turn
out to be nacessary) that filters are extrinsically ordered
with respect to the rules, then the grammaticality of

too ta’l will force us to order the filter after much
Deletion. The rules with these orderings will then suffice
to deliver the facts of (10-11). I think that it is
furthermore reasonable to believe that given a metatheory
with transformations and filtera of the form indicated,

the data of (10-11), taken to be a pairing of each string
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with the set of its deep structures, determines the
analysis consisting of (12, 14, 16), excepting the
problem of the superscript on term 3 of (12).

None of these rules are formulated with end-variables,
since there is nothing in (10-11) that motiviates end-
variables., Nonetheless we want the rules to apply
as if they had end-variables: we want er Shift to
derive much more intelligent from much er much_intelligent,
we want much Deletion to derive much too intelligent, and

we want the filter to block *much too much intelligent.
We may achieve this effect by supposing that there is a
convention that automatically supplies encd-variables to
rules, Altermatively we might suppose that there is a
requirement on the form of rules that they have end variables:
then (12, 14, 16) would have to be replaced by their
variants with end-variables, In either case, the rules
motivated by (10-11) would then apply in the desired
manner in the more complex examples given above,

I will now formulate the rule deriving taller from
more tall., At the beginning of the A3 cycle the structure
of taller will be (17):

(17)s A2
3’_,,—- ~\_‘-\Az

2 [

1 du

E—o*‘\ o—o
B
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The simplest rule in our theory that could effect the
reqLired change is (18):
(18) more Shift:

much - eor - A OBL
1 2 3 =
# g W

Note that we would have to assume it to be in the bdasic
data that taller is not underlain by less tall, I presume
that because the rule is governed by the adjective, term
3 must have the superscript O,

We may now show the assumption that the rules are

strictly ordered does some work. Consider the underlying

structure of too much taller:

(19) A
—
?3 2 L
2 D% l 'O
pdt B! ;\° tall
0 er  much
too much

On the second Q3 cycle in (19) we apply er Shift, and
subsequently on the A3 cycle we apply more Shift, ylelding
the derived constituent structure (20):
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(20) A2
v Y
2
,,“/\?1 b
/
1° A0 A\\kr
100 A

Since too much taller is acceptable, and tall is not an
exception to the filter, we see that the application
of the filter must precede that of more Shift, We have
already noted on the ~ther hand that much Deletion must
precede the filter., We therefore deduce by transitivity
of ordering that much Deletion precedes more Shift,
This is independently evidenced by the fact that #too taller
is ungrammatical., The assumption of strict ordering
in conjunction with the preceding data thus predicts
*too taller.

On the other hand, no eviderice can be found for
ordering er Shift. Hence we arrive at an analysis

consisting of the following rules:

(21) a, er Shift OBL (14)
b much Deletion OPT (12)

. %% A% Fidter (16)

. more Shift OBL (18)

The rules are assumed to apply cyclically. The reader will
be able to discern that this assumption is not necessary
for the present data, and that the analyses of this section,

2,1,, oan be cast into a noncylcial framework., I shall
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nonetheless assume cyclicity because of its greater elegance.
Assuming cyclicity, we shall soon see that a principle
of strict cyclicity is necessary. But first it will be
necessary to give another constituent structure rule,

Breanan finds that not only QP, but also AP appear
as predeterminer modifiers of QP, AP and predicative NP;
(22) a, far more people
b, as good an answer
¢. as obviously good an answer
d, far to tall a man,
We may thus replace (7) with (23):

e ©-(131°)

(21) and (23) will assign to example (22d) the structure (24);

(24
) '_”,,.

——”"'Az“-\§2 N
|

A 1 a man

12 \\\\“\\I t111

L

| too

far

Note that N3 with initial A3 have a substantially
different distribution from those with initial Q3 o; Det;
hence the designation predicative NP, Their properties
are discussed by Bresnan (pg. 283, 299) and by (Berman 1974),
who offers a rather different analysis, Further observe

that the contents of Det determine what can precede it
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under x’. in the QP system, for example, only er and too
allow predeterminer QP; in the NP system only the indefinite
and null articles permit any sort of predeterminer
modification;

(25) a., *as good the answer
b, *more the men,
We may now consider the question of strict cyclicity.
Consider (26):
(26) a. as much better an answer
b. #as better an answer
(26a) will be underlain by (27a), which at the end of the
A3 cyole will have the derived structure (27b);
(27) a, N3

We must keep the filter from ruling out (26a), and much
Deletion from generating (26b) from (27b), A principle
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of strict cyclicity would accomplish this, since the
first crack that the rules get at applying is on the |
A3 cycle, where the extrinsic ordering keeps them in line.
Then when we get to the N3 cycle, strict cyclicity will
keep them from working, since they would have to operate
entirely within the A3 domain that has already been
cycled oun,

A conventional formulation of a principle of strict
cyclicity would stipulate that a rule not apply entirely
within a domain that has already been cycled on, I will
put forth a different formulation, combining strict
cyclicity with a principle that blocks a class of misapp-
lications that we have been noting in the preceding
pages.

I 1ist these misapplications below:

(28) a., QP Shift (6):

she gave many too many marbles -»she gave many
marbles too many

b. much Deletion (12):

too much stale bread —ptco _stale bread

c. Q% A9 Filter (16):

blocks many old people, we gave many 3tale bread

We may also note that more Shift will derive *1 am angrier

than sad from I_am more angry than sad (see Bresnan pg.
327, and, for a different account, (Ross 1974), (Hankamer

1973) discusses similar sentences in Greek and Latin).

In all of these misapplications we find that the rule
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applies so that all of its constant terms (terms specified
as constituents) lie within domains that have already
been cycled on. For example in (28b) we have the structure
[N3[Q3 to0 much][N2[A3 stale](y1 bread]]] (I am not sure
of the internal constituent structure of the NP)., When
much Deletion applies, the disappearing much and its Det
1ie within the Q3, and the Al stale lies within the A2,
Both of t+heg: uomains have already been cycled on.

I thue suggest the following principle, which
subsumes both Strict Cyclicity and what is needed to
block these misapplications:
(29) Cyclical Novelty Principle;
The structural description of a cyclical rule is
1162 in a domain that has mot yet been oyeled on
Observe. that this principle would keep from applying a
Dative rule that merntioned only the two NP terms., An
additional term, such as the verb, would have to be
mentioned in order for the rule to ever get to apply.
Likewlise rules of Raising into subject and cbject positions
would have to mention some term in the matrix, such as
the verb, These results seem reasonable,
Further note that the behaviour of QP Shift and
more Shift could be accomodated by a constraint against
inssrtion into cyclical domains, It is much Deletion
and the rilter that necessitate a principle like (29),
The necessity for (29) is explanatory rather than
desoriptive, We could build the effects of (29) into our
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rules by appropriately deplying brackets within them,
FPor example, she formulates much Deletion as follows
(Bresnan's example (10)):
(30) Bresnan's much Deletions
much—» g / [ ..o == A]p
(But c.r. Bresnan's fn. 5)
Given the present metatheory and the discussion of the
preceding pages I would recast (30) as (31):
(31) [,3W, - Det - mucn - A}] OPT
1 2 3 b
1 2 g b
But thera is nothing in the basic data of (10-11) that
requires the outer.A3 brackets to be there, The simplest
rule for that data will lack them, Hence a theory with
(29) will explain why #too stale bread is not derived

from too much stale bread, while in a theory without (29)

one can only descridbe the fact,

In this subsection I have revised Bresnan's analysis
of the basic structures of QP, AP and adjectival NP, and
provided some reason to believe that is determined by
the metatheory for the data, given some overly strong
assumptions about the form of the latter, I have also
shown the explanatory significance of the assumption of
strict ordering of transformations and filters, the
convention supplying end variables, and an extension
of Strict Cyclicity, the Cyclical Novelty Principle,

The discussion has finally revealed that the rule of
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much Deletion 1s from an explanatory point of view the
weakeat part of the analysis, inasmuch as the least
plausible assumptions about the basic data are required
to make it take its descriptively correct form. It would
be a vindication of the methods of this chapter should
it prove desireable on independent grounds to dispense
with this rule,

2.1.,2, AP Shift: I here examine the process of AP Shift
discussed in Bresnan (1.5.-1.6.). My goal will be to
collapse Bresnan's AP Shuft rule with the rule of QP
Raising that Bresnan postulates to crucially feed it,

but does not formulate., I shall here‘ignore much of the
original data considered by Bresnan, especially taking

no notice of any facts connected with such. such will be
treated in the next subsection,

The attentive reader may have noticed a diffic 1ty
with the analysis of 2.1,1., in the form of paradigms
like (32):

(32) a, as good a reply
b, *an as good reply
c. *better a reply
d. a better reply
Bresnan proposes to accomodate (32) by a rule of AP Shift
to which I shall give the preliminary formulation (33);:
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(33) AP Shift (preliminary):
[34% - pet - ¥ o

1 2 3 =2

g 2 1#3
(33) will derive (32d) from (32c), but not (32b) from
(32a). Too see this consider (34a), the structure of
(32a) at the beginning of the N3 cycle, and (34b), the
structure of (32c) at the beginning of the N3 cycle;

(34) a. N3
3"__,, ~,

2 L go
n,, |
et A reply
as ood
». N3
3/ \2
N
%z D&k \\\wl
Al a 0
d”io 3
reply
R
good

The QP remnant as in (34a) prevents there from being

an Az initial in N’. as required by.the outer brackets

of (33). On the other hand in (34b) the QP that was initial
in underlying structure has been destroyed by transformationg.
the goup de grfice have been administred by more Shift,
Therefore (33) applies, deriving (324).
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(33) was picked arbitrarily from many other formulations
that would have sufficed. Our next example will lead us
to a reformulation that is almcost uniquely determined.
Consider (35):

(35) a. as much better a reply
b, *an as much better reply
c. *much better a reply
d., a much better reply
Blocking (35b) is no problem: as (33) is currently
formulated, it will not derive (35b) from (35a). The
problem is to generate (35d) and block (35¢,. By the
end of the A3 cycle on (36a), the deep structure of (35d),
the rules of (21) will have produced (36b);
(36) a, N3

b. . 3"‘7,,N3 .
.
f a8 reply

(36b) does not meet the structural description of (33).
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But suppose we had a rule that would attach the
initial QP much to the A% betters then (33) would be
able to apply, deriving (35d). This attachment rule
is the QP Raising process. The process will cost less
if we can collapse it with AP Shift, We therefore
examine the latter more closely.

In the (33) formulation of AP Shift it is assumed
‘that the Az has to move around a Det, We find, however,
that what can appear in the Det position after an AP is
completely determined: if the NP is count singular, a
must appear, otherwise the construction is impossible:
*as good beer, *too good the beer, etc. This suggests
that the Det position in this construction is syntactically
empty, bearing the features [+ sing, 2 count], determined
by the head N, a is substituted by a transformation
for a Det that is [+sing +count]. Later in the section
I will deal with what happens when the combination of
features in Det is otherwise., There are two things we
need with regard to the hypothesis that the indefinite
article here is underlying null., First, we want some
independent evidence that it is true, and second we want
some principle to make it true. These will be provided
later in the discusaion, For the present I shall show
what can be done with the assumption that the Det is
underlying null,

Given the underlying nullity of the Det uf N in
examples like (32) and (35), we may simplify (33) by
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eliminating from it term 2 and ordering it before the
a-Insertion rule (Note that since the rules have to be
put in some order, th2 particular order one puts them in
is free). Next, we will obviously want to have more
genera) category specifications than A and N for the
two surviving terms.

Our rule will thus have the general form of (37):
(37) [XB ™ - X" OBL
1 2 =
g 142
It remains to identify m and n. n = 3 and n = 2 are
clearly out of the question Ybecause then the rule
could not effect permutation over the empty Det., n =0
is also wrong because then the hifted material would
form a compound word with the N (being Chomsky-adjoined
to No), and the stress shows that this is not what is
happening, Ve see thus that n = 1,
To determine m is a 1ittle trickier. Consider (38),
the structure of (35a) at the beginning of the N7 cycle:

i S R,

(l _J_&._,_: #  reply

m = 3 we already know is wrong. m = 2 is also wrong, for
on the A3 cycle we would have been able to attach the
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@? as much to the Al better, and then on the N3 cycle
we could attach the resulting al as much better to the

Nl, thereby generating (35b), *an as much better reply,
by subsequent article insertion., We are left with

two possibilitliess m =1, and m = 0, Either would suffice.
I shall assume m = 1, perhaps on the basis of a principle
that high superscripts are cheaper than low,

The rule determined for (32, 35).is thus (39):

(39) x! Attachment:
[p3xt - ¥ o

1 2 =7

[} 1#2
The only feat re of (39) that is not determined by the
data is the superscript on term 1. This is not really
essential, and I have proposed a principle that would
cause it to bve determined to.

If we order X' Attachment after er Shift and before
Indefinite Article Insertion, it will derive (35d4) from
its deep structure (36a). Below I give the derivation,
cirecling that node in each derived tree that was being
cycled on to produce th tree from its predecessor,
and boxing the node that will be cycled on to produce
the next, Indefinite Article Insertion is abbreviated

on the final tree,
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(40) a,

x1 Attachment

Ce

hift

more S
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Note that with regard to the A3 cycle (stages ¢ and df
the rules of more Shift and X! Attachment could be applied
in the reverse order without aborting the derivation,
Likewise the ordering with the Q0 AQ Filter and with
much Deletion is immaterial,

The reader can easily verify that the rules will
not derive (35b) from (38), but rather (38) will surface
as (35a). Likewise, the rules can be seen to produce the
correct results for paradigm (32). One aspect of the
derivation (40) that may cause readers to balk is
the [Ql ql Ql] derived constituent structure in (40c¢c).

This is the structure which much more in a much more

intelligent answer would have, This rather unnatural

result will be eliminiated in 2.1.3. For the present

we may merely observe that it is produced by the metatheory.,
The present system of rules may be summarized

as foliows:

(41) ,a., er Shift OBL (14)
. X! Attachment 0BL  (39)
« Indefinite Article Insertion OBL (unformulated)
d. much Deletion OPT (12)
Ce. Q% A% Firter (16)
f, more Shift OBL  (18)

These rules are hopefully a minimum set for data like
(10, 11, 32, 35), although some of the superscripts
are doubtful, '
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x1 Attachment automatically incorporates the special
feature of QP Raising noted by Bresnan that it will not
incorporate a QP into a QP whose Det is nonnull;
(42) a. much too hard a job
b. *a much too hard jobdb.
(42a) will be underlain by (43):

(43)
af"”’A
- _Q
— KZ
Q
%2 Dé‘l 1
?1 tdo  mhch
much

On the two Q7 cycles, nothing will happen: in particular
xl Attachment will not apply on the second Q3-cycle
because of the degree particle too 1nter;ening between
the two Ql nodes. Then on the A cycle much Deletion
will apply, but again xl Attachment will be blocked.
Finally, X! Attachment will yet again be blocked on
the N3 cycle, Hence the formulation of x1 Attachment
determined by the simpler cases automatically extends
to the case of (42).
I will now motivate an additional filter in the
analysis, Consider (44=46);
(44) a. as good a linguist
b, *as good linguists
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(45) a, *as good linguists |
b. better linguists
(46) a. ®*as good beer
b. better beer
In precisely those examples where xl attachment will
succeed in attaching al to Nl, thereby destroying A3
and Az, the example is good. Otherwise, it is bad,
We may suppose then that there is a filter following
article insertion that prohibits A% §! (or equivalently,
A3 Nl) sequences. The formulations of the #p% §1 filter
and the article insertion rules are trivial.
We ﬁay now consider an apparent counterexamples
(47) a more utterly crazy lunatic

By our rules the underlying structure for (47) would have

to be (48):

\a'

(48)
A3
e e od
&2 Agv 1 L 1uAatic
ll uttLrlx craz
more

The Adv utterly will block X! Attachment on its attempt
to apply to the ciricled A3, so that *more utterly crazy

a lunatic will be derived, and the grammatical form

will not be, This is precisely consonant with the problem
we noted in the preceding subsection of the grammaticality

of too utterly crazy, in which much Deletion is applying
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before utterly (recall too #(much) so, etc.).

I propose that in these examples utterly is an
ordinary A rather than an Adv. (47) will not then have
(48) as its structure, but will rather have a structure

paralell to a _more obviously crazy lunatic.

I now return to the cyclicity principle (29).
Strict Cyclicity principles are characteristically
thought of has prohibiting operations entirely within a domain
dominated by a cyclic node. This leaves cpen the
question of what happens if the cyclic node dominating
a domain is removed. We can see that in the case of
(29), the newley exposed material should not be resubmitted
to rule application, Consider a much better linguist. This
is derived from X! Attachment from much better a linguist.
x}
yet the Qo A Filter does not get a chance to rule the:

attachment removes the A3 node from over much better,

sentence out on the N3 cycle.,

We can formalize (29) appropriately by introducing
into a theory a division between red and green brackets.
The base produces structures in which all the brackets
are green., When the cycle on a domain is finished, all
the brackets (including the outermost) on that domain
are painted red, (29) then becomes a constraint that one
of the factors covered by a constant term in a rule must
contain green brackets in order for the structural
description of the rule to be met., I believe that this

formalism could be extended to the treatment of idioms
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given by Kiparsky (1975).
We are finally left with the problem of the indefinite
article. The following data can be taken to support
either a rule of one(s) Deletion or a rule of one(s)
Insertion (I am indebted to Hankamer for pointing this
out tc me):

(497 a, I wrecked Bill's old car, and you wrecked
Harry's new #(one)

b. I wrecked Bill's car, and you wrecked
Harry's (*one)

(§0) a. I bought three old records, and you bought
three new *(ones)

b, I bought three records, and you bought four
(*ones),

We could say that one(s) is deleted after quantifiers

and possessives, or inserted after adjectives (but note

this one and that one: I suspect that this is a different

one)

Observe the following contrast:
(51) a. Bill is a piano player and Lucinda is one too
b, Bill is as good a pianc player as Dinu

Lapitti, and Lucinda is as good a one as
Horowitz,

(Perlmutter 1970) suggests that the indefinite article

is a stressless form of the numeral one, and that there

is deletion of the ldentity-of-sense pronoun one after

numerals, including the indefinite article, Hence the

preducate nominal one in (5la) is analysed as underlyingly

one one, with the second one disappearing by one(s) Deletion,

But this approach cannot explain the appearance of
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a_one in (51b). Even if the a were underlying empty, so that

we had a structure like (52)

(52) /N’\ 2

as good one
a one(s) Deletion rule would still apply, providing

that the null Det were of the same grammatical category
as a numeral, since terms of transformations can take
null factors.
But suppose instead that one(s) is inserted, presumably

Tor an empty No. We might formulate the rule as followss

(53) one(s) Insertion

3 0
A - N OBL
1l 2 ::ﬁ;~
1l PRO

Then the appearence of ones in (51b) is explained, as long
as one(s) Insertion follows Jndefinite Rrticle TInsertion.
I have formulated the rule as insertion of PRO rather
than as insertion of one(s) because I wish to preserve
the solution proposed in (Andrews 1974) to the problem
presented in (54):
(54) a. I ate Bill's meat and you ate Mary's

b. *I ate Bill's expensive meat and you ate
Mary's cheap 7%

Then the No for which one would substitute one(s) is mass,
nothing can be done. I proposed that one(s) was inserted
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by surface structure lexicalization for a feature complex,
and that there simply wasn't a lexical item that could
be inserted for the mass counterpart to one(s). Derivations
surfacing with unlexicalizable positions would then block.

0 that is [~count],

Thus if (53) inserts PRO into an N
there is no lexical item that can fill this position, and
the derivation blocks, explaining the ungrammaticality of
(54b). ]

We finally want a principle to force the indefinite
article to be underlyingly null. I propose the principle
that if an N3 is analysable as A3 Nz. it is also analysable
as A3 1. One would hope to derive this principie from
more general considerations, presumably of semantiec

interpretation.

2,1.3, So and Such: Bresnan (section l.4.) observes

a mass of facts which support the notion that the AP Shift
process is capable of moving an AP while stranding an
associated so, which subsequently becomes suchs
(55) a, so tall a man
b. *86 a tall man
c. *such tall a man
d, such a tall man
Observing in addition the following data:
"(56) a. so much better a linguist
b. *such a (much) better linguist
we are led to propose the following reformulation of xl
Attachment that will accommodate the above data:
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(57) [y3 (so = [(,'}71 1- ¥1] (pP'I)
1 2 3
1 8 243
In interpreting this rule, we can take OPT as a feature or
as a non-feature with regard to the angle bracket
notation. If we take it as a non-feature, we want
rules with no specification to be obligatory; if we
take it as a feature, we want [-OPT] = ORL, The rule
has an equally highly valued equivalent in which the
role of '+A’' is filled by '-Q.’
(57) is, I believe, the minimal rule for the data
‘we have seen so far, but it is in fact incorrect, going
badly haywire in some rather intricate derivations. Consider
(58b), the underlying structure of (58a)s
(58) a, such an obviously more plausible suggestion

b, 3“——’_'_, ,_5_‘~‘~
Qz:”"”—‘ 12 gz/“\\\
w ~\~\“12 1 suggestion
Q 2 Q! plavss
i Al _n_lg‘_rg
Df:\\rl obvlguglx
50 much

On the (:2) cycle, much Deletion will happen. On the

cycle, obviously and more will glom together under
Ql. resulting in the derived constituent structure (58¢):
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(58) oc. 3

/Q\/\l DJT/\

1
Q\\\T zlsugiklg

80 obv ously more
But now we are stuck, To get to a stage where we can

suggestion

m—g-—qDN-—D

shift obviously more plausible into the Nz, we have to
attach the Ql obviously more to the al plausible, and this
operation is prohibited by the formulation of (57).

This formulation is necessary in order to avoid
generating *(56b) from (56a)., To avoid the generatidn
of *(56b) we must block incorporation of a Q! that
is preceded by so into an Al, and that is precisely what
we must do in order to progress from (58b) to the grammatical
(58a).

It is not sufficient to merely change (57): rather,
we must alter the metatheory so that it is not in fact
compatible with the data of the preceding section and
that of (55-56).

The rule of x1 Attachment produces derived constituent
structures such as (59), which have doubtless upset many

readers when they have occurred in our derivations:
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(59) a. Ql .
Qr”’ NP
ngQ more
1
b.
I”’A\\\‘l
o

mggo intelligent
These structures have the property that the basic

modifier-head relationships have been obscured., Let
us then add to the metatheory a stipulation that
structures of the form (60) cannot be produced by a

transformation:

(60) 3
o N\

(wers, of course, any of X, Y and 2 many be equal to

one another). We might accomplish this with a restriction
that structures of the form (60) are obligatorily
interpreted as coordinate structures.

The rule of X! Attachment (39) is no longer
compatible with the data (32, 32), since it assigns to
these sentence impossible derived constituent structures.
I believe that instead the minimal rule is (61):

(61) X? Attachment (first try);
(3 G2 x1] - ¥ o
1 2 =3
# 142
X? Attachment, like X' Attachment, produces the additional
facts of (42), as desired, We have thus not lost
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explanatory potency in this directior.. We also, however,
have attained intuitively far more comfortable derived
constituent structures.

The derivation of a much better reply goes through

ag follows:

(62) a. N3
/WA\ 2 Da{\ 1
?3 Z"\ F" ;ld reply
?2 pet Q! good
ql er m!xcg
|
‘much
‘U’L Shift

Q reply
&z 1 g!:od
) e
i I =
muge h

sz Attachment
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Ce N3

T e
e f )

’U’ more Shift
d. N3
G R
q A% D't 1
P I, ' f
? lA reply
?1 better
mu |
’U’ x? Attachment
3
e, N
®/r =~
ll\z D't \Nl
1l
A g reply
Qz/ \Al
|
?1 belteg
muc

U)(Z Attachment
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: 8

lu€==r-o

better

5—0-0

Now let us return to the data of (55). Given the
revised metatheory and the data of the preceding sections,
the minimal way to accomodate (55) is to reformulate
x2 Attachment as follows:

(63) x2 Attachment (second try)s

[y3 (.3..9. 1 - [xz xl:l - Yl]. ' <OPT>1
1l 2 3 =
1 g 2#3
Now (63), unlike (57), automatically predicts the
facts of (56b). The underlying structure of (56a)

will be (64)s

(64) /u\
3 2

Q\\§~ Al | Det r
3/ 4"\?1 %

D,‘Ln_...
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But (64) will never meet the structural description of
the new X* Attachment, so that the derivation to *(56b)
will be blocked. The reason the rule does not get to
apply to (64) is that the initial so is under the Q?
of the Q' that immediately follows it; while in (65),
the underlying structure of (55a), that Ql gets deleted
on the A3 cycle, leaving go preceeding Az on the N3
cycle, so that (63) can apply:

3
6 "

Going back to the example (58), which defeated the
original x1 Attachment rule, we find that the derivation

by xz Attachment does not get hung up. On the cycle

2 Attachment works smoothly on

much disappears, then X
each following cycle,
The metatheoretical principle ruling out structures
of the form (60) thus results in very substantial
explanatory improvements: from the data of (55) are
predicted both the data of (56) and (58). The principle
has the added appeal of ruling out a constituent
structure that is counterintuitive, to say the least,

We may note a pleasant by-product of the reformulation
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of the attachment rules the filter to exclude *asg good beer

receives unique characgerization as an #p3 N1 filter,
This is, of course, free beer rather than an argument.
We must finally extend the analysis in order to
accommodate a few more facts brought forth by Bresnan,
Consider such examples as the following:
(66) a. Bill is less a linguist than you are

b. Ferdinand is too much a scholar to publish
junk like that

¢c. he has become more a poet than a linguist.
Bresnan assigns to less a linguist the structure
(67) (after er Shift):

(67) 3
q3
&2 Det 1
l, l [
cll g lihguist
less

I would be inclined to have the Q3 immediately dominated

by A3. This would capture the intuitive resemblance of

these structures to the predeterminer adjective constructions,
and explain less a_one by onej_l,Insertion, and #this is
less beer than that by the #p3 N1 filter,

Regardless of whether we make these emendations,

rule (63) will misapply to (67), deriving *a less linguist.
Hence (63) must be again reformulated, (68) appears to
do the jobs
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(68) X2 Attachment (final version):

[3<4e0), - [zLA T ] - _Yl"
' <E73h' ' ‘<§>E {;:3“72 Corn),

1 g 2#3

Note how crucially this formulation relies on the
differing interpretation of angle brackets around
features (as in term 2) and around nonfeatures (terms
1 and 3), as specified in Sound Patterns of English
(pg. 394-395). Also note that (68) merely describes,
rather than explains, 66.

I list the salient rules in the analysis we have

arrived at 2s follows:

(69) a. _er Shift OBL (14)
b. gx2 Attachment OBL (68)
c.(jgind. Art., Insertion OBL (unformulated)
d. W#a2 Nl Filger (unformulated)
e, ..much Deletion OPT (12)
£ 2% A0 Filter (16)
g. YO more Shift OBL (18)

There are various further data and constructions
considered in Bresnan (1.5.-1.6.). The reader can
verify that under Bresnan's account of the underlying
structures, the rules of (69) work correctly. They
alos apply appropriately to the indefinite superlative ,
construction of Bresnan (1.7.). "
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2.1.4. The Indefinite Comparative: The indefinite comparative

is the structure exemplified in the following examples:
(70) a. The more you work, the less you get
b, The taller you are, the heavier
¢. The more pizzas Mary eats, the fatter she gets.
My own work on these constructions is a reanalysis of
material covered in (Thiersch 1974). I will here consider
the internal constituent structure of the preposed

constituents in the: the more pizza and the fatter

in (70c), for example. The clausal relations will be
discussed in 2,.2,1., though it should be obvious that
I am going to say that the initial clause is an
anticipatory clause like the anticipatory relatives of
the preceding chapter,

The problem is to determine the underlying constituen
of the the. Thiersch analyses it as a COMP, occurring
initially in each clause, which attracts the constituent
with more to it. The following examples, however,
suggests that it is instead an occupant of the Det of
QPs

(71) a. the more you practice, the better a pianist
you will be

b. the better a linguist you are, the
questions you have to ask your informants.

Consider the phrases the better a pianist, the better
a_linguist, If the the is in COMP, nothing can explain
the ungrammaticaliy of #the a better linguist, *the a

better pianst, *the a more obviously competent insurance
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salesman, etc., But suppose the is in the Det of QP,

Then the better a pianist will have the underlying

structure (72a), reaching the surface as (72b):

(72) a. ./NB\
2

Az\\s 6//N\\\
i A
02\ til g pianist
Déf/’ qQt good
LN
the er much

1. L
Q A a pianist

|
DLt better

she
The Q3 remnant 3ng prevents X2 Attachment from applying
on the N3 cycle,
This analysis further confirmed when we see such

examples as he tried all the harder, so much the worse

for him, he became all the better a psychologist for it.

In these cases the the is preceded by predeterminer
material, though it is not in the indefinite comparative

construction,
This little studied construction thus fits easily

into Bresnan‘s analysis,
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2,2, Comparative Clauses in the Base; I will here determine
the underlying position of comparative clauses. In

2.,2,1. I examine and reject the traditional view that
comparative clauses are generated in the Det of the

QP they modify., In section 2.2.2, I propose that
comparative clauses (including the indefinite comparatives
of (2.1.,4) are generated in the base in the positions

that they occupy on the surface, and indicate what

the responsible rules are,

2.2.1. The Determiner Analysis: Bresnan (pp. 338-343)

proposes the traditional analysis of the underlying
structure of comparative clauses, in which they are
generated within the Det of the QP they modify, and

are then moved to their surface position by rules of
Comparative Formation and Extraposition., Hence (73)

is underlain by (74), which undergoes the movement
indicated by the arrow, as well as deletion of a
constituent jidentical to the head excebt for its special
Determiner x in the QP (x is the symbol for the Det of the
‘target QP' of the comparative clause rather than a logical

variable):
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s
r: v/_v’\ :

Ii‘ /\N

i,1 Q 2

1)

Sarah has N
soxLeans

AR,

!
Nt
|

Det Ql soybeans

Bresnan cites two motivations supporting this
structure, The first is that the cooccurrence
restrictions between the COMP of the comparative:
clause and the Det of the modified QP may easily
stated over these structures. Bresnan observes that
these restrictions hold over unbounded distances in
surface structure (Bresnan pg. 339):

(7?5) a. Mary doesn't have as many too many too many
oo Mmarbles as Jance

b. Cindy has more nearly as many too many
marbles 8s Julie than Linda

The second reason is that this structure allows a

systematic explanation for the exclusion from the
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comparative clause of certain modifiers in the head,
namely, those that precede the determiner with which
the clause is associated., Consider, for example, (76):
(76) Melvin sliced twice as many bagels as Seymour
We wish (76) to be derived from (77) rather than from (78):

(77) Melvin sliced twice as [Seymour sliced x many
bagels] many bagels

(78) Melvin sliced twice as [Seymour sliced twice
* X many bagels] many bagels

Given determiner generation of the comparative clause, the
modifiers that are excluded are given a straightforward
characterization as those that are to the right of the
clause itself in its underlying position..

To these considerations may be added a third, the
support of semantic interpretation. The semantics of
comparatives will obviously go more smoothly if there is
some systematic representation of the relations between
a comparative clause and the QP it modifies, Davis
and Hellan (in preparation), for example, give a model
theoretic semantics for comparatives that is based
essentially on Bresnan's analysis, and assumes that
the comparative clause is generated in the determiner.

There are nonetheless many severe problems with
determiner generation of comparative clauses. First,
there are difficulties connected with formulating the

rule,




The presumed derived constituent structure from the

application of Comparative Formation to (74) is (79):

X many soybeans

Bresnan suggests that Comparative Formation also effects
deletion of the constituent x many soybeans in the
comparative clause that is identical to the head (when
the clause has been removed. I have omitted this feature
in (79).

If (79) is the derived constituent structure
produced by Comparative Formation, then the rule has
to have the effect of Chomsky adjoining the comparative
clause to its head, which is an operation of Chomsky
adjoining a constituent to a containing constituent
(and deleting the original occurrence within that
constituent), Because the rule requires operations
(deletion and adjunction) on overlapping domains, it
is not formulable as a single transformation within
the framework of Peters and Ritchie (1973) (c.f. Peters

222
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and Ritchie pg. 54, pg. 60 def, 210). I do not think
one could eagily introduce the capacity to perform
such operations either into the Peters and Ritchie
framework or the Partee and Ginsburg (1969) framework.
One could probadbly find a way by factoring Comparative
Formation into two successive operations, an adjunction
and an erasure, but my best efforts in this direction
are hardly attractive. The rule is thus unformulable
as a single transfbrmition in available foimalisms,
and the necessity for factoring it into two transformations
considerably increases its cost and lowers its appeal,

Additional problems arise when we attempt to
specify where Comparative Formation is to put the clause
it moves. Bresnan (pp. 328-329) notes paradignms
such as the following:

(80) a., Bill is more than five feet tall

b. Bill is taller than five feet

c. *Bill is more than Max (is) tall

d, Bill is taller than Max (is)
She shows that the correct phrasing for the AP of (4a)
is (more (than five feet)) tall, and proposes that
the comparative clause originates from an underlying
equational sentence 'five feet is x much.' She claims
that the verdb of this sentence cannot be the copula,
but must be a special abstract equational predicate, but
the basis for this is not clear to me. The copula would
appear to suffice in the light of such examples as
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five feet is more than six inches, etc..
We can thus propose (81) to underly (80):
(81) a, Bill is er [than five feet is x much] much tall

b. Bill is er [than five feet is x much tall]
much tall

¢. Bill is er [than Max is x much] much tall

d, Bill is er [than Max is x much tall] much tall,
The comparative clause may in these examples be seen
to be attaching to that constituent in the head which
is identical to the disappearing constituent in the
comparative clause. (80c) is ungrammatical because
putting the comparative cleuse after er much forces
the deleted constituont in the comparative clause to be
X _much, which cannot be equated with Bill,

This sort of approach too breaks down because of

examples like the following:

(82) a. Bill sliced more salami than Harry did
' bologna . .

b, the table is longer than the door is wide
¢c. more men than women (did) made reservations

d. he gave more cash than he did attention
%0 his mistress

The sources for these would be (84):

(83) a, Bill sliced er [than Harry sliced x much
bologna] much bologna

b. the table is er [than the door is X much wide]
much long

¢. er [than x many men made reservations] many
women made reservations



225

d. he gave er [than he gave x much attention)] much
cash t0 his mistress,

No condition on Comparative Formation stated in terms of
identity can generate (82) dbut block (84):
(84) a, *Bill sliced more than Harry did bologna salami
b. *the table is more than the door is wide long
¢. *more than women did men made reservations

d. *he gave more ‘than he did attention cash to
his mistress.

Bresnan notes these problems, dbut does not give a clear
solution,

The situation gets worse if we observe some restrictions
found by (Pinkham 1974). Pinkham noted that when a
comparative clause was attached to its head, rather
than extraposed, and neither contained a structure
identical to the head nor was identical outside the head
to the matrix, then the sentence was ungrammatical,
Corresponding to the grammatical (82¢, d) are the
grammatical (85a, b) and the ungrammatical (86a, b)s

(85) a. more men than I expected to made reservations

b. Bill gave more cash than Maurice did to
Brycelinde

(86) a., *more men than I expected women to made
reservations

b, *Bill gave more cash than Maurice did affection
to0 Brycelinde,

Conditions on a movement rule would appear to be an unlikely

way to explain what comparative clauses go where,
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Attenpts to maintain a determiner source for comparative

clauses are finally defeated by multiple headed comparatives
like these:

(87) © as fair a woman and as foul a man as I have ever
seen together are coming toward us

(88) a.z people do crazier things at higher speeds on the
McGrath Highway than they do other places

b, Marcille gave a longer talk at a better attended
gsession than did her husband

¢, Alfred bestowed a heartier kiss on a prettier
girl than Maxwell did.

(Liverman 1974) also cites multiple headed result clauses:

John hit his car so hard so many times with such a big
hammer that it finally started.

(87) would presumably be underlain by (89), and (88 )

by (90):

(89) as_much fair a woman and as much foul a man
&8 I have ever seen x much fair a woman and
x much foul a man together] are coming
toward us

(90) Alfred bestowed er much hearty a kiss on er much
pretty a girl [than Maxwell bestowed x much
hearty a kill on x much pretty a girl]

The other examples of (88) have structure paralell to
(90). Note that the 'x' in these examples is not a logical
variable, but a symbol for the abstract formative (80?)
that is the Det of the QP in the comparative clause.

One might tanink to generate (87) by generating
& comparative clause in each conjunct of the coordinate
NP, and applying Right Node Raising, but the presence

of together renders this impossible: I have ever seen
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x much fair a woman together is ungrammaticel., This |
result is preserved under current theories in which
many aspects of semantic interpretation are determined
from surface structure, because in these theories
Right Node Raising would have the comparative clause
binding traces in each conuunct, and interpretation would
use these to determine the meaning as if the movement
had not occurred (see Vergnaud 1974, pp. 82-83 for discussion).
We get the same result in (88) there aren't any processes
that could yield the comparative clause by combining
well-formed clauses on the individual matrix comparative
determiners,

(87-88) might be dismissed as marginal phenomena,
If they were the sole evidence against Comparative Formation
one might still maintain the rule with a relatively clear
conscience, But in the light of the precedeing discussion,
which shows that the formulation of the rule is highly
problematic, if possible at all, they become telling
counterevidence. |

There is a final consideration that we must discuss
before accepting (87-88) as counterevidence tc Comparative
Formation, There are sentences in natural language which'
‘sound all right' and suggest a meaning, but certainly
don't get their meaning by means of regular rules of
grammar, For example, “the more you eat the more you want
the more you eat” suggests the presence of a vicious circle,

but it certainly doesn't do this by means of regular rules
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of semantic interpretation. Rather the meaning is delivered
iconically, by an operation of free intelligence. One

might correspondingly claim that (87, 88) were not sentences
of English, but rather surface patterns resembling sentences,
and receiving meanings not by regular rules but by some
vague sort of suggestiveness.,

The only way to refute such a proposal is to give
rules for interpreting multiple headed comparatives, and
show that they fit in reasonably well with the rest of the
rules of semantic interperation of the language., The
semantics of comparatives is quite complicated, and that
of mulitple headed comparatives much more so, I wish to
spare the reader most of my presently rather ill thought
out ideas on the subject. I will, however, bring forth
some reasons to believe that mulitple headed comparatives
" are interpreted in a reasonably disciplined fashion.

(Postal 1974) suggested a semantics for comparatives
in which they were interpreted as two definite descriptions
connected by a relational predicate. Hence "Bill has
more money than Tom" comes out "the amount of monéy Bill
has exceeds the‘amount of money Tom has." Now consider
an experiment on the effects of marijuana smoking., We
may say "50 people smoked 100 joints" and mean either
50 people smoked 100 joints apiecé. or 50 people smoked
100 joints between them (there are other readings, but
they are not very sensible in the given context),

Now suppose we say "more people smoked more Jjoints in
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this experimtent than in the last."” We might mean
that the total number of participants in this experiment
exceeded that in the last and the total number of joints
smoked in this experiment exceeded that in the last, or
we might mean that more people participated and they each
smoked more joints.

We can get this effect by introducing a definite
description operator that denotes not an amount, but rather
an ordered pair of amounts, and likewise extending the
‘exceeds' relation and the others to be relations over
ordered n-tuples rather than merely individuals. Our
example would thus have a logical structure like (9 )3

(91) (A X, Y)(X people smoked Y joints in this experiment)

:ﬁ:egg:t(gxﬁériiéﬁtgfople smoked Y joints in

'A' is the operator forming definite descriptions of
amounts or n-tuples of amounts., I would interpret ‘'exceeds’
in '(xl. coep gg) exceeds (yl. ceey yg)'as meaning that
for 1 =1,,000p N, x; exceeds y;, but one might dissent
from this. The ambi;uity in tﬁ; example thus derives
from the ambiguity of 'X people smoked Y joints,' which
ambiguity would presumably be eliminated in a reasonable
semantic representation, There is much more to be said
on the subject of multiple headed comparative semantics,
but I shall not try to say it here,

The above discussion, though incomplete, suffices to
show that structures like (87-88) are really sentences.

Their status as evidence is thereby confirmed,
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2,2,2. The Base Position of Comparative Clauses: The
comparative clauses that we have seen, including the
doubles headed ones, come in two surface positions:
attached to a head, and extraposed, I shall propose
underlying structures for both in which the deep
position is also the surface position. After examining
the regular comparatives, I will turn to the indefinite
comparatives.,

The crucial fact about headed comparatives is that
they can stack, and there is a constraint, which I call
the mirror-image constraint, that the clauses must appear
in the reverse order from that of the determiners of the
QP that they are associated with:

(92) a. as many more people than I invited as you
predicted came to the party

b, .¥as many.-more people as you predicted than I
invited came to the party.

Since they stack, I shall presume that they are introduced
by the rule XB--"X3 S. Vhen X = N, we get examples like

(92), when X = A we get sentences like the chair is twice

as much wider than the door as I expected, and when X = Q

we get those like the plants grow as much as six feet high.

Extraposed comparatives also appear to stack, and to
obey the mirror-image constraint, even in conjunction with

embedded comparativess

(93) a. as many more people than I invited came to
the party as you predicted
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b, %*as many more people as you predicted came
to the party than I invited

c. as many more people came to the party than
I invited as you predicted

d. *#as many more people came to the party as
I invited than you predicted.

From analogy with relative clauses, it would be reasonable
to propose that extraposed comparatives be introduced
by the S—=—»S 8§ rule that introduces extraposed relatives,
This rule leads us to expect to find comparative
clauses with a head in each conjunct of a coordinate S,
but not of a coordinate 3: |
(94) a. more men were singing and more women were
dancing than I had ever seen on a stage .
at once
b. Bill reported that more men wer singing
and (*#that) more women were dancing than
he had ever seen on a stage at once

c. than I/he had ever seen x many men and x many
women on a stage at once.

(94a) illustrates the construction, (94b) shows that a
comparative clause cannot be attached to conjoined §,
and (94c) shows the presumed underlying structure for
the comparative clauses in these examples,

We see that an extraposed comparative can precede
or follow an extraposed relative, and that the mirror-image
constraint appears to hold:

(95) a, more men came to the party who were drunk
than 1 expected would

b. *more men came to the party than I expected
would who were drunk

c. more men picked a girl up who was willing
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than we expected

d., *more men picked a girl up than we expected
who was willing

These facts strengthen the hypothesis,

Williams (1974) proposed that comparative and
result clauses extraposed to the end of the S that
was their scope. Consider such examples as these:

(96) a. Bill's teachers said he was so smart he
could solve any problem

b, Bill's teachers said he was smarter than
anybody else was

¢. Bill's teachers said he was so smart that
people doubted their rec endations

d. Bill's teachers said he was smarter than
anybody else did

In (96a, b) the scope of the comparative or result
clause is the complement sentence: in (96a) Bill's
problem solving ability is said to be a consequence of how smart
he is, not how smart people say he is, and in (96b)* Bill
is said to be smarter than anybody else. In (96c, d)
however the scope of the comparative and result clauses
is the matrixs in (96c) it is the extent to which
Bill's teachers say he is smart that causes disbelief,
and in (96d) the extent to which Bill's teachers say
he is smart is compared with the extent to which anybody
else does,

Williams claims that these scope differences

correspond to differences in surface constituent structure

as follows;
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(97) a. Bill's teachers said [he was so smart he
could solve any problem]

b, Bill's teachers said [he was smarter than
anybody else was]

c. [Bill's teachers szid that he was so smart]
that people doubted their recommendations

d. [Bill's teachers said he was smarter] than
anybody else did.

This claim is supported by the following contrasts
involving the placement of matrix agent phrases:

(98) a. #Bill is said to be so smart by his teachers
that he can solve any problem

b. #Bill is said to know more by his teachers
than anybody else does

c. Bill was said to be so smart by his teachers
that people doubted their recommendations

d. Bill was said to be smarter by his teachers
than he was by anybody else,

Ylhen the clause has scope within the complement, the
matrix agent phrase cannot be interpoléted between
it and its head., Assuming that nodes cannot be moved
into S by the rules that position adverbs or prepositional
phrases, the result follows immediately from the
bracketing of (97).

We can see that the clause may be indefinitely
far removed from its head by contemplating examples

such as Bill is said by his friends.....to be believed

by his teachers to be smarter than anybody else is, etc,
Ve can produce mulitple headed examples precisely
paralell to (98):
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(99) a. *people are said to do crazier things at higher
speeds there by Dorothy than they do other
places
b. #people are said to do such crazy things at
such high speeds there by Dorothy that
they get killed off in droves
c. people are said to do crazier things at
higher speeds there by Dorothy than they
are by other people
c. people are said to do such crazy things at
such high speeds there by Dorothy that
I am getting skeptical, ‘
It cannot pe maintained, then, that comparative and result
clauses are extraposed to the end of the S that is their
scope. Rather they are base-generated in approximately
that area. I propose that they are base-generated as
sisters to the S that is their scope.
Notice that we have here rather massive Right-Roof
Constraint violations (assuming that the connections
between the clauses and their heads obey island .

constraints), but that the sentential subject constraint

is respected: *that Seymour sliced so many bagels is

obvious that his arm fell off. These results strengtien

the suspicion voiced in section 1,1.3.6. that the Right
Roof Constraint should be retired.

The question arises naturally whether certain
clauses just happen to be generated in a clause-final
position, or whether there is a general prohibition on
rules of extraposition, We have only seen two purported
varieties of clausal extraposition: extraposition of

comparative and result clauses, and extraposition of




relative clauses. There have also been purported to be

extraposition of noun-complement clauses (Bill figured

a proof out that the circle could not be sguared) and

extraposition leaving it (it is obvious that Jack is a

cpmmie). I cannot replicate any of the arguments that
r:lative and comparative clauses are generated in place
for these other types.

Furthermore there is a paradigm discovered by Ross
that there is extraposition of relative and complement
clauses from NP that have been wh Moved to initial
position (adapted from (Ross 1967:5.1.1.3))

(100) a. Sam picked somebody up whe would sleep
with him before nine
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b. Sam picked somebody up before nine who would

sleep with him

c. *who did Sam pick up who would sleep with him

before nine?

d. who did Sam pick up before nine who would
sleep with him?

(101) a, Jane figured six proofs out that the circle

could not be squared before dawn

b, Jane figured six proofs .out before dawn that

the circle could not be squared

c., *how many proofs did Jane figure out that the

circle could not be squared before dawn?

d., how many proofs did Jane figure out before

dawn that the circle could not be squared?

Given the assumptions that wh Movement puts the preposed

element in COMP, that 'extraposed' relatives and noun

complements are generated by a S=~»S 8 rule, and that their

heads must be in construction with them at all levels
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of the derivation, *#(100c) and #(10lc) are ruled out
as desired. But (100d) and (101d) should be out as
well, and they are grammatical, I admit that there
actually is a rule of Extraposition from NP that applies
after wh Movement, just as proposed by Ross. Whether
this rule applies to clauses in NP outside of COMP I
do not know,

This analysis requires that it be impossible for
split antecedents of a relative pronoun to be wh-Moved,
and this indeed we find to be the case:

(102) a. *who is on the A team and who is on the B
team who 2re related?

b, *what did you buy and what did you sell that
were of approximately equal value

c. *what actor married and what actress divorced
yesterday who once were engaged?

d. *who did you hug and who did you kiss who
are sisters?

These are the best examples I can find, and, fortunately,
they do not quite make the grade,

It is reasonable to ask wheth2r noun phrase complements
always extrapose, or whether they can be generated at a
distance from their heads. ~he following example, of
a form pointed out to me by Michael Szamosi, shows that
complement-like clauses can hang in space next to an
idiomatic S

(103) the cat is out of the bag that Freebie's on parole,
It thus seems that complement clauses can fill the position

created by the S—#S 8 rule. But (103) is clearly not a
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noun complement. Should noun complements be generable
at a distance from their heads as are relatives and
comparatives, the distinction between the predicate
complement system and the determiner complement system
would begin to fade, which would be unfortunate (but
recall Baltin's example: the proof which we discussed

yesterday that Pi was irrational).

I now turn to the indefinite comparative, Thiersch
(1974) proposed that the subordinate clause originated
in the Det of the matrix QP, Taking the the in the
subordinate clause as its complementizer, he arrives at
(104b) as the structure for (1l04a):
(104) a, the more pizza lary eats, the fatter she gets
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P

N
I S~
Nl cll3 ?2
2 "1
Det Ql ,
|1

eats er much pizza

The subordinate clause is then preposed by a rule that
replicates the the, producing the the in the second,
matrix, clause of (104),

We have already seen that these the's do not
ococupy COMP position, but rather Det position in their
associated QP, Now the fall of the Det source for
comparatives makes this proposal for these constructions
~ considerably less attractive, Enthusiasm for this
~ wanes still further when we observe. that the the-clause
- preposing would have to be so constrained as to move
~ the clause to the front of the clause it had 'scope' over:

(105) a, Bill says that the more you study, the less
you know
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b. the more you study, the less Bill says you
know,

By introducing these clauses with the 8 = COMP (8) s (8)
rule we may subsume them under the generalization noted
for Marathi (section 1.1.3.5.) that anticipatory clauses
g0 semantically on the 8 there is. In fact one may
say generally that relative and comparative clauses
g0 on the S, if any, that they are sisters with.

Given this proposal, (106) is the deep structure
for (10L4a):

\ 3)\
cowﬁj/s\l’ N
12 v/v\n3 3/\2
Lo ,

i

1 7 N\ |
N ? N Qz Al
2 h / N\ 1
/ Det ?
Det Ql \
/ \ ) ghe gets the er much fat
(?) jary eats the er much pizza

Observe that preposing of the the-er determined
constituent happens in both the main and the subordinate
clause, This suggests that the lexicalists' multi-
barrelled COMP is really more like the o0ld notion of
'Pre-Sentence’': a place where all manner of things can
be put, among them complementizers in Bresnan's original
sense,

Taking the indefinite comparative as analogous to



240

the anticipatory relative, we expect to find it in
tralling position as well, and indeed we dos
(107) a. you know the less, the more you study

b, Mary gets the fatter, the more pizza
she eats,

Observe that in the trailing construction the the-er
determined constituent does not front. This structure
reinforces our decision to analyse the as part of the
Det of QP,

Thiersch observes a construction allied to the
trailing indefinite comparative, in which the matrix
does not have a the-er determiner, but an iterated

comparative adjective: Mary gets fatter and fatter, the

more pizzas she eats. This construction cannot be
anticipatory: #the more pizzas she eats, the fatter and

fatter she gets. Thiersch notes that in this construction
the matrix may be uttered by one speaker and the following
claugse by another: A: "Mary gets fatter and fatter."

B: "The more of those pizzas she eatsi:" The genuine-

indefinite comparative distinguishes itself from this
construction in not being divisible between two speakers
in either its trailing or its anticipatory variants:

#As "Mary gets the fatter." B: “"The more pizzas she eats!";

#A:s _"The more pizzas she eats" B: "The fatter Mary gets."

I would tentatively conclude that there is in addition
to extraposed and trailing position at the end of the
sentence something which I shall call ‘afterthought position,®
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A clause is essentially independent of its afterthoughts,
which may be uttered by a different speaker or not
at all. Nonrestrictive relatives on sentences in
which, but not in asg, have the properties of afterthoughts:

as you know, our funds are being cut, *which you know, our

funds are being cut; #A:;"Ivan, our funds are being cut:”

I: "as I told you they would bei", A: "Ivan, our funds are

being cutl" I:"which I already knew:". @as thus appears
to take the anticipatory/trailing construction, while
.~ which takes the afterthought construction,.

Ve may finally note for the comparative system a
lack paralelling that pointed out earler for the relative
system: extraposed positipn is a clause-final position
that for both comparative and relativé clauses has
a great déal in common with embedded-headed position.
There is no clause initial position that is related

to embedded position,
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2,3, Global Relations: I shall now develop the theory of

extra-constituent structure relations that I have

frequently invoked in the preceding pages. The theory

is a development of interpretive theories of anaphora

as explored in such works as (Jackendoff 1972), (Wasow 1972),
(Chomsky 1973) and (Fiengo 1974), and of the 'global

grammar' proposed by Lakoff (1971).

There are a number of objections commonly raised
against interpretive theories that I wish to meet in the
present one. The first is "How do you put it together?"
Interpretive theories characteristically determine such
relations as coreference or quantifier scope by examination
of various levels of derived structure., How is the
information thus determined integrated with that
determined by examination of other levels of structure
so as to form a coherent level of semantic representation?
It is commonplace to point out that interpretive theories
are really ‘global,' in the somewhat vague sense in
which the word has come to be used., I shall here make
fully explicit the nature of the 'globality' involved
in my proposals,

Chomsky (1974-75 class lectures) has recently
proposed that semantic interpretation is determined
from surface structure augmented with *traces®' that
mark positions from which things have been moved (see
(Fiengo 1974) for discussion of traces), Liberman (1974)

has shown some interesting things that can be done within
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such a framework. Should the technical details of this
approach prove forthcoming in a satisfactory manner, the
provisions I make for globality will be unnecessary.

They may, however, be eliminated with no consequences

for the structure of the theory. Hence the present

developments are compatible both with a traditional

interpretivist outlook and with Chomsky's more recent

ideas,

A more serious.criticism is that interpretive rules

are typically made up ad hoc for English, coming from

no antecedently determined metatheory. There is therefore

no clear distinction between the language-particular and

the language-universal, and claims to have constrained

linguistic theory by depriving the syntax of some

power are evacuated by giving a wild card to the rules

of interpretation. This charge is not really fair,

Jackendoff writes, for example (Jackendoff 1972, pe. 380)s

"This is not to say that the rules of semantic

interpretation are universal, any more than the base
or transformations are. It is clear, for example,
that focus and presupposition are not realized with
the same syntactic and phonological devices in all
languages, and that reflexivization does not universally
obey the constraints of English., What is claimed,
rather, is that any device used to mark focus and
presupposition, be it stress, syntactic position, or

a focus morpheme, will be interpreted at the surface
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structure, conditioning a rule which performs the same
operations upon the semantic interpretation; whatever
the structural conditions on reflexivization, if there
is reflexivization in a language, they will be
operative at the end of cycles, conditioning a rule
making an entry in the table of coreference., Similarly,
one might guess that certain aspects of the environment
for pronominalization and reflexivization are universal;
it might turn out that there are only a small number
of possible options available."

In spite of this, it still must be admitted that interpretive
semantics smudges the distinction between 1angugge-
particular grammar and universal metatheory outside of

the syntactic component: there is no serious attempt

to distinguish formulations. of interpretive‘rules from

the dev{ces that apply them, Neither can it be said

that 'generative semanticists' have done well with tie
problem, They have frequently made assertions that 'global
rules’ are better than 'indexing devices,' but have not
made much progress on putting satisfactory constraints

on elther,

In the following pages I will set up a language-
universal system for imposing certain extra-constituent
structure relations, which I shall call ‘global relations,’
on the phrase-markers in transformational derivations.

Although most of tha details of the system will be determined
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on the basis of English, the work on relative clauses
in chapter 1 provides some basis for postulating the
universality of the system proposed. The system will
determine the constituent structure relations of relative
clauses and their heads and their relative constituents.
Although many problems will remain of how languages
refer to these relations in the statement of rules, the
result will still be a more substantially constrained
approach to the phenomena than any that I am aware of.
I emphasize again that it is the fact that the mechanisms
are proposed as language universals that renders them
metatheoretical provisions rather than ad hoc descriptions,

There is finally the question raised by McCawley
(1973) of what the objects created by interpretivist
rules of 'semantic interpretation' have to do with
semantics, as the term is used by logicians interested
in natural language, philosophers of certain persuasions,
and, increasingly, linguists. I explicitly take the
position that the global relations I postulate are
syntactic rather than semantic objects. They would
of course, play a rule in semantic interpretation: for
example, in systems of the form explored in Cooper and
Parsons (1974), where rules are given for translating
constituent structures into logical formulae, the global
relations I develop here would tell one how to assign
variables to NP and to variable-binding operators. 1

presume that the contribution of the global relations to
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semantic interpretation would be specifiable universally
for language.
2.3.1. Node Indexing: Global phenomena (such as the

multi-level semantic interpretation typical of all but
the most recent interpretive theories) require the
intiroduction into syntax of some scheme of node indexing
to keep track of the corresponding nodes relation.

Lakoff (1971) takes global phenomena as a warrant for
sweeping reformulations in the theory of grammar. Setting
aside the technical difficulties with his proposals

(see Soames (1974)), I do not think that such drastic
reformulatior.,s are called for. The phenomena that are
solid (and involve matters internal to the derivation -~
the dependencies of derivations on extra-derivational and
even extra-linguistic matters being a different order of
problem) can be dealt with by means of various localised
alterations in the theory, in the style of Jackendoff,

I shall therefore set up the corresponding nodes

relation so as to make minimum, virtually null, changes
in the theory of grammar.

I shall say that a phrase-marker is a well-formed
terminal labelled brackefing in the sense of Peters and
Ritchie (1973) (thereby discarding the original usage
of the term as referring to a set of strings meeting
certain conditions designed to guarantee that it determine
a tree), That is, a phrase-marker is a string of terminal

symbols and labelled brackets in which each bracket matches
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with a bracket that has the same label., I furthermore
stipulate that in indexed phrase-marker is like a
phrase-marker but has the additional feature that each
right bracket bears a positive integer as a superscript.
Finally, a regularly indexed phrase-marker is an indexed
phrase-marker in which the first right bracket has
superscript 1, the second 2, and so forth.

It is clear that there is only one way of applying
indices to a phrase-marker so as to get a regularly
indexed phrase-marker. Therefore, instead of starting
out a transformaticnal) derivation with a phrase-marker
produced by the base, we can start it with the regularly
indexed phrase-marker corresponding to one produced by
the base (the rules of which could not supply the indices
at all without being context sensitive). (108) is then
a simplified regularly indexed deep structure for
John admires Mary:

(208) [glyply ZonnyTRplauuly PreslRly [y ply adnirel?
l'.~NP[I‘J Mﬁ!l]gjgp]ep]g

It remains to provide conventions for the preservation

of node-indices under transformations,

I velieve that the elementaries may be constrained to
Deletion, Chomsky adjunction and Sutstitution. Deletion
poses no problem, For the other two I propose the obvious:
the node created by Chomsky adjunction bears the node index
(along with all the category features) of the node
adjoined to, while in Substitution the node substituted
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for disappears entirely, along with its index, and is
replaced by the substituting node, along with its index.

I will give an example involving Substitution.,

Bresnan (1972) proposed that passive sentences had
underlyingly empty subjects, with the NP in the agent
phrase (the logical subject) generated in that position
in deep structure. Assuming this, a somewhat simplified

deep structure for John is admired by Mary might be

(109a), with (109b) being the structure derived from
(1092) by Object Preposing:
(109) a. [SENP ]NP[Aux[TPres]T]Aux[VP[Pas be en]Pass
EVMJethcN_mJNJNPcPPL by13
9
CnpCyonn 13 Nplps ials?
b, ES[NP[NM]g]IzP[Aux[TPres]%]l?.ux[VP[Passpg en
Tpagslvadnire 17l ool pby 150y pl o IR NS Tt
]12]13
VP-S

'#' is a special terminal hypothesized by Fiengo (1974)

to be insertable by convention under any phrase node
in the base, A derivation that reaches the surface with
surviving '#' is ungrammatical, Hence Object preposing
must apply to (109a), there being no other applicable
rule that could erase the '#' (Fiengo suppose: that
there is a rule of agent postposing that applies in
Passives, putting the subject into ihe #~filled NP of
a by-phrase, but this is an independent matter),

Fiengo also proposes that when a constituent is

moved, the symbol 't' is left in the position from
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which the constituent is extracted. 't' s said to be
'bound®' by the moved constituent, and if a derivation
reaches the surtace with a 't*‘ (trace) which commands
and precedes that which binds it, then the derivation
blocks. Agent postposing thus may yield a structure
exactly like (109a) with '#' replaced by 't', to which
Object preposing must apply to erase the trace,

We might formalise Fiengo's proposal be recasting
the deletion elementary so as to replace each maximal
deleted constituent with '[Lt]%: where L is the label
of that constituent and n is its index. Carrying this
out in a framework in which variables are deleted is
rather messy. In Fiengo's framewcrk, the Deletion
elementary is restricted to constituentc, and furthermore
to constituents which the transformation doing the
deletion replicates clsewhere by Substitution or
Chomsky adjunction,

With traces left by movement in the manner specified

above, Object preposing would derive (110) from (109a):

(110) ESENPtNM]gJKP[Aux[TPreS]‘%]zux[VP[Passpg en
]gass[v.a_'_d’_!’_j:_r_e.]a[[\;pt ]gp[ pp[ppl]g[N p[NQQ_}.}.n..

]9310]11312]13

N NP-PP-/VP-S

There is a final problem connected with the rule

of Right Node Raising and other potential rules applying
tc coordinate structures., Some of these rules perhaps
have effect of fusing two constituents into one. What

relation does the index of John in Bill admires, and Susan
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detests, John have to do with the indices of the two

occurrences of John in Bill admires John and Susan detests

Jochn. It is not clear to me what sort of operations
effect Right Node Raising, so any decision here is
somewhat premature, dbut I will venture the guess that
it is the final node of the last conjunct that is raised,
with the final nodes of the others bveing deleted. Hence
the raised John will have the index of the underlying
second occurrence of John.

If we now associate with a constituent structure
a relation specified in the form of some sort of table
compossd of node-indices, we can apply transformations
to the constituent structure, and the table will continue
to induce the relations we desire over the constituent
structures derived by the transformations., We can thus
represent those properties and relations which seem
to be glodally present in the derivation without any
singificant disruption in the theory of grammer.

One might in fact claim that a node-indexing
scheme was Smplicit in the Aspects theory of graﬁmar.
and even in that of Syntactic Structures. For in the
Agpects framework thre structural description of a
sentence is a pair (¢.)y). where § isa surface structure
and'y is its deep structure. One of the tasks of the
structural description is to indicate the underlying
grammatical relations between the constituents of the

surface structure, It is difficult to imazine how the
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structural description could accomplish this without the

aid of a node-indexing scheme,

I will illustrate the technique with an oversimplified
treatment of coreference., Generate a regularly indexed
deep structure, take it to surface structure with the
transformationa component, and then set up a table
of coreference as a set of ordered pairs of node-indices
meeting the following conditions:

(111) a. each index that appears in the table indexes
an NP node in the surface st.ucture

b, the table determines an equivalence relation
ce if (x, y) is in the table, and the node
indexed by x precedes and commands the
node indexed by y, then the node indexed
by y is a pronoun
Condition (1lle¢) is derived from unpublished work by
Howard Lasnik, A well-formed sentence siructure is
then a triple (P.’y; s )y where’yl is a regularly indexed
deep structure provided by the base, $ is derived from y
by the transformatiunal component, and C is a table of
coreference assigned top by (111). The sentence
structure can clearly determine a semantic interpretation
in the desired manner,

The treatment above is of course only illustrative:
it does not treat of reflexivization, for example, But
the technique is obviously applicable to more sophisticated
proposals, such as those of Jackendoff (1972),

There is no essenfial difference between this kind

of treatment and one in which the relevant properties and
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relations are inscribed directly into the phrase-markera.

as by the 'coreference index' proposal of Agpects. I believe,
however, that the present approach is somewhat more
perspicuous to the mind.

It is obvious that we must specify exactly what
sorts ot tables are allowed in unversal grammar, and how
they may be tied to syntactic structure. Without such
specifications a mechanism such as the one I have
proposed 1s merely an arbitrary indexing device, allowing
such absurd consequences as those pointed out by Cole
(1973).

2.3.2. The Head-COMP Relation: We have seen various
reasons for believing that there is some sort of relation
subsisting between a relative or comparative clause

and its head. There iz first of all the fact that these
clause= have their heads in construction with them, even
though they may be separated by an unbounded stretch

of material, Next we may observe the er...than.../as...as...
dependencies and the mirror-imege constraint in the
English comparative system, or the requirement that

the head of an anticipatory relative he definite in the
Indic languages discussed in chapter 1, We may also
obaserve such paradigms as (112) (based on Vergnaud (1974
90-93)s

(112) a, the woman started sewing and the man started
reading who had been shouting at each other

b, & woman started sewing and a man started
reading who had been shouting at each other




253

c. *the woman started sewing and a man started
reading who had been shouting at each other

d. *a woman started sewing and the man started
reading who had been shouting at each other

Something has to squeeze these determiners into a ball in

order to enforce ‘the requirement that they be the same.
There are essentially two ways in which one might go

about setting up such a system. We might say that there

was a direct relation subsisting between the head and

its 'equivalent' constituent in the dependent clause.

We may represent this sitvation with the diagram (113):

(113) ...At\...[scomp...g...]...

The 8 that is the relative or comparative clause (and
thereby its COMP) is uniquely identified because it
is the maximal constituert dominating the 'target' (dependent)
constituent but not the head, ‘

Unfortunately many of the properties of comparatives
are replicated by result clauses and infinitive complements
of too; so...that,.. and too...for... present the same
selection problem as to er...than... and ag...ag... . Ve
may furthermore see that these constructions also obey
the mirror-image constraint:

(114) a, so many more people than I invited that I
couldn't count them came to the party

b, *so0 many more people that I couldn't count them
than"I invited came to the party

C, 80 many more people than I invited came to
the party that I couldn't count them
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d. *so many more people that I couldn't count
them came to the party than I invited

e. SO0 many more people came to the party than
I invited that I couldn't count them

f. #so many more people came to the party that
I couldn't count them than I invited

(115) a. too many more people than I invited for us
to count came to the party

b. #too many more people for us to count than I
invited came to the party

c. too many more people than I invited came to
the party for us to count

d. #*too many more people for us to count came
to the party than 1 invited

e. too many more people came to the party
than I invited for us to count

f. #too many more people came to the party for
us to count than I invited

Ve therefore need a relation that holds between between
the clause and its head.

Since the morphology of the COMP and the morphology
of the Det of the head are interdependent, I will represent
the relation as holding between the Det of the head and
the COMP of the clause, and call the relation the Head-
COMP relation,

Questions with wh-words are in many ways analogous
to relative clauses, But since questions lack heads,
we could not use a head-target constituent relation to
identify the target constituents of a question in the
fashion of (113)., Rather there must be a relation
(usually formlized as co-indexing) between the COMP of
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the question and its target constituent. Let this relation

be called the COMP-target relationship., If we asgsume

that it subsists in relative clauses as well as in

interrogatives, we may replace (113) with (116):
(116) ooo#oootsciogpoooalooo]ooo

(113) and (116) are pretty much the most economical
way to represent the necessary relations for relative and
and comparative clauses, and when we look at more clause
typres (116) turns out to require the fewest sorts of
primitive relations. In this subsection I will develop
the axioms for the Head-COMP relation, and in the next
those for the COMP-target relation,

Ve have seen that a COMP can have a whole set of
heads. Hence we want the Head-COMP table (referred to
henceforth as H) to consist of a set of n-tuples
(x, Yio cons xn) where x is the index of a COMP node
and Yyo eeey N are the indices of Det nodes., We will
want an axiom to enforce the requirement that the heads
are in construction with but not contained by the
3 of the COMP, This is achieved by (117b) below. We
may secondly observe that a Det can be head for only
one COMP, and I will also suppose that for each CONP
there is only one entry., This is accomplished by
(117c). I thus give the following principles governing
the assignment of a Head-COMP table to an indexed phrase-
markers
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(117) FPor an indexed phrase-marker¢, H is a well-formed
Head-COMP table only if

H= {(?5.10 11’10 veoy xl.gl)o

(?S.uo xg.lo coey !-’1'1"-9_)3
where

(a) for i =1, ..., n, Xy is the index of a
COMP in éand for I = 1. ooy _"_l,‘i. xi ‘1
is the index of a Det in ¢, =

(b) if (X Y30 eoe xm)s H, then the nodes
indexed by Yyo eceo Y, are not dominated by
the node immediately dominating the node
indexed by x, but they are dominated by
the node immediately dominating that node,

(c) H mentions no index twice,
(117) captures the major structural conditions. To actually
rule sentences out, however, we need an additional meachanism
to enforce some requirements of conéistency.

(Emonds 1970), (Chomsky 1973) and (Vergnaud 1974) have
proposed analyses in whicthOMP is treated as an increasingly
complex node, expanding into a wide variety of things. I
shall develop this further by supposing that there is a
‘place’ in COMP wheerein are placed the features of the
determiners that the COMP may take as head, Whether
this 'place’ should be treated as a constituent or as
a new kind of feature I do not really know. I shall take
the latter course, I shall represent it as a symbol
[*Fl"'*FkJD’ where the *F!; are the features over which
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consistency is enforced. This symbol may be treated
as a component of the label of the COMP brackets., By
requiring the [...], symbol to be featurally nondistinct
from those of +the determiners of the heads, we require
these determiners to all have the same composition, and
furthermore permit that composition to determine the
formative used to spell the COMP., This solves the problem
of the er...than.../as...as... selectional dependencies.

We may also observe that some clauses, such as
English comparatives, or ordinary English relatives,
require heads, while others, such as ordinary Navajo
relatives, do not., We thus may suppose that there is
in CONP a universal feature [+Hd]. A COMP that is [+Hd]
must have a head; one .that is [-Hd] does not have a head,
I propose that the [...]; symbol is present regardless
of whether or not there is a head.

Formally, we may capture these requirements as
followss

(118) If ﬁ is a phrase marker, and d is a well formed
Head-COMP table for %, then
(a) if x is the index of a [+COMP +Hd] node
in ¢, then there are Yys eees Y, Such
that (X, ¥ys ceer ¥,) is an element of H

(v) 1if (x, Yio eoe x&) is an element of H
then the node indexed by x is
(+4a [...]p]s where *[...]' is non-
distinct from the node indexed
by each y;, =1, 00y m

Finally, we must propose a feature system, I shall
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first distinguish nominal determiners from QP determiners
by having the former be [+ND -QD] and the latter [-ND +QD].
Amongst the nominal determiners, the is of course [+Def]
while a, etc., is [-Def]. Amongst the QP determiners
er and as will be [+Cm -Rs] and too and so will be [-Cm +Rs].
Finally er will be [+#] and as will be [-#], while too
will be [+Ex] and sgo will be [-Ex]. My choices here
are somewhat arbitrary, serving merely to distinguish
from each other the formatives involved, and to impose
upon them an intuitively reasonable classification. At
present I would not suppose that these features are at
all the correct ones. I do believe, however, that the correct
features ' should be taken as belong to some language-
universal feature framework.Much more work in various
languages would be required to acquire a real understanding
of the kind of feature-system necessary,

We can now see that we need merely spvecify that
than goes into a [+COMP +Hd [-ND 4QD +Cm -Rs +#];] node
in order to state the fundamental facts of its
distribution. The other complementizers may be dealt
with in a precisely comparable fashion, The feature
+R introduced in Chapter 1 to distinguish the complementizers
of relative clauses may be taken to be a symbol for
(+8D -QD ...],.

We are now in a position to rule out some sentences.
I shall first consider an example in which a comparative

clause occurs in an S together with a QP that hasg the’
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appropriate determiner, but the clause is not in

construction with the QP;

mo) s
N3 R

N3g/ N \ 3

I2 Coﬁ;SfS\\‘~\,

|
N invited
| 3/ \

1l
N* than N v
Mary N® Y N\ Det Q # girls
F | odl 2 | |
NT  knew ? eér many
)
Bill 2 pdy W
T r
Dlet 'Q g girls
X many

I have left out various inessential nodes, and given only
certain crucial node-indices in the form of Greek-letter
superscripts,

By the lexicon,e® must be [+CONP +Hd]. But then, by
(118a), there must be (x, Yyo eees Y )€ H such that x =,
and by (117a) the nodes indexed by ,‘,5-1.. eeey Y, must be
[+Det]. But by (117b) they must be in@. and-there are
no s ch nodes in3. Therefore the structure has no Head-
COMP table that satisfies the required conditions, and
the sentence *Mary than Bill know .girls) invited more

girls is ruled out, QED,
" Another example, in which the constituent structures

are 0,.K., but thé determiners and complementizers do not

agree properly is (120):
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as N to
AR P B\\‘~ 3 1
Det® Q g girls N N\\ Det N
| | |1 . ! 3/ 2 | |
er many ‘J invited ? the party
1

By the lexicon,dAwill be [+COMP +Hd [-ND +QD +Cm -Rs ~£1p].
But by (118a) there must be (4, Yo ....xm)é_l_{_, where

Yys eees ¥, index determiners withinY. @is the only
candidate, But G is [-ND +QD +Cm -Rs +#£], so it disagrees

with o) , and therefore condition (118b) cannot be met.

Hence the sentence *more girls as I invited came to the

party has no well formed Head-COMP table and is therefore
ungrammatical,

Now let us consider the mirror-image constraint,
(121) is a typical acceptable structure and (122) is a
typical violation:

121 as many er man eople than I invited as you
(121) s many er many people than as y

predicted came to the party

# a d a
(122) as many _e!;; many people as you predicted than I

invited came to the party
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There are svfficiently many other string-tangling
phenomena in syntax to make a formulation of the
constraint premature (or trivial)., I merely observe
that the Head-COMP relation provides the strings to
tangle.
Multiple headed comparatives and resul clauses
are compatible with the principles (117-118). They
enforce the requirement that the determiners all be
the same. That this is correct is evidencea by (123):

(123) a. fewer people moved more cinder blocks this
time than ever before

b, as many people moved as many cinder blocks
this time as ever before

c. *as many people moved more cinder blocks this
time as/than ever before.

Note the inexplicable *as few people moved as many

cinder blocks this time as ever before. This somewhat

casts into doubt the significance of (123).

More interesting cases of the consistency
requirement being enforced are those involving relatives,
since here there is no overt formative in the COMP that
is selected on the basis of what appears in the
determiners of the head, Relative clauses also give some
evidence . with regard to what features the consistency
requirement is to be enforced over. (124) is grammatical:

(124) one man came in and three women went out who
were related.

Yet the Det of one man is [+Sg] and that of three women
is [-Sg]. This shows that #Sg i3 not specified in [...],.
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This leads to an immediate prediction: because
tDef appears in [...],, there will be languages in which
there are complementizers that require definite heads, and
because #Sg is not in [...], there.will not be languages
in which there are complementizers that require singular
heads. As far as I know, both of these predictions are
borne out., In Navajo (sections 1,1.2,1.,, 1.1,3.6.) the
complementizer {éiEZéé is only used to form definite
descriptions, whether in the internal head, pre-relatgive
or extraposed relative construction. We may thus specify
{ei¥/de in the lexicon as being [+COMP [+ND -QD +Def], 1,
leaving it unspecified with respect to +Hd (the features
that specifies whether there is a head or not). English
contains a near miss to the claim that no languages
have complementizers that select a certain number on
their heads in the form of the paucal relative clause
(section 1.1.2.2.),

The reader may well be suspicious about one of the
properties of (117): (117a) involves a crucial mention
of the category 'Det.' Our suspicions deepen when we

note that there are words such as sufficient/sufficiently,

that are clearly A, and enough, which the #*Q0 A® Filter

shows to be a Q (tall enough, *enough tall; different enough,

enough different), that take for (and maybe sometimes

that) complements just as does too,

Reflecting on this problem leads us to an important
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revision in (117-118). Why not say that the COMP is
connected not to a Det, but to a [-COMP] node bearing
a [...] feature. The ccnsistency requirement is then
merely that the constents of the two [...], features be
identical (or perhaps nondistinct).

Making this move, we can form a unified reformulation

of (117, 118), combining (117a) and (118b):

(125) For an indexed phrase-marker $ , H is a well-formed
Head-COMP table only if

H= {(2(.10 xl'lv ceey Xl.ml)v

(Zpe dp,1e oees xn.mn)z

where
(a) fori=1, ..., n, X; is the index of a
[+COMP +Hd [...],Tnode in § and for 1$j &m,,
Y5, 4 is the index of a | -COWF [---],] -
-
node such that .,. is identical to ---

(b) if (X, ¥y» +ees ¥, )€ H, then the nodes
indexed by y,., oo Y, are not dominated
by the node immediately dominating the
rode indexed by x, but they are dominated
by the node immediately dominating that node

(d) no index is mentioned twice in H

(e) if x is the index of a [+COMP +Hd] node
in P. then there are Yyr ooy Y, Such
that (X, ¥y+ sees ¥,) € He -

We may classify a node that as a [..], symbol as [+D],
and one that lacks one as [-D]. [+D] is then the feature
borne by those elements that participate in the determiner
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compleement system, be they determiners or nct. 'D' may
be thought of as something that is either absent, or
present in a variety of forms (but not, of course, being
absent in a veriety of forms).

At what level of the lerivation does (125) hold?
one possibility is that it holds only at surface structure,
In this case, our elimination of the 'Det' specification
was well advised, for er Shift surely removes the Dot
node from over er, Under our new treatment, however,
it need only be assured that er Shift moves the [...],
specification onto the Q: more can then be treated like
enough,

If semantic interpretation can be determined
entirely off of surface structwure, then we can effect
a grand simplification of tha theory by simply eliminating
the indices, and building H out of occurrences of
substrings in the labelled bracketing that is the
surface structure., There is another interesting
possibility, however, which is to claim that (125)
holds for H throughout a derivation. One would ganerate
an indexed deep structure, supply a Head-COMP table,
check to see if (125) was aatisfied. and then in the
derivation recheck after each rule has applied, (125)
wovld then serve to prohibit a wide variety of derivational
shennanigans,

I have sought to explain some phenomena by means of
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the hypothesis that there is in COMP something, I shall
call it a complex feature, that recapitulates the
determiner of the head, or, more accurately, the determiner-
like aspect of the head, When there is no head this
complex feature performs the function that the head's
determiner would perform., Ve are saying then that
it is in some sense essential for the relative clause
to have a determiner, and that it is the same as the
determiner of the head, if there is any. This is not
a new idea in linguistics, being one of the central
proposals in Benveniste's classic (1957) article on the

relative clause,
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2.3.3. The COMP-Target Relation: To complete the picture,
it remains to set up the relation that holds becween
COMP and the target constituents., This relation
can be s;t up as a table T of sequences, similar to
H, the head-COlP table, but obeying somewhat different
conditions. From the existence of multiple wh word
questions and relative clauses we can see the necessity
for a COMP to have several targets. But clearly a
target is related to only one COMP., There is the
further requirement that the target(s) be contained
within the § of the COMP,

These principles may be given a preliminary form as (125):

(126) For an indexed phrase markerg, T is a well-formed
COMP-Target table only if

T= {(!19 !1'10 veey 110.'!1)'

(;'I.!' %01’ teee !D.v.’!'.n)‘g

where

() for i =1, ..., n, x, indexes a COMP inp
for =1, ..., _Qm';' "-’-i.j indexes a Det 1n¢

‘b) Ir (_x_' xl. veey )&2. then the node
immediately dominating the node indexed
by x dominates the nodes indexed by

xlo vy ym

(¢) no index is mentioned twice in T,

(126) is obviously paralell to (117).
(126) is by itself insufficient, We need something

. .
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comparable to (118) to permit the lexical entries of
formatives to specify that the formative is a |
relative pronoun, an interrogative, or whatever. Ve find,
furthermore, something analogous to a consistency requirement:
in the great majority of languages the relative pronoun
is different in form from the interrogative. Hence the
relative/interrogative pronoun choice is varying with
‘the R/AQ choice in the complementizer, I thus posit
a complex feature °'W', which may contain the specification
'+Q' for 'interrogative,' and '-Q' for relative., A
relative complementizer will have the feature composition
(+cowP [-Q]),], an interrogative complementizer (for a
wh word question) will have the composition [+COKP [+Q]],
a relative pronoun will be [-COMP [-Q], ] and an interrogative
will be [-CoMP [+Q],].

Ve can thus formulate (127), paralell to (125):

(127) For an indexed phrase marker §, T is a well-
formed COMNF-Target table only if

I = {(?.‘.10 xl.l. ooy xl'ml)o

(.x.n. xn.l' teee x?_'m_n)}

where
(a) for i =1, ..., n, X, indexes a [+COMP [...],]
node and for j§ =1, ..., v X

indexes a [-COMP [---],] node suchii‘ht
vee 18 the same asg ~--,
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(d) If (Xy Y30 ecos Y,)€ 7T, then for i =
1, ¢oey m, the node immediately dominating
the node indexed by x dominates the node
indexed by Yye

(c) no index is mentioned twice in T

(d) If z indexes a node that is [[...],],
then there are x, Yo soer Yo such
that (X, ¥y0 eeey ¥,)¢ 1 and either
z =x or for some I, 1{ifm, z = y;.

I leave open the full range of contents of the [...]w
complex feature,
Vie can now specify the features we have used in
the lexical entries for various pronouns so as *o
characterize their uses, English wh, for example, is
[(-comMP +W]., Modern Greek o opfos (a relative pronoun
that cannot be used as an interrogative) is [-ComP [-Q1,].
We may deal with multiple headed ccnstructions
on the basis of the observation that multiple headed
relative clauses either have several antecedents for
one relative pronoun, or one antecedent for each
relative pronour., Ve do not find analogues to the terato-
logism (128):

(126) *a man; killed a womanJ and a boy,, kigsed a girlk
which males were in love with which
i'h J.k
females,

The following principle may therefore be proposzeds

(129) It ¢ is an indexed phrase marker with Head-COMP
table H§ and COMP-Target table T, then if
(%, !lv veoy .‘Ln) é¢H and (x, Zyr eeey ;z.m)ﬁ 2,
either m = 1 orm = pn, -
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(129) enforces the restriction that in a relative clause
with several wh words, each has its own head,

There are many ways in which one could continue
to tighten up the system so as to capture well-known
constraints, The 'strong crossover prineciple' that
Crow (section 1.2.1,1,) reveals to apply to wh-marking
is an obvious candidate, and so is Chomsky's (1973)
constraint that a wh word that is in a COMP is interpreted
as bound by that COMP, I shall restrict myself to getting
the system to recognize the major constituent structure types.

\ie may clearly discern three important kinds of
relative clauses: the anticipatory and trailing relatives,
the pre-, post- and extraposed relatives, and the headless
relatives, I shall assuma@ here that the pre- and post-
relatives are all underlyingly what they are on the
surface, hence rejecting the extraction analysis,
(observe that under the extraction analysis the situation
would arise in which the surface structure head and NP.oq
would have the same node index: thus the various
the's in the well-formedness relaticns for the tables
would suffer from presupposition failure, I can see no
problem in replacing all these the's with a's), Comparative
clauses fall into the first two families, I shall call
the first famlily the adjoined clauses, *the second the
headed embedded, and the last the headless, 'as suggested’
in section 1,1,3, "

Ve wish to explain the fact that typically wh words
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and complementizers are useable in one, but not
all of the three types of clauses, We further see in
the indefinite comparative reason to believe that
Nprel and Nphd share some complex feature.

I shall suppose that NP_ ., shares the [...]D feature
of its controlling COMP, This may be enforced by the

following stipulations

(130) If $is a phrase marker with a well-formed COMP-

Target relation T, and if for (x, Yyo coer Yp)
¢ T and for i =1, ..., m, then the node indexed

by x agrees with the node indexed by Y; on the
"composition of Ceeedpe -

I then suppose the various positiona. environments to
impose a feature on the [...], of the COHP of the relative
clause. By (130), these specifications are also enforced
in NPrel and NPhd, and so can influence the form of
determiners, etc., _

The three families may be distinguished with the
features #Ad and +At., Anticipatory and trailing relatives
are [+Ad -At], Clause generated by a rule of the form
XX § or X-»3 X are [-Ad +At]., Finally, clauses
generated by X —B (headless clauses) are [-Ad -At], Putting
this in symbols we get (131);

(131) 1If a [+COMP [-Q],Inode is immediately dominated by

(a) an 8 immediately dominated by 8, then it is
also [[+Ad -At]pl.

(b) an 8 immediately dominated by an X and
sister to an X (where X is a category
variable), then it is also [[-Ad *At],]
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(¢c) an 8 inmediately dominated by X and sister
to nothing, then it is also [[-Ad -At];].

Ve may now distinguish some words by their featural
specifications, Reélative which is specified as [-COMP
(-a], [+¥D -QD -Ad +A ];]. the er is [-comp (-ND +QD
+Ad -At]y]. Bresnan's 'x' determiner is [-COMP [-q],

[-1D +QD -Ad +At];].

Before closing the section and the chapter, I will
describe briefly some principles that would assist a
language learner in sorting out these types on the basis
of minimal evidence. First, consider the extrarosed versus
the trailing clauses. Trailing clauses characteristically
can appear in anticipatory position, but there is no
matrix initial position for extravosed clauses., Note that
it is also the case for afterthought clauses. If we
supvose that intonatisn patterns suffice to distinguish
after thought from extraposed clauses, then we can
discern the trailing clauses to be the non-after thought
clauses that never appear matrix initially, I suspect
that intonation would also serve to distinguish extraposed
from trailing clauses, which suggests that these positional
facts are not really relevant to language-learniné.

e have also observed a general principle that in
a clause introduced by an X~»X 8 or X-»3 X rule, which
I shall also call an attached relative, Nprel must
usually be a pronoun, with Japanese being an apparent

exception to this, Ve may establish a principle that
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includes Japanese under a non-extraction analysis (see

section 1.3.1) by stipulating that in an attached relative
structure NP, be anaphoric to NP, , in the sense of
Wasow (1972)., It is a basic principle of anaphora that
if NP A is anaphoric to NP B, then A must be more general
than B, In the typical anticipatory relative, NPrel is
less general (i.e., is an NP like wh-horse), while NPy 4

is just a pronoun, Hence the typical anticipatory
relative cannot be misanalysed as a pre-relative without
leading to violations of universal conditions.

There is a final consequence that we can extract
from the anaphoricity condition. (Vergnaud 1674) observes
a constrzint that a pronoun cannot be anaphoric to a
containing NP, Hence (132) are ungrammatical:

(132) a, #the fact; that it;was discovered is amazing

b. *picturesi of collectors of themi are on the
wall

This condition, together with the condition that NP, ©f
an attached relative clause be anarhoric to Nphd requires
that an embedded relative attached to an NP be introduced
by NP —=aNP 8; for NOM -»NOM §, N -»N 8§ would not provide

for Nprel
on the basis of examples like the boy who_died, etc., we

an NPhd that did not dominate it. Hence solely

are forced to get the NP~»NP 8 rule, which provides the

constituent structure needed for the examples like the

boy and the girl who were engaged,
The system of relations would thus appear to permit
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one to formulate principles that contribute in a demonstrable
way towards making relative clause construction in principle

learnable,
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Footnotes to Chapter 2

l, HMuch of the material in this chapter is based on this
article, which I shall henceforth refer to as merely
'‘Bresnan,' I am heavily indebted to Joan Bresnan and
Mark Liberman for discussions of many of the subjects
treated here,

2, I am indebted to Dorothy Siegel for uttering thus

example, and to Mark Liberman for pointing out that she had,



276
Bibliography

Anderson, S. R. (in preparation) "Ergativity and Linguistic
Structure,"”

Anderson, S. R. and Paul Kiparsky, eds., (1973) A Festschrift
for Morris Halle, Holt, Rinehart and Winsticn, New York.,

Andrews, A. D. (1974) "One(s) Deletion in the Comparative
Clause," NELS V, pp. 246-255,

Ashton, E, 0., (1944) Swahili Grammar, Longmans, Green & Co,
London,

Bach, Emmon (1965) "On Some Recurrent Types of Transformations,"
in Sixteeth Annual Round Table Meeting on Linguistics
and Language Studies, edited by C.V. Kréidler,
Georgetown University Monograph Series on Languages
and Linguistics 18.

Baker, C.L. (1968) Indirect Questions in English, Indiana
University PhD Dissertation,

----- (1970) "Notes on the Description of Znglish Questions:
the Role of an Abstract Question Morpheme," FL 6.

Benvenis+te, émilg (1957) “"La Phrase Relative, Probléme de
Syntaxe Generale," in Benveniste (1966) Problemes de
Linguistique Generale, Galimard. Paris.

Bergsland, Knut (1955) A Grammatical Outline of the Zskimo
Larguage of VWest Greenland, unpublished manuscript, Oslo,

Brame, M.K. (1968) "A New Analysis of the Relative Clause:
tvidence for an Interpretive Theory," unpublished paper,
MIT.

Bresnan, J.W. (1970) "On Complementizers: Towards a
Syntactic Theory of Comvlement Types," FL §, 297-321,

~-=~ (1972) The Theor% of Complementation in £nglish Syntax,
unpublished MIT Dissertation,

--== (1973) "Syntax of the Comparative Clause Construction
in English," LI 4:3, pp. 275-344,

~=== (1974a) "On the position of Certain Clause Particles
in Phrase Structure,” LI:S.4, pp. 614-619,

w=we (1974b) “Comparative Deletion and Constraints on
Transformations,” to appear in Linguistic Analysis,



277

Bowers, John (1970) "Adjectives and Adverbs in English,"
Indiana Linguistics Club mimeo,

Browne, Wayles (1970) "More on Definiteness Markers:
Interrogatives in Persian," LI 1:3, pp. 259-263.

Carlson, G.N. and L.W, Martin (1974) "Relative Clause
Formation and Resumptive Pronouns,” unpublished paper,
University of Iowa, :

Chomsky, N.A. (1957) Syntactic Structures, Mouton, The Hague,

===~ (1965) Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, MIT Press,
Cambridge, Mass.

-=-= (1970) “"Remarks on Nominalization," in Peters and
Rosanbaum,

~-== (1973) "Conditions on Transformations,' in Anderson
and Kiparsky.

Cooper, Robin and Terence Parsons (1974) "Montague Grammar,
Generative Semantics and Interpretive Semantics,"
to appear in a volume tentatively entitled Nontague
Grammar, edited by Barbara Partee, Academic Press.

Cole, Peter (1973) "Global Grammar versus Index Grammars:
a Question of Power,” Studies in the Linguistic
Sciences 3:1, pp.45-53, University of Illinois.

Donaldson, Susan (1971) "Movement in Restrictive Relative
Clauses in Hindi," in Studies in the Linguistic
Sciences 1:2, University of Illinois.

East African Swahili Committee (1955-58) Studies in Swahili
Dialect, Maberere College, Kampala,

Emonds, J.2. (1970) Root ard Structure Preserving Transformat-
ions, MIT PhD Dissertation, Indiana Linguistics Club

S——————

mimeo,

Fiengo, R.W, (1974) Semantic Conditions on Surface Structure,
unpublished MIT PhD Dissertation,

Geis, M.L. (1970) Adverbial Subordinate Clauses in English,

——a—

unpublished MIT Dissertation,

Ginsburg, Seymour and Barbara Partee (1969) "A Mathematical
Model for Transformational Grammars,"” Information and
Control, 16:4, pp.297-334,




278
Gorbet, L.P. (1974) Relativization and Complementation in
in Diegueno: Noun Phrases as Nouns, unpublished PhD
Dissertation, UCSD,

Hale, Kenneth (1970) “Relative Clauses in Some Non-Indo-
European Languages,"” talk delivered at NiELS I, Cambridge,
Mass.

Hankamer, Jorge (1971) Constraints on Deletion in Syntax,
unpublished PhD Dissertation, Yale University.

=== (1974) "On Wh Indexing," NELS V pp. 61-76.

Hintikka, Jaakko (1974) "Quantifiers vs. Quantification
TheOI‘y." in LI:502. pp9153"‘178.

Jackendoff, R.S. (1972) Semantic Interpretation in Generative
Grammar, MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass,

c——- (1973) "The Base Rules for Prep031t10nal Phrases,"
in Anderson and Kiparsky.

Jacobs, Roderick and Peter Rosenbaum ,eds., (1970) Readings
in English Transformational Grammar, Ginn ana Co.,
Valtham, hMass.,

Jeanne, LaVerne (1974) "The Relative Clause in Hopi,"
unpublished paper, MIT.

Junghare, I.Y,. (i9??) "Restrictive Relative Clauses in
Marathi," Universitv of Minnesota ditto.

Kaufman, E.S. Navajo Spatial £nclitics: A Case for Unbounded
Movement, LI 5:4, 507-534,

Keenan, £.L, "On Se@mantically Based Grammar," LI:3.4,
ppo 413-46? ]

Keenan, E.L, and Bernard Comrie (1972) "NP Accessibility
and Universal Grammar," unpublished paper,

Kleinschmidt, S. (1851) Grammatik cer Gr¥nl&indischen
Sprachen, reprinted (1968), Georg Olms verlags
Buchhandlung, Hildesheim,

Klokeid, T7.J. (1970) "Research on Mabuiag," MIT ditto.

Kuno, ~usumu (1971) "The Position of Locatives in
Exiztential Sentences," LI:2,.3, pp. 333-378,

~=~~ (1973) The_Structure of the Japanese Language,
MIP Presc, Cambridge, Mass,




279

~=== (1974) "The Positiion of Relative Clauses and
Conjunctions,” LI:S.1, pp. 117-136.

Kuno, Sueumu and J.J. Robinson (1972) *"Multiple Wh
Questions,” LI:3.4, pp.463-488,

Kuroda, 1,-Y, (1969) "English Relativizat.on and Certain
Related Froblen: ,” in Reibel and Scnane.

Lakoff, G.P, (1971) "On Cenerative Semantics,” in
Jacobovits, L.A. and D.D, Steinberg, eds., Semantics,
The Univers!ty Press, Cambridge, England,

=== (1974) “Syntactic Amalgams,"” CLS 10, pp. 321-344,

lalou, Marcelle (1959) Manuel Elementaire de Tibetain
Clacsique, Imprimerie Natlionale, Faris.

Lanbton A.K.S. (1967) Persian Grammar, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Lewis, G.l. (1967) Turkish Grammar, Oxford University Press,
London.

~=--= (1952) Teach Yourself Turkish, Znglish Universities
Press, London,

Liberman, Merk (1974) "On Conditioning tho Rule of Subject
Aux Inversion,” NELS V pp. 77-91.

Lockwood, ¥.B. (1964) An Introduction to Mcde n Faroese,
Munksgaard, Kgbenhawn.

Loo-man, Alfons (1965) Swahili Crammar and Syntax, Duquesne
University Press, Plttsburg, Pa.

Lowie, R,H., (1941, The Crow language, University of
California Press, B rkely and Los Ar.geles, Calif,

Malisdorf, Zafrira (1974) "Relative Clauses in Hebrew =
Constraints or Hierarchies," CUNY ditto,

Martin, L.W. (1972) Apuosative and Restrictive Relativization
in_English, unpublishe DIssertation, Unlversity
o1 Taxas 2t Avstin,

McCawley, J.D. (1972) "Japanese Relative Clauses," in
Peranteau, Levi and Phares,

mcCavley, J.D., (1473) "Exiorna) NPs versus Annotated Deep
Struct ‘re,” LIi&,2, ;')p. 221-240,



280

Meinhof, Karl (1909) Lehrbuch der Nama-Sprache, Druck und
Verlag um Georg Reimer, Beriin,

Montague, Richard (1974) Formal Philosophy, edited by

R.H. Thomason, Yale University Press, New Haven,
Connecticut,

Peranteau, P.M.,, J.N, Levi and G.C. Phares, eds., (1972)
The Chicago Which Hunt, Chicago Linguistic Society,
CEIcago. gIIInoIa.

Perkins, Ellavina (1975 "Extrapoz1§1on of Relative Clauses
in Navajo," in Diné Bizaad Nan 1';1; (The Navajo

Language Review) vol 2, number 2,

Perlmutter, D.M. (1970) "On the Article in English," in
M. Bierwisch and K.E, Heidolph, Progress in linguistics,
viouton, The Hague.

-=== (1971) Deep and Surface Structire Constraints in Syntax,
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York.

~=-= (1972) "Evidence for S..adow Pronouns in French Relat-
ivization," in Peranteau, Levi and Phares,

verlmutter, D,¥, and J,R. Ross (1970) “"Relative Clauses
with Split Antecedent,” LI:1.3, pg. 350.

Peters, Stanley (1972) "The Projection Problem: How is
a Grammar to be Selected?" in Peters, Stanley, ed,,

Goals of Linguistic Thecry, Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Englewood Ci%f?s. N.J.

Peters, Stanley adn R.V, Ritchie (1./3) "On the fGenerative
Power of Transformtional Grammmars,"” Information
Sciences 6.

Platero, P.R. (1974) "The Nava jo Relative Clause," IJAL:40,3,
pp. 202-2L6,

Platerc, P,R, and K. Hale (1974) “"Aspects of Navajz Anaphora,
Rgl?tivization and Pronominalization,"” in Diné Bizaad
Nenil'iih (The Navajo Language Review), 1,1, pp. 9-25,

Postal, P.M. (1971) Cross Over Phenomena, Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, New York,

-~-- (1972) "A Global Constraint on Pronominalization,"
LI13.1, pp.35-60,

wee= (1974) "On Certain Ambiguities,” LI 5.3, pp. 325-366,




\ 281
'

Reibel, D. A, and'S. A, Scane, eds., (1969) Modern Studies
in English, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.

Ross, J.R. (1967) Constraints on Variables in Syntax
.unpublished MIT PRD Dissertatlon; dIstrIbuteE‘E&
Indiana Linguistics Club,

-=-=-= (1974) "More on -er Globality," FL:12, pp.269-270

Sapir, Edward (1963) "Abnormal Speech Forms in Nootka,"
inp.c. [Mandelbaum, ed., Selected Writings of Edward
Sapir, University of Callfornia Press, Berkely and
Los Angeles, Calif,

Satyanarayana, Pi ang K.V& gubbgrgg (é9733 "Age Rightvivard1 "
Movement Rules Upward Bounded?" Studies in the Linguistic
?cigncgs. vol 3:1, pp. 183-192, Unlversity of

llinois,

Schultz-Lorentzen (1945) A _Grammar of the West Greenlandic
Language, Meddelelser om Gr¥nland, vol., 129, number 2,
Copenhagen.

Selkirk, Elizabeth ,1970) "On the Determiner System of
Noun Phrases and Adjective rhrases," unpublsihed
paper, MIT,

Siegel, Dorothy (1974) Topics in English Iorphology
uﬁpublished WIT P ssertation, '

Soames, Scott (1974) "Rule Orderings, Obligatory Trans-
formations and Derivational Constraints, in
Theoretical Linguistis 1.1, pp. 116-138

Southworth, F.C, and N,B, Kavadi (1965) §£g§gg_ﬂ&rathi.
University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphla, Pa,

Stockwell, R,, P, Schachter and B, Partee (1973) The Kajor
Syntactic Structures of EZnglish, Holt, Rinehart ana
winston, Inc,, New York.

Thiersch, Craig (1973} "The Harder They Come, The Harder
They Fall," unpublished paper, MIT.

Undergéliéokobert (1972) "Turkish Participles," LI:3.3, pp.

Vergnaud, J.R. (1974) zfench Relative Clauses, unpublished
MIT PhD Dissertation,

Wackernagel, Jacob (1930) Altindische Grammatik, Vandenhoek
und Ruprecht, S8ttingen,




281

Wasow, Thomas (1972) Anaphoric Relations_in £nglish
ﬁnpublishad MIT ssertation. '

Wilson, W.A. (1963) "Relative Constructions in Dagbani,”
iggr?zk of West African Languages, 1:2., part 3, pp.



282
Biographical Note

The author was born in Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania, to
Emily and Avery Andrews, and went to secondary school
at St. Paul's School in Concord, N,H., where he acquired
a taste for languages and linguistics. Graduating in
1967, he went to Harvard University, where he ma jored
in linguistics and applied mathematics, graduating
magna cum laude in 1971, He was a graduate student
in linguistics at MIT from fall 1971 to spring 1975.



