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ABSTRACT

'Illis dissertation presents a theory of pr~JECt1on of syntaJtic
confi gur at! cns from the 1ex1 con. 'Ihe f1 rst chcpt er out 11 nes a throry
of the D-Structure level of representation in which all well-fc)rmeJness
condi ti on~ on urrler lyi ng structur~ ar e dEduc cble from other
iooependent prirx=iples of the Grannar. 1llis thoory exteoo~ the ~rk of
Stowell, who argued that linear prECErlence relations could be d~rivEd

from ind«;penderlt principles. I pr0!Xlse that. danination relations may
li kewi se be deri vEd fran i ooepeooent prl nci pI e:i. '!hi s pr0tnsal i s
basoo on the thwry of lexical representations of Higc:3inoothan(1985,
1986), in \tklJch \\Ord~ of all lexical categories(N, v, A, P) arc thougl1t
to have a 'thet a gr i d' as part lJf the! r 1exi cal entry. It i s arguai
that the relations which hold anong these grids are suffici cnt t() give
all the information that we neEd to dEDuce the dClnination relations
which re:iult \tklen th€::)e lexical entci es are projected fram the
lexicon. 'nle structures which are so projectEd, which I call 'Ihanatic
St roctur es, are uni versa! abst r cct reI at i anal structur es. 'Ih ey erlC(xj<..
domi nati on reI ati ono, whi ch ar e deri vEil fran thenat i c reI at ions, but d,)
D)t eooooe, pr£cooeoce fPr do they encode ajjcc~y. It is further
pro!Xlscrl that oon-lexical or 'Funcc.ional' cat6]ori e.; are heeds at
D-Structure, but that the way that they projECt di ffers in sign1 ficanL
ways from the way that lexical cat6]ori es project. 'Iht: fi rst Q)cq;ter
cOr¥::ludes wi th a di scuss! on of the properti es of ajjuooti on
construct! ons, !Xli nti ng out that the cl ai rns of May (1985) about
danination relations in LF cdjuootion structur'*l lecrl to the conc:~lusjon

that ouch st(ucturEti are always th[~e-dimensional.

'!he SECOOO cheptec has to do with the two related issues which have
cane to be CtiscJCiatErl with the term "Confjgurationality" 1he first Js
the question of whE:.ther all languiJjes distir¥Juish structurally between
SUbject «K3 objECt 'Ihe divertie data which have been erlducEd as evidence
for variation in configurationality are brought together in order t()

clarify the issue. WhilE:' it is often ltisumErl that "noooonfigurational"
larJ3uCljes are those with 'flat' structure3, the data ectually sean t()

call for some sort of dual r epr esent ati on.

'!he sECond issue 1s then shown to be relatoo to, but inde.pendent of,
the issue of underlying duninalion relations, It is claimoo that the
pro1;X)sal of Jell nek (1984) that the Confi gur ati anal! ty par anet er shc)uld
be at at aj in terms of the st atU6 of overt nun! nals a:~ cdjuncts and oE
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prollani nal eli tics as arguments is on the right tr cck, but i t makes thE
wrong prediction in certain casw, and it could allow violations of the
Projection Principle.

1he langua:le usEd as a case study is Navajo. It has been prol,X)soo
thct. Navajo overt nan! nals are ectually cdjuocts, and that prorani nal
clitics are the 'real' arguments. '!here are t\\O problans with this.
First, by standard synta;tic tests, overt naninals do not behave like
cdjuncts, they bEtlave Ii ke arguments. Sooond, the pronani nal eli ti as
are embedded wi thi n an cpparently llnstructurErl atri ng of peef! xes, and
it is not obvious that the;{ are cccesoible to syntax at all, let: alone
i n argument posi ti ons.

Chepter 3 conuider's in de.tai 1 the status of the Navajo prefixes which
mark 8ubj a::t and obj ect a:Jreenent. Arguments ar e 91 vcn that these
~reanent prefixES must be infixes, that is, lhat they mU:Jt be insertaj
into a discontinuous lexical iten.

If this infixation rncdel for NavajcJ is corrECt, the:n the. problan of
the a::cessibility of the prol1Lll1\inal ir3reanent clitics in the syntax i:3
flot 00 ~eriou8; in feet it ITJght bE:: proposoo that they are in argument
positions at D-Structute and S-Structure, and simply infix at PF.
However, such a prt>~Jsal W-.luld contredict thl: syntaJtic evidE:ncf.: that
overt ncrninals are in argwnent, rPt irljoined, IX>sitions. As a soluti()J1
to this problen, an exte:nsion of the df:tfinition of an alluwable
synt cctic CHAIN i s ~ugge:ited, whereby the tail f)f a C}·iAIN may bfj ina
non-thet a p:Jsi ti on only i fit i 6 a subl)art of a \'tOed.

the syntaJtic ta:ts which have led prE:.ViOUd researchers to condider
Navajo t() be norx::onfigurational are c()naiderro in Q)C\)ter 4. 1heBO

fccts involve sane curi()u~ restrictions ()n the interpretatic)n ()f null
pronominals, which sean tu violate binding conditions. It is claimw
that the dct.a reveal a parallelism restriction on the assignment of
Granrnatical Relations, which is be3t handlrd if we treat the reltVant
constructions as Across-the-Board(ATB) cOOdtructions. This explanation
is detiignErl to cepture arrl e<plain the original in~ight of thuse who
proposed that NifJajo has a pars! ng ate ategy, whi le showi ng that the
di ffereooe3 between Navajo and rrore: fan! Ii ar langucge.'3 are a matter of
variation in ind~eooently fNailable grcmnatical priooiplw.

Aft er an ATB cccount of the Nav ajo f cct sis pr esent f=d i n gener al
terms, the question of the status of ~hese representations in
granmatical thEOry is ajdressEd. It turrls out that all of the
constructions for which an ATB c:ccount has been prol,X)sErl share the
configurational properti es of crljunction contitructjons. As was in! nt€d
out in Chc.pt er 1, what is curr ently "oown abJut cdjuncti on structur e:l
in general leeds us to e<ptct parallelism effects in just these
construct! on.-:i,

'IhesiQ Supervisor: Kenneth UJcke tlale

Title: Ferrari P Ward Professor of Linguistics
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Introduction: IJoens! ng it. D-StrlX'tur e

'lhe goal of linguistic theory is to discvver what it is that we k~ow

when we koow a humcn lcnguQ3e. In the view of Generative Grcmnaricn~,

a person who knows a g!ven lcnguajE: knows both the vcx:cbuIEl'y(lexical

i tans) ()f that 1 cngu aJe cr} the pr i oci pies for construct! ng senteooes

out of lexical itans. A Gramna-, then, is a systan of principle l

cccording to which bcsic units of the vcx::cbuler:y a-e relatErl to ()nf)

mother.

'Ibis dissertation is de.JotErl to Ql ex~ination of the princjpl~

which gener ate a1d cunstc ai n wel1-formerl u~erly1og structur es wi thi n

the Goverrment end Binding thoory. Before presenting, in Cllcpter 1, a

theory of the projootion of structure from the lexicon, I wi 11 ()utlj ne

the bcsic principles of GB theory, md their orgcnJzation, focus~ing on

those principles which will be relevcnt for the rCllainjer of the -...ork.

My intention here is to introduce the reeder to the a3sumpti ons whi ch I

will consider cruel al, en:) to present lJ1 intrcxiuction to the version ()f

GB presentErl in O1ansky(1986 a a1d b).
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0.1 tIojhl CI:" i ty: Sub&ystans, Levels aOO canponents

'Itle cpprocch taken within Goverrment end 8100109 1lleor~' to the

di~overy of principles of humm lcngucge hCB been a llPdul cr one: there

~e priooiples which «e p«ticular to la-agucge, m these distioot

principles ere thought to be groupei into subsystans, end to c:pply at

various levels of representation. Such amcrlular view allows us to

ch~a::terize lalguaJe va-fation in terms of paraneterization of a

restrictoo set of principles of Univec'sal Gr anmdI' (UG). UG, then,

consists in a set of unlversal primitives over which linguistic

relations a:e definej. These linguistic relatione ~e constrained by

the principles of the vcr:ious mooules.

It should be anph asl zoo that Gtl t.h8"Jcy is "mcrlul ar" in (at lecst) the

thre~ different W(1jS SlJooifiErl cbove. First, the linguistic systan

itself 1s vi ewoo as a di sti ,-pt moduLe of cogni t1on, 1n the sense of

Fodor(1983). While there tee certain coooltions irnposa:1 on the Granmar

in order to allow 1nter feet: wi th other cogn! ti ve systEmJ, the

linguistic fc:culty is a1 attonymous system, in the sense that there are

linguistic representations to which strictly linguistic principles

cpply. It should be noted that Olomsky(1986a, clces la::tures) hE5 been

ccceful to explain that he does oot hold the view,. which has been

C6Criba3 to him in v~ious plaJes, that syntax is 'wtonymous' in the

sense that i t has no inter c:ction whatsower wI th eny other 1i ngui stic

or cognitive system. Rather, hiA IX>sition is that a restrictoo set of

- 10 -



distioct principles intercct in va:i<)us interesting w~s, but this

inter cction does not imply non-di screteness.

'Itle SECond t.ype of modulcr:ity four¥l in GB thEOry is the feet that the

subsystans of granmatical priociples a-e distinct, wi th eaJh subsystan

providing a p«ticula: type of constr aint on the well-formooness of

sentences.

(1 ) SUBSYSTEMS CF PRItCIPLES
(i ) bound} n9 theory
(i i) yovernment thEOry
(i i i) thet a-theory
(iv) binding theory
(v) Case throry
(vi) control theory
(vi i) X-bar theory

Chomsky (1981: 5)

'Itle priociples of these subsystans ecch yi eid a pa-ti al

representatiorlof coy expression, end their canbination yields a

canplete alalysi 5 of my expression. An expression may be i Il-flJrmoo

due to a viol ation of only one pr i ncipl e; al ternati veIl', SE..:V er al

pdrx=iples may be violatoo in a given expression. 1

Although these subsystans Cl:'e distinct, they r"J inter aJt. Condj tiona

in one subsystan may be st ate1 over vc£ cbul iE.y which is deE i noo wi thi n

a different subsyst an , For exanple, the danc1ins of cpplication of the

Binding Priooiples ~e state:} in terms of structural configurations

gival by X-bar thoory, a1d the a3sigrtnent of Case is cerri 00 out ei thee

1. Actually, b€CaJ~e ()f the Waj in wt'lich the vzci,)us principlC!:l
intercct, it is not simple to for,nulate a1 exanple in which one ald
only one principle is violated.
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uooer a particul ar structur al configur ation or through a3soci ation wi th

the cssignment of a particul ar theta-role.

'1lle third sense in which GB thoory is mcdular is that the subsets o~

principles cpply at different levels of representation. In G3 theory,

there ale 3 synta::tic levels of representation plus a level of Phonetic

Form, cnJ these levels ar e org ali zed es follo'NS:

(~) LItUJISTIC LEVElS

D-Structur e

I
S-Structur e

/ \
/ \

/ \
Phonetic lDgical

Form Form

A well-formed expr ession must meet those coooi tions on reI ati ons

which hold at e~h 1evel. Furthermore, cni' particul ar category or

consti tuent Wlich cppears at ali' level must be licensErl at that levt=l,

We may st ate thi s coOOl ticn on the cppea- cree of el anents at a gi ven

level in the followi og form:

(3) LICENSING PRI~IPLE;

a. Every formative in a PhrC5e-ma:ker 2 must be licensoo.
b. A node N is LICE~ED iff N enters into one of

the restrictoo set of linguistic relations. 3

2. A phrase ma:-ker is a1 eDstrcct representation of linguistic
relations. '!he properties of Phrase mcckers will be discussed at
length in the next Q) cpter.

3. I wi 11 be a3sumi ng j n wh at follows that all of the D-structur e
linguistic relations ere strictly lcx::al. In fa:t, for English it seans
to be the ca;e that all of the reI ations which lioense nodes at
D-structure dancnJ strict a:lj a::eooy. FIlle question of whether
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Informally, thi s pr i ociple requi res that eJery termi n al md

non-terminal. oode in a tree must hare some purpose in the sentence.

t-bre pa:ticul arly, fNery oode must enter into a lac al rlel ation which

defi nes i ts participation in the senteooe CB a whole.

In the next section, I will briefly outline the licensing conditions

which hold of PF, LF and S-Structure. I will then turn to a more

in-depth di scussion of the li'1ens! n9 cordi tions on D·-Structure, si nee

these are the coooitions wjth which the ranainder of the r.1issertation

wi 11 be coocernerl.

0.2 Internal md External Licensing CDndi tions

'!hose well-formooness conditions which hold of a particulc:r: lE.vel in

virtue of its status a3 a link with sane other systanof cognition ere

called "external" condi tiano, becwse they are influenced by the

vc:ccbula:yof a mcxlule "outside" of the systan of linguistic levrels

di egr anmed in (2) It '!he levels of Logic al Form ald Phoneti c Fbrm oerve

ac3 links to systans of la1gucge use. In particular, logical Form

representations must be cccessible to the sancntic system, and Phonet.lc

FotOm must be cccessi ble to the Cl:'ticu~atory m aJdi tory sysbans.

'Iherefore, both of these levels a:-e subject to vECiou~ constraining

long-distcnce relations such a3 the relation' a1tooerlent ()f' are
bas.e-gener cble or der i v(d in the mcppi ng fran D-Structure to
S-Structure is a1 anpiric.;U one which is still open. See
Sportiche(1983), Brody (1984) and Chamsky(1985) on this iSSU0,
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priooiples in virtue of their status as links witb these "external"

systans.

'ltle IOClst general of these is the 'prin:iple of FUll Interpretation':

(4) PRI~IPLE OF FULL INTERPRETA'rrON(FI)
Every elanent of PF arrl U'must receive a-J cppropri ate interpretation.

(1986a:98)

'Ibis prir¥Jiple requires that all lelanents which eppecc at P~l or LF

must be i nterp Jt cOle in the particul ar: systan to which the 1evel in

question provides a link. Ebr exanple, this priociple forbids Elly

elements in the ultimate PF representation of a sentence whIch do not

show up in the uttered string. Similarly, no VaJUOUS elanents rna:t

c;ppear in the LF r€.presentation of my expression. Chomsky points out

that it is rot logically nBJessary th<..t: FI should hold of natur al

lcngua=Je, end indeed it does not h.:>ld of mcny formal lcngucge3, as

danonstr ate:] by the f cct that (5 a) is a well-forma:} expression in the

st a1d ard not ati cns for qu a1ti fie ct.ion thoory, which has the sane

i nterpr et ati,)n as (5b).

(5) a. (Ax,:' (2+2=4) (for all x, 2+2=4)

In a::1ditiorl to ensuring that no 'extra' or vccuous material cppears

at a given level, the licensing condl tions require that eaJh lelanent

which ~pears at that lweI hale one of a restrictoo set of

interpretatiorlS. For ex "llple, ea:::h segment at. PF must correspond to

one of the se': of p:>s~ib1e phonetic segments. Similarly, ecch terminal

elanent at LF must be license:] as ei ther a1 argument or tr we of CJ1

argument, a pl:edicate or en operator.
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'1tlu~ we see that PF CIld I.E provide CIl interf aJe wi th other cCK]ni tive

s,Ystan.s, lIld in that ccpccity, they conf.orm to certain indcl>errlent

licensi og cordi tiona. Olansky (198ca) ajdr esses the question at wheth~r

S-Structure, which links the three other linguistic levels but is not

reIdt-oo to my externbl. cognitive systens, might also hcwe independent

licensing coooit1ons. While he ootes certain coooitions which do sean

to hold .s: S-Structur e, sooh w coooi tions ()n synt cctic 'ch ai os', he

speculates that " ••• the~e properties of S-Stt"ucture may be rooucible to

the independEnt 0011'31 tions of FI holdi n9 of PF CIld LF [epc esent at 1()n

end the coool tions on D-Structure, g1 ven CIl q:>propr i ate eccount of the

witts in which the el anents of a structure E == (0, S, P, L) 4 may be

reI atEd." (1986a: 101)

0.2.1 Relating the Levels

1l1~ four levels of rep(c.~entation are related thc()ugh the rule

'affe::::t alph6', which esseJlti ally allowf:) constituents to be freely

moved, ajdErl or deleted, Cl3 long C6 the resulting representation

conforms to the 'Ppropri ate licensing prioo11)les at ec:ch level. In

lddition to the corditions which oold ci: every l€'Vel, the fnG1:>ping from

one lelel to cn.>lher IUUSt obey the Projootion prjooil?le, which requirefi

that my elanent which is sele::too c.s a lexical feature at one

linguistic level must C{JI)e'l' tt. fINery linguistic IfNel,

4. Where E ia lI'l expression, e:nd Q, E' P and I.. and D-Structure,
S-Struc:ture, PF, end IE, r espooti vely.
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In GB thwry I basic senten::e structure is consider Ed to be a

synt~tic representation of certain properties of lexical. itans. 'lhis

is cssure:l by the Proje:tion Priooiple, which states that "lexical

structure must be representoo cet.B:Jor i ally at e.Jery syntaJtic

lWel."(Chansky 1986a:84) Intuitively, the Projootion Priooiple states

that my arguments r~ired by a lexical item at Sly one lweI must be

repr esentai c ategor i ally at all lEVels. Chansky (1981) form ali zes the

Proj ection Pr i 001 pl e C5 follows.

PROJOCTION PRIOCIPLE
Gi ven :

i ) [G • • • a. • •b. • • J

i i ) [G • • •b. • • a. • • ]
where a is en immErli ate c<)nsti tuent ot G,

(i) If b is Ul ifTl1looi ate consti tuent of G at Li , en:) G= a' ,

then ~ thet a-m a: ks h i n G,

(ii) If a selECts b in G as a lexical property,
then a selects b in G at Lj •

(1 if) If a selECts b in G at Li , then a selECts b in G at Lj •

CHOMSKY (1981:38)

'Itle ProjECtion priociple is similtl:" t(l the Priociple of Full

Interpretation, il1 that FI r~ires that every elanent which cppearcl in

a PF or LF represent ation be di r ootly mcppErl to 51 'Ppropr j ate

interpretation, end the Projootion Principle similarly rEquires that it:

sane element is selootoo a3 alexic al featur e at one 11 ngui stic 1evel,

the ffiq:>ping to all other levels must maintain a rEPresentation of that

element, '!he precise nature of the constraints imlX)l:o :tJ by the

Projection Principle will be discussed in Sectiun(O.4.1).
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o. 3 D-Str octur e

o. 3. 1 From Phr cae Structur e Rules to Llcensi n9 Cordi tiona

'!he D-Structure level in current thoory is the one which links syntax

to the Lexicon. D-Structure representations are syntcctic spell-c)uts

of lexical properties, en:) a3 suetl a:o subje::t to a formal coOO1 tion

CIld a san cnti c condi t ion. "'!he form al condi tion (on D-structur e) j 8

that it conform to the priociples of X-bar theocy(in general,

rEpresentations at other levels do rot conform to these principles ••• );

the sBnmtic concIi tion is that it be a "pur,e" represe'ltation ()f thet a

structure in the sense indicatoo.,."(ibid.:100) '!hese formal corrlitions

Cl'e in sane sense definitional of the mcpping fran the lexicon to

O-Structure.

N::>tiCE: that although Qlomsky's Principle of full interpretation is

inteooed to cpply only to the levels of PF an LF, siooe these cee the

lll\lels which interfcce with systans of lcnguaae use, the sanmtic

coooition on D-Structure 1rn£X>ses a similar constraint on the mcpl)ing

fran the Lexicon to D-Structure. Any element which 'l)pea-s at

D-Structure must be licensed by being same portion of the

representation of thematic relations.

'Ihe tha:>ry of the relationship between lexicon en:) the ayntto( h~

undergone substcnti al developnent st nee the fi rat \\t)rk on Gener at! ve

GraTmar(viz. Chansky 1955, heooeforth LSLT). In LSLT, lexical itano
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were introduce:] by context sensi tive phr ESe structur e rule which

r epI ccErl a ccte30ry wi th alexic al. i tan. N:> thoory of the 1exicon a3

such was developed. Chansky (1965) introoucErl the sepec ation of the

lexic()n from tht? phr a:;e structur e rul es, which of course mecnt th at

sane m~ping Wai naJess ccy between 1exic al represent ations end phr cse

ffia-kers. '!his mcpping wa:; eifectErl by lexical insertion

tr alsfocmations which oper atEd by matchi ng the properti es of a

particular lexic:a1. itan to the properties of the phra3e ma-ker.

Soon after the publication of Chansky(1965), it Wet3 notioErl that the

pr cctice of spa::i fyi ng properti es on 1exic al i tans es well a=J ()n phr cse

marJt.ers 100 to a great deal of rerluooa-cy in the grarmar. It Wa3

further noticed that the rules which generated phta3e mcrkers were

r e:3und altly st at! 09 vat" iaus f ccts that held of all of the In ajar

categories (!'bun, Verb, Pre}?Osi tion a1d Mjective).

In Chcmsky (1970), a theory WCB i ntroouced in which the separ ation

between the lexicon ald the synta< was maje campI ete. 'Il1e rul es which

gener atErl synt ~tjc structures were gener ali zoo wi th the j ntroduction

of the X-ba: schena, a1d the r..exicalist Hy}?Othesis, which maintainai

that the relationship between the lexicon m synta< WCl3 one of

proj ection, a1d not of der i v at.1on, was i ntroouced. Under the

Lexicalist Hy}?Othesis, the internal atrooture of canplex derived(as

op}?Osoo to i nfl ootErl) \ttOrds wcs oot cccessi bl e to synt cot! c prCXJ esses,

m the proper ti es of \ttOrds could rot be ch CI1ged in the cour se of a

syntectic derivet.ion.

'!he role of phrcse structure ruleR in generating phrcae mcckers ha3
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been stecrlily diminishing a3 Generative theory hcs developErl, while the

role of lexical properties ha3 been iooreasing. Stowell (1981)

articulatoo the line of thought introduced in Olansky(1981), that

phrcse structure rules could be eliminatErl totally, in fa/or of

schanatizoo X-bar principles, which constrained the form of structures

which would result fran projecting (i.e. giving syntaDtic

r€presentations to) lexical representations.

O. 3. 1. 1 X-bar rxtle:>ry

Stowell (1981) showed that if the Phrase Structure rules which

generate D-Structures cr:e category-neutral, we Cal c:ctually eliminate

the categori al cant:Qnent ()E the granmCl:', and consider the X-bar schena

to be a set of well-formooness condi tions on phr a;ie meckers. As

Stowell pc>ints out, thf set of ce5trictiot.s imt:Qsoo by X-bar: thoory mat

be renderEd in the rotation of trees or schanatic Phr cee Structure

rules, but it is in no w~ dependent uon this notation. Olomsky(1986b)

"expresses the X-bar pc i ooi ples as in (6).

(6) X' ;: X X"*
X' = x* X' (order irrelevent)

(Chomsky 198Gb:3)

Wi th Stowell's elimi nation of the c ategori al cOOlt:Qnent of the

grarmc:c, D-Strootures «e to be defined as a projf!Jtion of the thanatic

structure of a lexical cataJory, constrainoo by X-bar theory. 'I\lat is,

thanatic roles assigna:l by pcrticul ar Vierbs EC e representEd

categorially in the synta<, (rld their configuration at D-Structure must

a:1here to the gener al tanplate given by the X-bar well-formEdness
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condi tions. 1.he danincnJe cnj pra::Edeooe relations wi thin a given

category were shown to follow from independent principles of the

Gratmcr:, sooh as a general cdjcceocy requiranent for assigl11\ent of

Case, paraneterized spa:ification of the direction of cssigrment of

Ccse end thet a role, etc.

Underlying Stowell's proposal that the X-ba- coooitions constrain the

structur al spe:llout of Lexical properties is en cssumption that the

principles of X-bar theory are inherent to the Imgud;l8 fcculty, that

is, that they con~ti tute a1 i nrlate 'pro:Jr an' restr ieti ng the fOssi bl e

hypotheses 'Nhich the 1Cligua:je leecner could formul ate a:xJut the

structure of coy la1gucge. l\ccor.ding to Stowell, "the twk of

ccquisition is limited to the de"elopnent end ela:>oration of the

cat~orial identity and mutual ordering of the terms at ecch

hierarchical lBlel" (1981:71) In other 'IKlrds, the lcngucge learner must

learn what the c atS30r i es a:e in hi Q/her 1 a1gu aje, c31d must leccn the

pr ooedence rel ations holdi og of term! nal end non-ter,ni nal elanents, but

the internal structure of ea::h category, i.e., the danination

relations, are given by the X-bar principles.

O. 3.1. 2 INFL m L:<I" HecdErlness of S

Linguists interested in the ne:t.ure of syntectic ca:.egories have

dtYoted consider cole attention to the at atus of the category AUX or

INFL, cnd to the reI at Ed questi on of the heaiErlness of the category

'S'. Although the earliest developed X-boc systans, such cs

Jcckendoff (1977) t~e S to be: a projection of V, C1omsky(1981) takeu
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the position that INFL is the head of S.5

111 e hypothesi s th at INl"'L i s the heed of Sis s! rnul t enwusl y an

hypothesis cix>ut the existerce of INFL cs a syntaJtic category end

cbout the participation of Sin the X-bar schena.

ttletexisterceof INFL ~ a category at. D-Structure is rPt a-prior1

necessary, given the defi ni tion of D-Structur e ES a spellout of

c.hanatic properties. If INFL does rK>t hale thanatic properties, or

participate in the spellc)ut of thanct.ic properti es, then i ts exi stence

at D-Structure may be callErl into cluestion. In fa::t, Chansky(1986a)

suggests that "i t \\QuId t)e recsoncble to cESUlne that lexic al i tans

cppear at (D-Structure] in a 'reduced' form laJking inflaJtional

elanents that do rot affect theta-marking end do rot enter into

s-sel~tion."(1986a:157) His proposal is that inflectional morphology

may be inserte:l ct. a later level, but that the Im'L node, which

dani nateti the cbstr a::t features for TENSE en:] AGREa1ENT does eppea: at

D-Structure a3 the heeD of S, since this node enters i.'t:J s-selection

insofar cs its features a:e selectE:rl by oertain verbs which take

sententi al cOOIplanents. 6

FUrthermore, cccordi n9 to O1omsky, the !NFL node, bei ng the heed of

5. 'Ib my knowledge, the first to e,.ork out a1 explicit profOsal to this
eff~t wcs Jeame(1978) I who cnalyzeJ Ibpi senbeooes a3 bei ng hea:la:1 by
AUX.

6. It is clear that Ot;rtain verbs select for the tense of their
canplanents, but it is rot cs obvious that a-ay verbs selECt for
a.3reanmt. A fOssible ceee of selootion for Q.3reanent \\QuId be th~

obvi ation effoot fouoo in subjuootive CCl111)lanents.
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S, is licensed by X-bar thEOry, which requires that all categories hale

a heeD.

Wi l1i ans (1983) goes a step further, argui 09 that the par allel! 8m

between NP a1d S is illusory, cnj that their internal. structure is

fundanentally different, in that NP is hecaaj by N, whi Ie Sis

ex~entric. 'lhus, VP but oot S Edheres to the X-bel:' priooiples. In

Willians' thEOry, the subjaJt..-object relation \\QuId be simply a

pra:3ic ation reI ation between t\\O ma<imal proj ~tions. 'Ihe subj eat

would be requi red, as in O1ansky's theory, bee aJse of the condi ti on on

LF that prooicates must hale subja:ts.

Willi ans doesn't a:1dress the question of the structural position of

INFL. We might take INFL to be the sp~ifier of VP under Willi and'

general profX>sals, which ~uld r63u1crize the structure of VP to

C011form to that of the other categories. As fcc E5 I know, no existing

scope f a::ts gi ve eJ idence that tense might not be al oper ator wi th

scope over the VP. CAle problan wi th this, however, is that tense

ff:ntures must be wailct>le for canplenent selootion. If it turns out,

a3 suggestoo in Ri zzi (1981) that canplanerlt selootion is for heed

features only, then the features of INFL must somehow end up on S. I

beli eve that Wi l1i ana considers tense a feature which may simply

percolate up to the S node, rather thm (pect of) aconstituent. 7

7. Interestingly, Willians(1981) pro[X)ses a thoory 01: the Le.xicon in
which i nfle;ti()nal aff ixes Cl"e the heeds of \\Qrds. lie follows Li €her
in cssLUlling that affixes hate subcategorization frane~. If his
profX>s al i sright , then we mi ght supfOse th at thi 8 he cd-eanpl anent
relation is projected from the lexicon, resulting in m S heeded by
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Another problan wi th the proIX>sal that S ha3 no hero is that it

eliminates ell alailcble explalation for the class of phenana1a which

hale recently been viewed a3 sub-cases of a general rule of

hecd-to-heaj mo\'anent. R~ent \\Ock by Kooptlcn (1984), Tr wi s (1984) a1d

Baker(1985) on this topic hes been quite fruitful, end the va-jed

processes that they .explain by ESsuming a restricted hea:l-to-hero

movanent w:>uld be left unc:ccounterl for if we cdoptErl Wi l1i ems'

suggestion.

'!her e i S, however, evidence of cross-Ii ngui stic vcr i ati on wi th

respect to the hea:looness of S. Tar aldsen (1983), for ex anple, proposes

that Vis the heed of Sin tbrwegi (I), whi Ie INFL is the heed of Sin

Engli sh end Ran cree. Sai to (1984) end Fukui (1986) show th at J CI) a)ese

f aJts a: e be£~t cccounted for under the assumption that Vis the heed of

S in that Imgucge. Fukui ayj Speas(1986) argue further that vari ation

between Jcpcnese end English em be attributed to the general lcnk of

non-1exic al c ategor i es in J cpcnese.

O. 3.1. 3 '!he Spa::i fi er end Hea:l of S'

'!he features of CG1P (+/-wh) enter int.o s-seleJtion, so presumEbly

the mS(imal proj ectlan of CCMP is license:} at D-Structur e by bei ng

cssigned a theta rollI, \\'hile the ht:cd of CG1.P is licensoo by X-bar

thEOry, siooe all categories must hale unique heeds.

INFL. 'lb! 5 \tOuld mem that D-Structur e is simply a proj €CtJ on of
lexical structure, including projection of the sUbcategorization
r equi r anents of INFL.

- 23 -



Chamsky(1986b) points out that under previous accounts of the

structure of S' (such as that in Olansky(19Bl)), S' was a defootive

category with respECt to X-ba- theory, in that it haj no spooifier

poSition. a He proposes that the projection of COMP at D-structure is in

f cct fUlly articul atOO. 'ltle heed of CCMP, CCMpO, maj be real! zOO i n

English C5 that, for or 0, end all ccses of move-alpha 'Nhich move XPs

in syntax nove than to the spooifier of e":

en
I

I
spec
XP

oper ator

(7)
\
\

C'
I \

I \
/ \

CCMP I"
that/ 1\
for NP I'

I \
I VP

'!he posi tion of non-lexic al or functional c ategor j es at D-structur e

is less str aightforward then the cbove di cgr ans \ttOuld mike i t sean. I

will tcke up this topic in detail in Chepter 1, where I will review the

proposal at FUkui md Specs(1986) that some lcnguaJes leek non-lexical

c ate:3or i es.

1.he c a:83ori es crrl consti tuents, then, whi ch must be licensoo at:

D-Structute include heeds, ffiCKimal pcoj ections, ald i ntermeji ate

proj,a:1tions. ,accordi n9 to O1ansky, heeds at' e 1icensErl by proj eat! on

8. unless a base gener aterl tc)pic fOsi tion could be conoiderErl to be the
spec of S'
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fran the lexicon. Fbrmally, ill xO is the synt~tic representation

gi yen to cny lexic al. i tan. 'Proj €etian' from the lexicon t ~es a

lexical itan the assigns it a syntaJtic representation.

As for matimal projECtions, recall that at Logical Fbrm, "we might

expect that ecnh phr ase alpha must be licensed 'externally', ac3 ei ther

a"l argument or the tr~eof en El:'gument, a predicate or a1

operator."(Olomsky 1986a:l00) Notice tnat with licensing conditions

such cs these, we may sCtj that there a:-e no longer arb! tr arily

generated fX?sitions into which lexical itans are insertoo, C5 there

were in earlier theories. lnsteaj. positions exist only when they

insta'ltiate or enter into one l)f the limitoo set of perlnittro syntaJtic

reI ations.

O. 3. 1. 4 1lle 'Iheta Cr iter ion

Chomsky (1986 a) states the 'Iheta Criterion informally 'Nhen he says,

"D-·structure may oow be definErl as a "pure" representation oE

theta-structur e: EaJh argument is ina thet a-posi tion end eroh

theta-position is occupioo by en argument, where a1 argument is a

phrcae that must be ESsignErl a theta-role to satisfy the licensing

coooi tions. (1986a: 155) .. 9

9. '!he requiranent which hes been calloo the ~tendej part of the
Extt.:ooai proje::tion priOOll)le, nanely, the requiranent that all
sentences hwe a SUbject, is supposoo to folluw trom a licensing
coooition on prooicates: all predicates must hale a subj~t. Chansky
adopts the formulation of this requirement from Rothstein(1983).
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Chomsky (1981, 1986 a) poi nts out that the 'Ihet a Cr iter ion is mar e

cccurately expressErl in terms of arg,unent chains rather tha1

arguments. O1ansky (1981) gi yes the followi og more pc 001 se formul ation

of the theta criterion, noting that "this is only a sketch of a true

formalization." (1981: 335)

(8 'DIE'lJ\.-QITERION
Given the structure S, there is a set K of chains K= {e,},

, . 1

where C, = {o'., •••• ) ~,,' . }, such that:
1 •

(i) if ex is at a:gumept of S, then there is a Ci in the set K

such that ot.. ::; o(J cn:I a thet a role is assigned to Ci
by ex cctly one posi tion P.

(ii) if P is a position of S markaj with the theta role R, then
there is a Ci i~ the set K to which P ffisigne R, end

excctlyone oe.J in Ci is a1 argument.

~tice that roth the formal ald informal statanents of the 'Ih/~ta

Criterion allow a situation in which a single NP r~eives different

theta r()les from difterent predicates, as lony a; excctly one position

c:ssiyns a thet a role to a 9 i ven ch ai n, crrl thee e i s a ch ai n (cant ai nj ng

exwtly one c.rgument) for e.lery theta-marked pos! tion. 1.lle NPs

uooerlined in (9) a1d p:>ssib1e exanple~ (Jf nlultiple theta role

assignment to a 51 ogle posi tion.

(9) a. John left the roan CI1gry.
b. We wi ped the di shes dry.

0.3.1.5 Adjuncts

Another type of elanents cbout '",hich the definitions of D-Structure

hwe J'X)thing to Sat oce cdjoinoo const! tuents, ~uch cs those underlined
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in (10).

(10) a)
b)
c)
d)
•e)
f)
g)
h)
i )

We bui It a doghouse in the gccden.
'!he thick yellow bcx:>kwi th the torn cover is the one I wrote.
John left becaJse he was tired.
1his is the peper that I filErl without rea:ling
'!he c:anputer that I'm using keeps beeping •
As for Susal,---U-she doesn't get here soon, I'm lewing.
Juliette ral at a stea:ly paJe until the final mile.
John ser" Ed the wi ne wi th str cwber r i es i nit.
John served the wi ne wi th gloves on.

It is generally a3suma:l withcJut comment that the Gbove underlined

cansti tuents a e pr esent at D-Structur e. However, sf nee none of then

cce pat of the matrix verb's thanatic c€'quirenents, it is oot olear

whether my of than ar e pr esent at D-Structur e, end j f SO, h()w they ar 8

licensErl. of course, the deEini tion of D-Structure c;s a "pure"

r epr esent ation of a verb's thet a r.equi r anents does not rul ~ out exLr a

cdjoinErl elenents, a3 long CB the verb's theta requirements are

properly fulfi lied, i tis imf?Ortant t() note that the structur al st atUB

of cdjoi ne:1 el enents i s 1 argely unknown. I wi 11 cddr ess thi s issue i n

01 cpter 1.

0.4 'ltle RelE.\1cnJe of D-Structure to Other Synt~tic Levels

0.4.1 The Projection Principle Revisited

rrt'1& Proj ection Pc i ooi ple, ~ st ated in Sootion O. 2, canstr at ns not

only the mcppi ng between syntaJtic levels, but the mcppi ng between the

lexicon end Syl1tac as well. Cruci al to our uooerstcnding ()f thE!

constraints imposoo by the Projection Principle is a prECise cone elJtjon
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of what it mecns for a 1exical i tan to sel~t at argument. IE we

~cept the vi ew Lhat a given argument mO}' be designQt.Erl in the lexic a1

entry ~ a1 extern~l a:gument, then the projection principle hcs the

effect of C5suring the structur al cssyrmnetry between Subject arl Cl:>joot

throughout the de~ivct.ion. In other words, the Projection Principle

allows strLXJture to be projaJtEd fran the lexicon, a'rl also restricts

the elanents which fi 11 structur al fOsi tions.

As noted ibove, t~.ere is evideooe th at in cddi tion to a:1her i ng to a

corrlition such a3 the cbove 'Nhich requires continuity of thanatic

structure throughout a synta:::tic derivation, Universal Gr awnar may

inclLrle some extension of the Projection Principle, which mCfj be

describe:l cs foll()w:3:

(11) Every clalse hcs d subjaJt.

Chomsky (1981, 1984) cites expletives as evidence that subja:Jts ar~

required at D-structur€=. "If the braJketoo phrases in such

constructions (cs "it (is raining]") did not require subjaJts for sant.::

general rea3()n, it is not clear whl' thf: sancntically r:mpty elenents l!,

there should ~pec:r: at all." (1984: 161) eo the preseooe at S-structure

of elanents W1ich sean to simply till fOsitions which are not licensoo

by theta-theory at. D-Structure (i .e. ere not pert of the verb's

GF-theta) suggests that the pas! tion must l)e obljg atory.

The other pi roe of evidenc~ of too by Chansky i OVO] ves the structur es

in Engli sh in which a1 ov.ert subj e:::t does not eppear, i. e. gerunds a1d

infinitives. O1omsky p)ints out that such phrcses do hwe "underf:itocd"

subjects. '!hat is, thE': position seans to raJeive en interpretation at
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LF, .nj it seans to get a'l iooepeooent theta-role.

F\lrther, Beletti .nj Ri zzi give eviderce that there must be a1

lexternal 5:gument, £Yen in 1 a1guSJes wi thout O\Acrt ple:.>nastics, further

support! ng the "extension" of the Proj ECtion Pr i ooipl e.

S1 roe the Proj e::tion Pr i ooi pIe j s at ated j n terms of sel8Jtion as a

lexic~ property, it does rot necess«ily require that the subjoot

cppear at: all lE.-vels simply btC lose it cppears at. one 1evrel, So, for

.ee anple, i t may ue th~ Ca3e that ()! EOncsti ...:~3 el"t: cdded ()r del etoo,

dependlng on the licensing prir~jples which holt~ Qt a };>artjcul fAr

level.

Olomsky suggests sENeral "gcot:ral priooiplcs" which coulcl pl.ovide the:

explmation for the cppacent obligatoriness of subject. Perhcpti X-bar

thwry simply i~looe;:i a tipEC position for e./ery ca.:(.~()ry. Or Pt:'rhC{):-;;

the cecEOn is s6ncntic. VPs a:e Ur:9at~J[at Ed prooic ates, end s6ncntic

principlL-.) rEqUire that they be: saturattd (see Ruthstein 1983). '.lhe::

thiro p'ssibility j~ a syntectic on~, suggestErl by Fc:ob(1984): Verb

phrcscs n~"aj Cast:, CIld thus there is a ~ynta::tic licent:i1ng r~lati(Jn

betweoo INFL end VI' which ~ s p~ allel to the one between INFL eni thf.:.'

subj \,~~t.

In Sunl, t~( Projection Principle encodes th~ following contitraints on

the form of the Or ano a- :

1) 'Itl(-~ Projection Principle ha:i the effect of prohibiting my

synta::tic ruleb which ~ul() aid or rielete syntectic 1,X)si tiuns. 'lhUd,

if a verb i::) lexicQ11y listed is trCl1sjtjv~t then we wsum~ that t'IA)
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argll1\ent {XJsi tiona ex! st for that verb throughout the synt aJtic

derivation. For exanple, the verb see is listed in the lexicon eli

being trcnsitive, that is, as selaJting al obja::t as a lexical

property. When the pa;,sive morphology is aidEd, the Projection

Prirx:iple constrains the possible wf1:Is that the chcnges wrought by thi s

morphology mat be expressEd in the theory: we ccnnot seIj that the

obj ect post tion has been d .... ,' ete:i, eJerl though no overt NP shows up in

object positiun on the aurfa:::e. lnsteaj, we cr3sume that the

D-Structure for (12a) must be (12b).

(12) a. Mar y WaB ti een.
b. (e) was seen Mary.

Indepeooe:nt pr i nci pi es ()f Case a3si gnment r esul t j n th~ NP ~ar y,

which j S a3signEd the obj oot thet a [01 e at D-Str uctur e, to move tu

S.Jb J t:Ct PJdi ti on. By the Proj ECtion Pr i ncj pI e, thi s moVaTlEnt mutit

lr.:.we a trcce in object position:

(13) MarYi WCt:i seen t j •

2) If a senteooe is uooerstood (i.e. intf=rpreterl ct LF) w including

a particulll:' Cl:"gumalt but that a-gument is oot spelltrl (Jut

phonetically, we assume the: presence of an anpty elanent. Fo! exanpl~,

we CSt LI1\e that the syntectic representation of a senteooe 11 ke (14)

i neludes a1 anpty subj eet for the verb 1f:EtJe bfC wse that verb i Q

uooe,st~ as haling a sUbject,

(14) Mary wants to lecwe. (= Mary Walts Mary to lewe)

3) If a verb designates one of i ts at'guments as "external", then that

- 30 -



CEgument must be dani nated by a nooe which is rot a proj ection of the

verb. '1llis lCtit constraint is explicit in the formulation of Willianf:i,

cnj I think In the coooept1on in Hale(1983) of Chansky(1981) '6

Proj EI:ti on Pr i ncipl e. 'Itli 5 constr ai nt r esul ts frCl1l the f cct th at the

Projection Priooiple forbids cha-aging a verb's lexical properLies, end

this designation of one argummt as external is a lexical property.

0. 4. 2 Barr i ers m L-Ma: ki ng

As hCl-j so often been not 00 , in a mcxiul CI: theory of gr anInCl:', CJ1y

cha-age in one mOOule may hale fc.: recching effects in other

canponents. So, for exanplE:, a chcnge in the D-Structure dcfiniti()n of

a "maximal. proj ECtjon" or in the 1nventory of 1e.xic al c ategor i e8 may

effec:t the well~-formEdneti:~ of muvant:nl opec ations, 81 nee the

defini tions of govecnnent, Barri er (for movenmt) c-cOO1I1lald, etc, ere

stalEd in te:rms of structural configurations, which are in turn

constrained by X-ba- thwry. Chansky(1986b) gives the followil19

de::finitioOb.

(15) 00VEmf4ENT
A ~overns B iff A m-canmcnds B md every beerier f()( B

dan! nates l OA.

(16) M-C<JKVI)

A m-canmms B iff A d()es oot dan! nate B m wery G, G a
mCKimal projection, that daninatea A dcminates B.

(Chansky 1985:6)

10. See O"lcpter 1 for a discutision of Cllomsky's df:finJtion of
dani nates.
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(17) BARRIm.
A i b a Block! ng Categor>: (Be) for B i ff A is not L-rnarked
end A daninates B.

A i s a Bcr: r i er for B iff (i) O( (i i ) :

(i) A inunedi ately dani nates s, s a Be for B

(1 i) A is a Be for a, A ~t equal to IP.
Chomsky (1985b: 11-12)

(18) L-K\RKThG
A L-mECks B iff A di ce.ctly theta-mcckg B
md A is a Lexie al heed.

(19 ) DIRJrr 'lIIE'm-MARKII«;

A directly theta-marks B .l ff A theta-'mark~ B
end A end B are si sters.

O. 4. 3 Conplete Fuootion al Conpl exes as 8i ndi ng IXxllai nQ

Simila:ly, the ga1eral binding conjitions, (20) are st.atErl in terms

of a 'local danai n', which is in turn defined in terms uf ffia<imal

projection a1d granmatical functions.

(20) (A)
(B)
(C)

m R'l.:phor i s boUM ina llXJ a1 dan ai n
Q profY)ffii n al is fr ee ina 100 al dan ai n
en [-expression is A-free (in the danain of
the heal of i tB chai n)

(Chamsky(1986a:166)

(21) LCX:AL DG1AIN =MINIMAL CDVEJtNIt«; C'A~y

.,. a governing category(for en Cflephor or pronominal a
is a ma<imal proje:::tion containing I:x>th a 8ubj~t md -
alexic al category govern! ng a (hence, cont ai nj ng a).
A gOY er 01 og c ategory i s a "canplete f uoo t i un al canp1ex (CFe)
in the sense that all granmatical functions canpatJble with
its heai a:e realizoo in it. (ibid.:169)

Clearly, since the binding principles refec cruci ally to domination
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relations, my prop:>sal that a given lcngucges differs from English

wi th respECt to dani nation r el at!(.)n makes the pr Erliction that. the r a1g e

of £X>Qsible coreference relations will be different.

0.4.4 Theta p:>sitions in CHAINS

Chomsky defi nes CHAIN as "the S-Structur e r efl ection of a 'hi story of

movanent' " (1986a: 95), or al expletive••• argumoot pat r, EIld prop:>ses a

descriptive restriction on the location of a theta [X>sition within a

CHAIN.

(22) CHAIN CONDITION;
If c= (~, ••• ,"n) is amacimlll CHAIN, then a"
occupi es i ts uniqu~ thet a-fOsi ti on md ~ i ts uni que

Ccse-markoo pas! tion. Chansky (1986a: 137)

rrhis condition di~all()W'S cny CHAIN in which the heal Jo in a theta

p:>sition as well Cti my CHAIN in which tail is in a cese ma'ke:l

position. As O1omsky discusseti at some:: length, the CHAIN Condition

follows frem the inter cctlan of i rrlepeooent pr i rx::i ples uf the Or a11J1\elL",

in particular fran the 'Iheta Criterion end the Visibility Condition.

(23) THETA CRITERION: A CHAIN has at JOOfJt one theta-[X>si tion;
a theta-fX)sition is visibl~ in its macjmal CHAIN.

(Chomsky 1986a:135)

(24) VISIBILITY CONDITION: Every manber of a properly Ccse-marka:i CliAIN
is visible for theta marking_

If the heal of a CHAIN wet e to occupy a thet a-IX>S! ti on, then, by the

theta criterion, the tail w:>uld hale to occupy a non-theta p::>sition.

'!his state of affairs is imp:>sslble «,cording to O1omsky, booaJse a

theta pos! tion C aloot be tJener aboo at D-structure wi thc)ut en argument
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in it. Sioce D-STructure is by definition a pure l.~cpresentationof

theta-relations, there Cal be 00 "truly anpty" theta [X>si tions at

D-Structure. Any D-Structure 'lheta (X>si tiona must hale ei ther a1 overt

argument of a phonetic ally null a:9l1t\Erlt which possesses the f eatur es

+/-pronaninal, +I-mcphor.

Furthermor e, "si nee the D-Structur e posi ti on of m a:-gument j ~ a

thet &-(X>si tion by defi n1 tion, 1t follows that a1 argument C a100t be

movEd to a thet a-posi ti on or the chai n so farmoo wi 11 have two

thet a-posi tions." (Chansky 1986a,136)

0.5 Par anetric Var i ation

In ~uch amJdular thErJry or granma-, cros~-lingui8tic va:iatlC)n ffictj

be expl ai ned i n one of the ee Wajs:

1) Individual entries in the list of lexical itans in a given

1 cngu aJes may cant ai n vat ious types of idiosyoor atic information. Of

course. the phonetic representation of a particular lexical item is one

pi ece of information which i e idiosYBJr atia. Other arbi tr a= y lexic al

j nformatj on \\QuId i oolooe mi snatches between morphologic al form a1d

features, a3 in (), mi smatches between rrorphologic al cnj synt cot1c form

CI'ld mecning ~ in(), menbership in \\t)rd clesses such Cl:3 gender, cs in

(), idiosyooratic faJts ebout canplanent selection, ce in (), etc.

(25) The sheep is/cre gt·azing.
'!he fi sh i sl a:' e nervouo.

(26) Your eants are on the floor.
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(27)

'!hese sci ssors ~ e dull.

FREOCH
Ie printemps (M)
1 a fX>ussi ~r e (F)
la scn:lwich (F)

'spring'
'dust'
's cn:lwich'

SPANISH
laprimaJera (F)
el fX>lvo (M)
el s cn:lwich (M)

(28) I get/E: the Salvation Army some clothes.
*1 donated the Salvation Army sane clothes.
Mary considers John to be foolish,

*Macy thinks John to be foolish.

2) Many of the principles of UG are multivaluErl, cn:l eaJh 1 a1gu Grj 8

wi 11 select a par ticul ar value. fur ex anple, the pr i ooi ple that all

categories must hale a unique hem is thought to be a universal

priooiple, but Imgua]es vccy C5 to which part of spef£h 1s considered

to bt the head of the S constituent.

3) A given principle of UG may cpply at different linguistic ItVE:ls

in different lmgua,]es. fur ,exanple, while it is, by hYfXJthesis,

universally the ccse that Wfi 'lOrds must move in order to teke scope,

1 mgu c33es di ff er aJcordi ng to whether WH-movanent eppli es at

S-Structure Cti well as 4:>gical Form, (eg.English) or in uJgical Form

only (leg, Chinese, J~a'1ese).

'!he question of thE; locu!:) of expI alation of observed va-iation is en

anpirioal one, to be resolval only by detailed investigation of the wEtj

that propose:J universal principles operate in particula lcngueges.

O. 6 (Nervi ew of the '!hesl s
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'!be issues to be cddres6w in this thesis a:e thuse which hale been

left open in the theory of uooerlying structures. In partjcul ar, I

will provide a tha::>ry of proj ection fran the 1exicon which is i nterrlerl

to complete the transition from rules to principles with respect to

uooerlying representations, end I wi 11 a:ldress the coote al problans j n

the study of paranetric va.-iation in the projection of underlying

structure ..

0.6.1 Chcpter 1

In thi s chiVter, I outli ne a theory of the D-Stroctur e 1evel ()f.

represent ation in which all well-formalness relations im};X)sEd on

underlying structU[E!S are deduccble front other independent principleb

of the Gramlar. '!his thEOry exterrls the \\{)rk of Stowell. Whereas

Stowell a::gutd that linea- precedence relations could be derivErl from

irrleperrlent priBJiples, my pro};X)sal is that danination relations may

likewise be derived from independent priooiples.

First, I give en overview of the theory of lexical representations of

Higgi r,bothan (1985, 1986), in which \\Ords of all lexical categories(N,

V, A, P) cce thought to hale a 'theta grid' a3 Pl.I:'t of their lexical

entry. I argue that the relations which hold anong these grids are

suff lei ent to 9i ve all the information that we neEd to dErluce thE:

danination relations which result when these lexical entries arf:t

projECteJ fran the lexicon into the synta<.

Af ter di sousa! ng the proper ti es of phr Et:ie rna: ker~ in gener al, I show

how Higgi nboth an's lexic al represent ations cce proj eJtEd, pro};X)si ng
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th at thi s proj a::tion bui ids •'ltlanatic Str uctur es' • 'lhanatic Str uctur es

are universal cbstraJt relational structures, wLaich encooe danination

relation::.;, which are deriverl from thanatic relations, but do not

eocooe, pr a:Erleoce ooe do they eocode a:3j aJe~y.

Following Higginbothan, I maintain that mooifiers end soooooa=y

pr Erlic ates h we the! r own thematic properti es to be spellErl out at

D-Structure, so they are present at D-StructU[f4 by definition.

It i 6 rot as clea: t.hat non-lexic al c ategor i es hale thanatic

properties, therefore the presence of these cat€<]ories at D-Structure

is oot a priori necessocy. I pro[XJse that oon-1exical or 'FuOJtional'

categories are heeds at D-StrLkJture:, but that the WCfj that they projECt

differs in significalt. wElfs fran the wCtj that lexical cate:lories

project. In particular, functional categories liCk a specifier

[XJsi tion at D-Structure, cni they proj aJt to XP if end only i f they

have a particula:- type of feature, Q 'Kcse' feature, to discharge=.

'!hi s sa::tion is essenti ally a pc esent ation of the pro[XJs al. in Fukui ald

~ eaJ (1986).

I go on to canpare my projection propooal t() the X-bar schana,

arguing that in fa::t, my proposal moves closer to ccpturing the true

gener ali zations cbout the structur e of synt cot! c c ategor. i es.

I end the first Chcpter wi th a di scussion of the pruperti es of

cejunction constrootjons, pointing out that the clairns of May(1985)

chout danination relations in LF edjullt,tion structures leEd to thf;;

conel usj on that sooh structur es ar e always thr E:e-dimensi onal.
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o. 6. 2 Chcpter 2

In the socond chq:>ter, I explore the par aneters of va-i ation which

hale cane to be assooi atErl wi th the term "Configur ationali ty

Paraneters." 'Ihe~e are the paraneters which determine vee! ation in

underlying structure.

'!here are t'NO related issues which are discussed under the this

rubr ic. Q1e is the question of whether all 1cngu cges di sti ngui sh

structur ally b~tween Qubj E;Ct cn:1 obj ect. In order to 01 ar i fy thi s

sub-issue, I bring together the diverse data which hale been crlducErl as

evidencE: for va:iation in configurationality. Whil~ it is otten

C6Sumed ttlat "rlooconfigurational" lalgueges a:e those with 'flat'

structures, the data ~tually sean to call for some S()ct of dual

representation. After presenting the evidenc~, I discuss the 'dual

representation hypothesi;:;' of Hale a1d his coll~cgueb.

I then turn to a discussion of the other issue, showing that it is

relatEd to, but independent of, the issue of underlying dcrnlnation

relations. '!he profXJsal of Jelinek (1984) that the Configurationality

paraneter should be statai in terms of the status of overt nominals a~

mjuoots m of pronaninal eli tics cs arguments if' on the right trcck,

I main~,ain, but it rna<E:s the wrong praiiction 1n c!ertain ceses, and jt

could allo'", violations of the projection Prlooiple.

'!he 1 algu83e which I use c$ a Ca3e study is Nav ajCJ. It h as been

pro?Jse:1 that NaJ ajo overt nan! nals ece aJtually cdjuootB, md that
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pronani nal eli tics ~e the 'r eal' arguments. '!here.:re t'ttO probl ens

with this. First, by stcnda:d syntectic tests, overt nominals do n<Jt

beh ale li ke crljuocts, they beh aTe like arguments. Second, the

pronominal clitics are anbejdErl within en cpparently unstruct.ur~:d

str ing of prefixes, end i t i soot obvious that they ece rocessi ble to

synt~ ct all, let alorle in a-gll1\E;.flt posi tions,

o. 6. 3 Chc:pter 3

In this O1cpter, I consider in detail the status of the Navajo

prefixes which meek subje::t md object f33reanent. I give arguments

that these egreanent prefixes must be infixes, that ls, that they mUot

be inserte:l into Q discontinuous lexical itan.

IE this infixation model for Navajo is correct, then the problan of

the aJcessibility of the pronOOlinal aJreenent clitics in the synta< is

not so ser iOUSt in f cct i t might be proposed th at they ar e in argum€f1t

positions at D-Structure end S-Structure, en:1 simply infix at PF.

However, such a pro[X.>sal 'l.Quld contr a:1ict the syntectic evidence that

oV\ert naninals a=e in argument, rot crljoinerl, [X.>si tions. As a solution

to thi s problan, I suggest a1 extension of the defi ni tion of an

allowcDle syntaJtic CHAIN, whereby the tail of a CHAIN ma:t be in a

non-theta IX>~i tion only if j t is a subpart of a \\Ord ..

O. 6. 4 Chepter 4

I turn from the j nvesti 9 at! on of Nav ajo morpholoc:JY to the synt cctic

f ccts which hale 100 pre.;jous researchers to consider New ajo to be
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fX>oconfigur ational. 1.hese f ccts involve sane cur ious r estr iations on

the i nterpr et ation of null pronomi nals, which sean to viol ate bi ndi ng

coooitions. I claim that the reltVCllt data reveal a pa:allelism

restriction on the a3sigrunent of Gr anmatical Relations, which is best

hcndled if we treat the constructions 1n question C.5

Pcross-the-Bo ard (A'lB) constructions. '!hi s expl a1ation 1s des! gnErl to

ccpture m ,explain the original insight of those who proposoo that

Navajo has a parsing strategy, while showing that the differences

between Nalajo md fOOre faniliar la1guc3Jes cr:e a matter of variation in

independently alailcble granmatical principles.

After showi ng in gener al terms how al ATB cccount of the t~aJ ajo

con~truction \«lrks, I eddr ess the questi on of the st atus of these

representations in granmatical theory. It turns out that all of the

constructions for which en AID cccount ha3 b~en prcJposErl share the

conE igur ation al proper ti es of ajj unction str uctures. As fX)j ntoo ()ut in

Ch epter 1, wh at is cucr ently bel j eved c.bout cdjuncti on structur E:S j n

gener al leeDs us to exI)ect par alleli SIn ef foots in just these

0000tr uc ti ons •
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<hipter 1

Projection fran the Lexicon

In thi s chC{>ter I wi 11 outii ne a thEOry of the D Structure lEVE.'l of

rt..~resentation in which local licensing relatiuns yield hierarchical

otructure.. Extending tht: \\C)rk of Stowell(1981), 'Nho tihowEd how linear

precooerce relations in languaJe are daJucct>le from indepeooent

pr inc! pI e:; I wi 11 mai nt ai n th at duni nat! on reI at ions may al so bE; S()

deducErl. rntis thwcy answers certain questions ciJout D-Structure

representations 'IA1ich have beEn left essenti ally open in the transJ ti(.)n

within Generative Grarmar from rules to principles.

In particular it providE.5 an cccount of those cat EgoL"i ~s Bfld

construction:;) who~e status at D-Structure is left unclear uooer the

aJCEpterl definition of D Structure as "an cbstrrot rEpresentation of

sanantically rele.vant gremnatlcal relation8 such as subjECt-verb

verb objECt, and so on"(Chomsky(1986a:67)~ Under this informal

definition, the status of cdjuined modifir=rs, for e<anple, which are

a:Jditional to the ~anents which e<press the ~core granmatical

relations, is left Opal. Also, inflectional elanents, which do nut
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affect theta marking, may not be present at all. In feet, although it

is currently ccceptai in Goverl1l\ent and Binding theor-y that the

non-lexical cataJory IWL is the heed of the S constituent, the

strongESt inLerpretation of the statanent that D Structure is a

spellout of those properti es of lexical i tan::; hav! ng to do wi th

oanantically-relevant grnnmatical relationo will exclude fran

D-Structur e any elenents which do oot partie! pate in the cor e

granrnatical relations. 'Ihus, it is not at all clear how the INFL node

can be licen.3oo at D-Structure.

Wi thi n the th€Ory of 0 Structur E: that I wi 11 proI;X)sE:, crljoj ned

modi fi ers wi 11 be i ntegr atErl into the ptoj ecte:j structur e, i nsof ar acl

they thanselve:i bear Q thE:ta relatieJn to tht moo! fi Ed cunsti tu€:nt~

II{FL wi 11 be pr esellt at D-Structur e as a nun-l exic al or ~uootj on~_l

heal. I wi 11 argue, follo'i.'i ng Fukui aoo Speas (1986), that in the

u~derlying utructure of Engli~h :NFL iti external to the projteti()n of

the verb, and that thi s proj ecti on of the verb cant ai os all ()( the::

vubt~ argument;3

My prot=O~al will b~ ba:iEd on th~ thEOry oE l~jcal rtprffientations

pruposed by Higginbotham (1985, 1986). I turn now to an exposition of

Hi ggi nboth an' s Er an E'ftOr k ..

1.1. 1 rrhenati c Gr: ids

Stowell(1981), pointing out that thE:! notion of a thanatJc role iH

dirootly related to the argument structure of a 10C;'}ical prEdicate, in

the sense that "a function nane a3signo a theta rulE: to etch ()E its
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argument::i" (1981.34), proposed that a verb's If~jcal entrycol'ltainti a

th~atic Ot ~.~et_~ grid, which is a representatic)n of that verb'H

argwnent structure.

HiggintX)than(1~85 1986) £xlE:n:1s Stowell S coooEption of theta grids

suggesting that rot only verbs, but ~! lexical j tans of the major

lexical catSJ<'~ it", (ttJun, Verb, AdJe::tive, Pr€[X)sit1on) hctv'e a theta

grid iJ;isociatoo with then, 'Iht: theta grids (enclosfrl In angle brcckt.ts)

which he pru1:XJses fur thl! +/-N, +/-V cat6Jories are given in (1.1) 1,

(1. 1) V'
A:
N
p;

~i t

h l\JtJY,
bouk,
i n

+V~'N

+V+N,
·'V+N
-V-N

<1, 2, t>
<1, e>,
<1>
<it 2, c>

Agent (1), Pbt! ent (2)
'nlane(l)

tligginbuthrm referd to tht: numt)€cs notating r()l~.3 t(J b€.- Ct3signed as

~~~i.on~ in the thanatlc grid. 'n1i6 generalization uf thanatic ~lrid~j

to all 1t:Xi calc at aJor i e::i c()nt r i but e3 to Hi 99 i ntxlth an' s ()ver a1 1

raiearch P[{)joct in that it allr)ws him te> ouggest a tiY~3tanatic CPl)r(l~h

to the problan of ded'J<..:ing the prirciplErs ()f interprctatjc)n f()r cc..Jllplex

t)ynta;tic structuL~ (rem the meanings uf words. EaJh \\Oed has a tht:tfl

grid Cl:i pact of its le<ical entry, and C(l1ll)lex e<pce;)oions r('cejv<:

the!: interpretations thr<Jugh the C{>plication of a cedtricta:l set of

operations \*tlich result in the dischargE: ()f the ptJt::dtionti in the theta

grid~, wher e ~~_~q~ i s def1 nEd (i nformally) 00 , the" el i ml natj lJn of

open thanatjc p-J~itions in le<Jcal Atenti end In canpl€x

1. '1h(; 1X>~itjon d(£ignatoo by e is en Blent ~ ,)sition, ct.hjch
HiggJnbotllan aiC)ptti following DewJdson(1967). '!he rrotJvatJc)n f<Jr thla
p:»t:ii tion wi 11 be di SCUStiOO below.
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phrases". (Higginbothan 1986.14)

ConsidE:I fi rst the thanatic grid for the noun. A noun Ii ke ~ for

exanple, derx.>tes ea::h of the v arious d~s in the dana! n of di scourSE:.

'Itlerefore it WJuld, in Hj99inbothcm's thoory, have CB part of itb

lexical. entcy a theta grid containing one open fOsition, a3 t3huwn in

(1.2) (H'~ (29).

(1. 2) ~(~, -v +N, <1>

In contitruction wi ttl a defi ni ttl dLtermi net, tbi s tht::ta posi tj()n i 8

bJu~, lIld heoce dl ochargErl, ~ shown in (1.3), where the asteri ~k

indie 1lE::5 that the thdtlatic [X>sitiun which was open in N' is n(")t ()pE:n

i n 111 1
•

(1. 3) (tJP <1*»
/ \

\

StJ oc (N', <1»

I I
(N. <1»

th~ I
dog (Ii 1985 560)

Other typE:.-£ uf nouns mClj hale cadi ti ()nal {X)si ti ons It FfJr E:X ant)1t, Q

body part ooun ::iuch a3 arm ha:J fti part of its mf:taning the feet that any

arm inherently belongs tu ;:K)meonc/ ard a kinship tE:rm likt: mr)th.er ha3

Cti pact of its meaning the f~t that fSly fT\()tha; is by definition tht:

mother of SUlleone. 'l11t: questi on of the ee! st~OOE.. of som~ par ti cuI ar

fOS! tJon as part of the theta grid uf a lexical j tan is ultimately an

anpi r 1e al OOlt; much of wh at we know when we know tht= meall ng of a 'MJrd

ha:» no rale/aree to syntCl'C, end therefore is fl:Jt eoooded in the theta

grid, to bE: spt.:llEd out in synteo<. Of COU[bC, it i::l not alw8jB a

strJghtforward matter to dooide which parts of a WJrd' s meani ng (J() and
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do rvt hale dir~t rele.varce to the syntaK. In the case of body part.:)

and kinshi}? terms, data frClll other lcngucg€S Be-ens to confirm the

hYfOthesis that ttle relational ~p£cts ()f tha;e terms hale dirECt

synta::tic relevCllCe. Other CESes cce not so clear

In the thenatic grid for the verb, the numbers 1 and 22 st m for

the thenatic roles ultimately tasignEd to the sUbjECt m obj€Ct

respECtively, '!his much is uooontroversi ale In cddition to the

~ta""K3ard thenatic po::.itions, Higginbothan «gues that the theta grids

of ordinary predicat03, iooluding Btative verbs m cdjectivffi, iooludt'

an fNf=nt ~sitiunf In incurp:>rating CI1 fNent ~sition intc) the

thanatic grid of the v~bal lexical entry, IUgginoothan is giving an

e<plici t cepreBentatiun t() the "hidden" argummt plroe f ..J[ event;J

or igi nallj pro~8ej by Davi ds()n (1967) •

Higginbothan (1986) dlocussf:s the mutivation for and cc)nsE:queocGs uf

the (X>stulation uf thi::i E;.\1ent p)::iition in some detaj 1. Davi(js()n(1967)

originally pro[X>sed such a [X>sitiun in ()rder to give a ~tralghtEo[ward

a:=count t.)[ the contribution tu a sentencE:- (JE instrumental and other

cdj()inErl phr~es in terms of modi fication of an EVent.

'!hf;' cssLDllption that such a p.Js1tiun ib i~ludE:d in a verb's theta

2. Although Higgjnbothan Ut)~,j nLUTlbers ca the nutation for thet6
positions, the subjECt m object grCJ11llatical fuootion~ are deEinEbll;!
in structural terms in his thwry. For this reeson these nwnber~

should rot be con::Jtruea as the '1' and '2' grarrnatical relations of
Relational Granmarll In anoth€:[ Bense which will bE!Jt1lleclear during
this chepter, the propc)~al I an making involves relations which are
primitive, but tiubject aOO (Jbject ~1(edcfineblf: in terms of these::
pr 1mi ti ve r ~l ati on~.
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grid allows the sancnti c value of an (~,di nary pr roic ate to be ::\t ated

clearly in such a w~ a3 to illuminate lhe contribution of the

iooividual verbal lexical i tan to the canplex construction. For

exanple, the vari{)us pu~i tions in the minimal lecical entry for the

verb wal~_, shown in (1. 4a), could be di schargoo i n ~uch a wCtj as to

yi eld the interpretcc!on shown in (1 4b) (ignoring tense dee

Schein(1985) fur extensive discussion ot the intera:JtJon of INFL arrl

thE: €.Vent fX,)si tion.) •

(1. 4) a. 'walk', (+V '··N) , <1, t>, Actor (1)

b. (E~) walk (John, ~)

'!he cbove lexical entry is to be interprbted cs.

'walk' is a binary V t..:r b, true of a thing x end en £:VEnt e
just in Ca3e ~ io a walking by ector~. -

If the theta p::>si tlon dE?Signate:d as that assigned the rolE: of ector

iti dischargoo by aisignment teJ tht: NP John and the EVent p(,);3ition iti

existenti ally bound 3th€l1 tht correct intP...rpLetation CE-dUltl3.

3. It is unclear tCJ me huw liiggjnbothan intendB t() rCtitrict thE:-
C1?pear aooe of these non-overt exi stent! al bi 001 ng~, so that the thet a
cr! terivn i~ rot rendt:rErl vccuous. 'lht: 6(j stfOti al bi rrlj Il3 of thE:
eJSlt }.X>si ticn dues sean nvti v at 00 sanenti cally, s1 ree, for ex anpl. e,
the sentf:llCe 'John walked' is true iff a walking EVent existEd arrl it
involved John. HowEVer, it sesns to me that Higginbothan's theory
\\Ould allow a sentence Ii ke (1), wi th the meani rag shown in (i j ) •

(i) Dog bi test
(ii) (Ex) dog(x). x bites

In this c~e the theta lJOsition in the nuun is ecjst~ntj ally bound,
thus discharged. What is neooErl is a rf.:strictive th€Ory uf what counts
as cppropri ate ecistentj al bInding.
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In cddi tion to allow! ng a pc cctic al form ali zation, cEsumi ng an ENent

posi ticn lecCti to a systematic a::count of the senantics of the

so-called 'root-relatoo haronyms', that is, minimal pairs which sean tel

have identical uooerlying forms but Cl:'e rot synonymous, such as those

discussed by Fil~re(1968):

(1. 5) a. 'Ih e bees wer e swarm! ng i n the 9 ard en.
b. '!he garden was swarming with bee3.

C II swarm! ng [ garden] ( bees]
locative dcltive

1h€ ~enantic difference betwet::n these two sentenctti is that in

senteooe a the betS must be fly! ng ina canpaJt group but may be i n

only on£; part uE the garden W1i Ie in b, the bE:es must fi 11 the garden,.

but neoo rot be in acunpcct group. 'Itlis differeocecan becapt.ure.d l)y

cppealing to the relationship between thE; surfroe subjECt crrl th~ E..VE·nt

iJCJ~i tion.. In senterce a, the swarm! ng event must cruei ally involve the

bees, while in 5ent~t: b, thE: 8warrning eJent must cruci ally involvE'

the garden. 4

4. Hi gg1 nboth an (1986) leav es open thE; quESt! on of whether the
requirement of thorough i nvolvanent of the 8ubjoot ought to be pa:t u(
the definitiun itself, or a sanantic property that Cl:'ises fran thE::
synt cctic configur ation in which the v&bs ar e pI cce:1, conmenti ng that
one may r ana! n cgnostic on thi s issue for pr €Sent purposes. 'Ihi s
question is oot at all tri vi al, s1 roe the r equi r anent that the 8ubj~~

(or external argument) be thoroughly i nvolva:] in the aJti on does rot
s~en consi::Jtant with the hypothesis that synta< en:} aemaltics have
their own distioot voccDularies CIld priociple3. In order to be
consistent with this hypoth~is, we must be sure to state this
requir,anerlt as a priooiple which interpretE:.'S particular stt'uctures ()c

which spells out structurally certain interpretations, but we must
woid a rule which, Sat, stipulates that the external arguanent gets
some given Ca3e only if it is thoroughly involve::1 in thb cctic)n.
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A third important motivation for the event position is the feet that

i t allows a simple tr eatmmt of cDverbs which is fully in cccord at'lJe

with the treatment of other lexical cet.Egories .. '!his treatmmt, cs

elcDoratai in Higginti(1986) will be discussed further in the following

SECtion.

l~ 1. 2 Di scharge ot 'lhanatlc fOsi tions

IligginOOthan proposes that the theta criterion of Chansky(1981),

which is shuwn in (1.6), may be retitatoo in terms of discharge e)f

pasi tions i n the thet a gr i d.

(1.6) Ec:ch cZgLDllent bears one a1d ()nly on<J theta rolE., arx:l (:cch
theta-role i~ assigned to one arrl only one argument.

(Chomsky 1981:365)

(1.7) a) Every thanatic }?Osi tion is di schargErl.
b) If X discharges a thematic role in Y, thw it discharges

only oneGo
(liigginboth.J1l 1985.561)

As mentione-i cbove, discharge i!:l dE;!finErl as the elimination uE upen

thanat:ic fO~itionti in l~ical ittms cnj in canplex phrcr::leB. NtJtico

that Higgi ntx)than' s Theta Cri terion spaJi fi es that X may di scharge only

one role)J}:i.. He stat~ it 1n thif-J way in order to allow possible

C&;ies where a give:n NP may di ocharge different theta roles in di fff:rt:nl

5. See the Intcooooti on for a d! scutisi on of Cnomsky' 8 mor €: formal
statenent of th~ 1heta Cri terion.

6. Both O1omsky end lliggi nbothan crt~ careful tu anphesl z€ that parts a
arx3 b consti tute separate subparts of the theta-er! terion, e~h uf
which are indepenUently (;pcn for: E:Jl\pirlcal investigati()n.
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prErlicate:3, sane exanples of wllich were given in SaJtion 0.3.

'!herE: arE: four basic rnodt.S of discharge, all of which Hjgginbothan

says take pI cce in the configur ation of goverrmB1t. Below I gi ve hi s

descriptiono of the four bcsic roodffi of discharge, Pctually, in all oE

the exanples which Higgi nOOth an uses to i llustr ate thet a di sch arge, thEI

appropr i at. e llPde of di soh arge t~€S pI cc e under str iet si sterhood. In

what follows, I will be assLUning that theta discllarge takes plcce urrler

strict sisterhood, which I define as in (1.8) 7.

(1. 8) S'lRICT SIS'IHUJ<XD
A GIld B are strict sisters iff neither dominates the (Jther lild
every G, G a branc'hing nile, 'Nhich daninate;;1 A danlnates B.

(1. 9) BASIe KDES lJ! DISCHARGE:

(0) Theta-marking exanplified by pairs contiititing ()f a
pr edie ate end one of i tS a:-gument5 I

(b) Th et g' bi ooi 09 ~ ex enpl i f i ej by d et £.:rmi nee H ()( mf-a5Ur e wcJrds
en.] their nominals, as in 'every dog', interpretErl as

'for e.I er y ! such th at dcJg (~) I

(c) Th~ta-identification, exant->lified in simpl~ tdjECtival
modification, cs in 'white wall' interpretErl a3

'whi te(~) and wall (~),

(d) aJtonymous theta rna-king, where the value cssignoo to
the open position in the theta ma:ker is the et.tribute given by

7. r.Ihe definition of sisterhood lhat I an alopt1ng is the standard on(~·;

I an not adopting the definition proposed by Cham~ky(1986b), viz., 'a
and bare 81 ster8 (i n tht r ~l ev ant sense) i f they ar e doni nat erJ by thE:
sane lC?Cical proj ections, ' (1986a; 13) '!hi s defi ni ti()n allows the VP in
Chcmt:.iky's systan to be a sister of the SUbjECt, although the II nc>de
domj nates VP but rot the subjECt. '!hi S f2Xtenoion of sf sterh(XX] wi 11
I'))t be nECet)~a:y in the model which I wi 11 prc)fX.>se
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its sister constituent.
(Higginbotham 1986:14)

In Higginbothan's frane'WOrk, theta grids are anong the information

cbout a heed whi ch pereal ates to dani nat! ng noo €5 in the tr ee.. '!hus,

sioce ea::h nOOe in a tree will bear a thanatic grid, irly subtree may be

given a1 interpretation. When all of th8fX.>sitions in a grid hwe been

dischargoo, the cOJlstituent bearing that grid is said to be satu~~~.

(1.10) A constitut:nt such that e.lery role In its associatej grid i~

discha:ged is saturci:.ed.

A few simple exanfJlf::S will serve to illustrate how theta-dischargE:

takes pl cc t:. Rec all th at Iil gg i nboth an not at es a di sch arg Ed pas! t i on by

pIecing a1 a3terisk ()( ~tar tu the right (JE the number (or letter, in

the cCt:)(: uf the event txJsi tiun) which titands E()( that fX)si tiC)nfl In a

saturated theta grid, all p:Jsitions are markEd with a star.

1. 1. 2, 1 'Ih et a-m ar ki 09

'Iheta marking is tht; motit straightforward Cec:;ei it is ::limply thE

operation usually krown a3 theta role assignment. In the diajrans

below, I omit the specifications of the particular thanatic rolE:s

EGsignErl to the argumentQ, a3 thede are oot relevEllt to the dipcuf;Jsjon

at hand.

(1. 11) (VP <1, 2*, E:>)

/"(V, <1, 2,e» (NP,<l*»I I~,. -" ,-'I \
SaN Spec' (N', <1»

I (~, <1»
the I

cat
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N:>tice that the argument is alr ea:1y satur at ed, by mecos of thet a

bi ndi ng by the determi ner to b~ di scussed in the next soot! on. 'll1 (:

following ra:.luir,anent is one cons~uerce of Higginbothan's view of thfJ

theta-cri terion.

(1. 12) Every argument is satur ated.

We CCI1 see how this condition follows from Higginbothan's view of thl l

theta-criterion by considering a hea:l, X CI'Xi the canplanent which it

theta-mark.;), Y. Higginbothan's theta criterion states that all

theta-l,X>sitions must be disohargErl. '!his \\Ould of course cpply to the

theta positionti in the grids of a:-gurnents a3 well C5 those in the grids

of prErlicates. Sioce theta-discharge takes pl~e urrler government, if

X, a hf.:cd, governs Y, then y is unGble to govern conBti tuents external

to Y, cnj theref()re cny theta fX)si tions which are rot di schargoo wi thi n

Y must ranain undi~harg€d, in violation of the theta-criterion. '!his

is i llustr ataj in (1-.13).

(1. 13) (VP,<12*,e»

/'"(V, <1,2, e» (N', <1»
I I
SaNeat

~tually, Higginbothan's claim that it follows fran his systan that

all theta positions within CI1 argument must bedischargoo; i.e., en

argument must be saturatErl, is true only under ctrtain ESsumptions

cbJut goverment arx1 theta-di scharge. In particul ar:, we must ~j ther

Cf38ume that th~ta-discharge is und~r strict sisterhcxx1 rather than

simply goverrrnent, or we must imfX>se sane sort of minimality condition
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on government. 8 Consider the structur e shown j n (1.14):

(1.14) XU

I \
z X'

<1, 2*>
I \

X y
<1,2> <1>

In thi s structur e, both Z arxi X govern Y (and Y. governs Z and X). If

thet a di soh arge takes pI ~e urder gO\Aer rment, then j t ought to be

possi bl e for Z to di sch arg e a fOsi ti on j n the thet a gr i d of Y,. d espi t e

the faJt that the theta grid of X percolates to the X' node. '!hUb, we

would ecpa:t (1.15) to bE: granmatical.

thet a bi ndi ng

V"

sp€C".,.--- ""
I (V',<1,2*,e»

the /"

(V, <1, 2, e» (N' , <1*»

s~ C~J

(1.15)

In order to rule out such a cunstruction, we must e.i ther reBtrict

theta diooharC)e to strict sisterhood, C6 IJigginbothan does in praJtice,

or include a minimality condition in the definition of goverrunent,

wher eby X governs Y iff Xis the closest governer of Y.

8. I thmk Andy Barss for bringJng this to my attention.
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1. 1. 2. 2 'Ihet a-bi ndi ng

In the di aj[an given ctx>ve for theta bindlng, repeated here is

(1.16), the star irxlicates that the position in the le<ical entry or

the noun ha3 been dischargErl. '!he distinction between binding a grid

posi tion ald bi rrli ng alexic al i tan or ,anpty category wi thi n a

cansti tuent should be anpha31 zed. When a canst! tuent X bi nds a

constituent (or traJe of a constituent) Y, wher,e biooing is defined in

a:cord~e with the Binding 'Iheory (Chansky 1981) as coinde<ing by a

c-coomarrli ng c at8,30ry, then ther e is a cor efer eoce r el ati on between X

ald Y. In fc;ct, X is the antecooent of Y. 'l.l1e relation oE cntecErlerl<Je

is one which holds between t\'tO arguments. 9 '!he sp€Ci fi er which bi rrls

the fX)si tion in the theta grid of a noun, on the other haxl, simply

discharges that position, axl thus prevents it from being further

di sch arg Ed.

(1.16) (NP, <1 *»
/ \

Spoo (N', <1»

I (N~ <1»
the I

d~1

'1lle elanents which mat eet c$ theta biooers include, in cddition t()

determi ners or mecaure \t,\)rds m thei r nani nals, INFL, poss! bly CCMP

9. Andy Barss(p.c.) points out that we may want to consider the
relation which holds in Gepping, VP £t1C{)hora, etc, ag CCBes of
antec Edeoce. If so, then the a"ltc:c edence reI ati on holds of other th an
arguments.
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en] sane cDverbs such as nevrer.

1.1. 2. 3 'Ihet a-identi fie ation

Higginbothan's thwry of alverbi al a"rl edjectival modification is

designai to ccpture the syntectic cn:l SBnaltic pa::uli eel ti es of

modification 'tthile woiding the use of higher types a"rl fuootionals,

cn:l consequently obvi ati ng the need for the aanmtic postul at:es which

distinguish different types of moCliEication in M:lntaJue Sancntics.

'!he most str aightforward type of modi fication is that exanpli fi ej by

aphra:.;esuch a3 whitehouse, which receivES aconjoinErl interpretation

'wl1ite(x) arrl house(x) '. In liigginbothan's cccount of this type of

mooification, the ~lOsition in the theta grid of the crlj8Jtive is

didChargai by theta identi fication. 'ltlat is, the theta post tion in the

grid ()f the aijaJtive is identifioo with the position in the grid of

the noun. We irxiicate this relation by drawing a line linking the tVA:)

posi ti ons. S1 rce the posi ti ons ar e i dent! fi Ed, the danl n ati ng nooe 11 as

one txJsi tion only. N::>te that thE: posl tion 1n the grid of N' is not

starrled, becaJSE:! it may be furthE~r dischargej. lluwever, one position

hcs been discharge:] by theta-identifying the FOsition in the grids of

the Mj eoti va cn:l the ooun ••

(1.17) (N',<l»

~ ""(A, <1» (N,<l»

I l--- JIthet crident.
white house
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1.1. 2. 4 Autonymous thet a mccki ng

Many, if not most, modi fications a:-e more canplex thal the simple

case i llustr atErl cDove. In pa-ticul ar, the properti es deoote.:l by

crlj 6Jti ves aX) a:1verbs ar e often rot cDsolute, C5 in the c cse oE color

'M:>rds, but ere r.elative to the choice of attribute. For .exar,ple, an

expensive meal \\Ould involve paying a price which was high for a meal

but low for, sat, a car. Simila:ly, a good violinist is good for ~

violinist, a big butterfly is big for ~ butterfly, etc. This sort of

relative attribution is ,expressed in Higginbothan's thEOry by the

operatior. of altonymous theta marking.

In simpl e thet a mar ki og, the open posi tion in the gri d of the

theta-marker takes on as its value the refereooe of the argument which

is thetamarkoo. In altonymous thetama:king, the the-open position in

the theta marker td<es on cs its value the attribute given L)y its

sister constituent. In thephra3ebig butterfly, oneoE the open

positic)ns in the theta grid of the a:lj~tive big takes on as its value

the attribute of "butterflyness", therefore the attr.ibution of

relatively large size is not just a simple attribution, but is an

attribution with respect to size for a butterfly. In the ccse of the

Edj,ECtive big, aJtonymou8 theta ma:king t~es plaJe in ajdition to

theta identification. We koow that theta identification takes pIece

b€CaJse we know that if x is a big '1, then x 1s also a y.
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(\.It&) ( A/(

big

_____ (N', (I»~

l)~) \!'l'(1 )
thet a-ident.

butterfly

l'bt i a e th at. th e J?Osi ti on whi ch was di sch arg Erl through aJtonymous

thet a mcrki ng does oot proj ECt to the dani nati DJ rme.

'!he cese just described Wa3 one in w,lch the aijectivedischarges

theta J?Osi tiOflS by both theta identi fication en] wtonymou6 theta

markinq. '!here a-e also exanples which involve attonymous theta

rna-king only. '!he exanple Higginbothan gives is the roj.ECtive

alleged Si nee theta identi eleation en] aJtonymous theta meeki ng are

lndependent operations, we obtain the result tha: a1 allf33 00 x is not

nooessarily an x. Whereas big ha3 one theta position which is

dicharged through theta-identi flcation (hence, a big x .\s a& x) a3 well

GS c3'X)ther which is discharged through attonymous thetc.t-mcrkin'J (heme,

x is big for en x), alleged hes only one };X>oition, end it is discharged

through aJtonymous theta marki ng, hence en alleged x is allegEd to be

X, but is rot necessarily an x.

1.1.2.5 Adverb! al fvbdi fication

In his explication of the bcsic modes of theta-discharg~,

Higgi nboth an shows how various propertl es of aij rot! val modi Ei c ati on

Cal be explained. In a reoent pc:per, Higgins(19B6) hcs extendEd his

theory to provide en cccount of a:1v.erbi a1 mooi fie ati on a3 well.

Higgins argues that a:iverbs are prErlicat.es with open plaJffi, and that

these pla::es ere dischargoo by theta identification or wtonyrrrJus theta
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disch«ge. '1lle observej properties ut cd~erb1 al modification follow

fran a exxnbi net.ion of the beBe-gener at. e1 post tion of the crlverb, the

nwnber of a-guments in the Vlerb's thet a gr id, m the mode of

theta-di sch«"ge anployoo.

'Ihe proposal thCi: mooi fi ers, both aiverbi al end a3j ootl val, h aJ ~

thenatic gclds makes their stet.us ct: D-Structure quite clear. If

D-Structure is h reprEtientation of thanlt.ic relet.ions, end if the

1exic al entr i es of a::lj a::t.i ves em cdverba i oclude thanati c col es whi ch

must be di schcrgej, then these thanatic properti est Ii ke my others,

mu~t be ret,'resenta:1 it. D-Strooture.

1,2 1llenct.ic Consti tueooy

In whet. f~llows, I will be 15suming the essentials of }iigginbothan'~

thEOry a:1 outlined cbove. In p~ticulCl:", I will be a3suming that every

lexical itan which is a manber of or:e of the major lexical catBJori es

ha3 a theta grid a3 pcr:t of its lexical .entry, m that.. the mooes l.lf

discharge of theta posl tions outlined cbove are to be vi ewfrl a3

relations holding eith~r l)etween these theta'Jcids or between grids tI1d

whole constituents. Holding these cesumptions consta1t, I will argue

that a p«tiClJICl:' type of Gbstrcct conatitueroy, which I will cdll

'Ihenati £ ContSti tueoc¥, c til be dErluc Ed from these r el ct.i ons, obvi at! ng

the neal for X-ba: conventions restricting ~orlsti tueooy.

In Higginbcthan's thoory, theta grids percolate to daninating ncx1cs

- 57 -



i ooeperrlent of synt a;,tic c atSJory information. Percol ation of

syntectic cct.aJory lcbels is supposed to be determinEd by X-bar

thEOry. At fi rst 91 cn:::e, thi s seans to be the r easonible cpproc.ch

siooe the theta grid does not always percolate fran the syntectic

heai. III tile Ca3e of thet a identi fie ation, the gr ids of the modi fi er

and modifyee Cl:'e 'canbinoo' a"rl it is this canbinErl grid which lcbels

the daninating oodE;:. In the cc:ee of wtonynPus theta m«k1ng, there is

a sense 1n wtlich the cojootive is a. 'J1laltic heed, at lecst insofar Ef3

its s6na'ltic features play a praninent role In the lnterpretati()n of

the dominating oode. With theta binding, sometjmes the syntaJtic

c abegory of the bi rrlee proj.ects further, ce is the c cse whet. a

determiner bioos a position in the grid of a noun, \tk.ile in other

ccses, it is the birrler whose synta::tic cat6Jory projects further, as

when INFL bioos the €\lent fOsitiun in the verbal theta grid. In the

latter case, the synt~tic features projaJt fran INFL, while the theta

grid proja::ts fran the VP. 10 for al alternative treatment of INFL.)

(1. 19) I"
<1*,2*,e*>
./ "" di scharga::l vi aNV I ' /-----thet a-bi 001 ng by INFL

<1*> <1,2*,e*>
Mccy / '"

I V"
pst <1, 2* ,.e>

V / "'NP
<1,2,.e> <1*>

see Sue
'M«y SaN Sue'

10. See StCtion 1.3, end Fukui a1d speca,1986)
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(ord er i r r el tV alt)

I will Cl:"gue below that with a few modifications, etch of which is

i ooepen:lently moti v atErl, i tis £X)ssi ble to deduce thanatic const! tu~y

fran opec ations on theta grids. 'lhana:ic canst! tuercy wi 11 be shown to

be universal, ax3 oot subject to either cdj~ercy or dirootionality.

I tEke theta grids to be part of the entry of a lexical Itan, and

thanatic constituercy to be a set of structural relatior,s at the leJ~l

of D-Structure. In the franE\\Ork of O1ansky(1985a,b), the relationshJl)

between the lexicon en) the synta::tic l~el of D-structure is one of

,projection: properties of lexical itans, 1001001ng theta-nlarking

pr"per ti e3, a:- e proja::te:l f ran the 1exicon into synt a<, constr ai 000 by

the Proj a=tit)n Pr i 001 pI e ax3 the schencti c "X-ba-" well-formwness

coooitions on phrase mock.ers,

'!be Proja::tion Prirx:ip1e(informal statanent); lexical properti es
a,-,e maintained at all syntwtic levels.

'!be X-b~ SchEma:
(i ) X' = X X"*

(ii) X" == X". XI

where X'·· stalds for zero or more occurr€O:es of
sane mEKimal proj ECtion.

(Chomsky (1986b:3)

'ltle theory of projection fran the lexicon which I wi 11 profXJse her e

i s en outgrowth of both Stowell' 6 proj ECt of elimi nat! og phr cso

structur e rules cn3 the r.eoent research in thet a thEOry ax3 the

strooture of lexioal representations, such cs that done by fiale ald

Keyser (1985), Wi iii ana (1981a a1d b), Bor er (1984), Tr &Ii s m

Wi 111 ana (1983), Zubi z ar ett a( 1982), Carr i er-Ounc al (1985), Mar cnt~ (1984)

CJ')j Higginbothan(1985, 1986). rrhese studies haJe terrloo to converg,e on

a set of sh «.ed conolusi ons:
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1. '!here is a un! vers al csymnetry between 'i nternal' md 'external'

argll1\ents of a va-b.

2. '!his csymmetry is encoded in sane wBj in the lexical entry of a

verb. For ex anple, Wi l1i ana sU9gests th at or,e of the a:-guments

in a verb's theta grid mat be designated a3 the verb's external

a:glDllent. He ioolcates this in his ootation by llooerlining the

designatEd ecternal Cl:'gument.

3. Gramnet.ical Relations (such a3 'Subject of', Cbject of', etc.)

a: e fully deft nct>le in berms of structur al pJsi tion.

O1omsky(1965) definoi 'SubjECt' cs [NP,S], i.e. the NP uniquely

daninatoo by S, axj he definoo 'Object' tE (NP,VP), i.e, the NP

uniquely daninatErl by VP. In Chomsky(1985) it is suggestErl that

SUbject may be definoo cross-cate.gori ally a:~ (NP, XU] while

obja.;tmajbedefinoo a3 (NP, X'].

4. '!he 'mealing' of a prErlicate expression may be representai in the

lexicon in terms of a type of definition whlCh Hale end

Keyser (1985) c all the 'Lexie al Corceptual Structur e' of the

predicate, axj \'tlich liigginbothan(1986) calls the' elucidatlon'

of the pr ooic at e' s mec:ni ng. For ex anple, Hale md Keyser suggest

thct. the verb 'cut' hcs a Lexical Coooeptuell Structure something

like (1.20)(cs parlphr~Erl by Higginbothan(1986):

(1.20) 'cut' is avthat 'Pplies tt'uly to situations e,
i nvolvi ng a pat! ent 'i axj axj ajent x, who, by
mecns of some instrument z, eff ects rn e a Ii neEC
sepcr: ation in the materi ar i nt83ri t~, of-l'
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I will be a::cepting these results in what follows, ern will be using

than plus the thEOry of Sceur ation outil nErl cbove to propose a thoory

of excctly oow these lexical entries are relct.ed to phrcse mockers at

D-Str uctur e.

1. 2.1 Phr ESe Markers

O1cmsky(1955) (LSLT) postul.:t.Ed a lEVel. of representct.ion P of phr cse

structur·e, W1ich wcs bcsed on a representational re1ct.ion E, wi th .e

bei ng defi ned as the converse of 'i s a'; 11

(1.21) p(NP, the~mEl1) if a1d only i f the~ma1 is a NP

1l1e relation p gives a pcr:ti al ordering of the strings of P, where

'strings' are st~~ in a deriva:.ion involving r€.Write rules, 'Ihe

terminal strings cXe those strings rnme up of the primes ill the Granmar

which bear the relation p to 00 string. S is "the unique prime that

represents eJery gr annati cal atr i og" (1955: 173) •

A phr cse marker, then, j s a fOt-mal repr esent et.i C1 of cert at n

rel~ional properties of lCll3uc33e. In all rooent studies of the

properties of phrase ma:kers of whioh I an atlare, th~€ ohjECts are

viewErl as relational structures which cr:e representations of, in

a:Jdi ti on to C al:e:Jory i nformati on, t\\O separ ate m separ: cbl e reI atl ans:

hierarchical relations ern linear relations. As eccly cs 1968,

fCC awl ey end hi s collecgues hcrl proposed a versi on of phr cae struct.ur e

11. I an using the symbol ,~, for coooatenat1on.
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in which dan! nation en] pr aJooeooe reI ations were sepa- ated, end

f-tCawl ey showErl th at such a theory could be usa.:l to cccount Eor

discontinuous constituents. In the frane\ftQrk of Generalize] Phrcse

Structur.e Gramnar, IJrmedi ate daninct.ion (IO) rules a:e distinct from

Li ne~ Pr EO eJeroe(LP) rules. Other \ttOr kin which dan! nation a1d

precErleoce relations are distinctly specifi00 include Stctll(1967),

Falk (1980), en] La3ni k en] Kupi n (1977) • Stc)well (1981) en] Tr a.ri s (1984)

also cle~ly stti:.e that the X-bar schena is unspooifi e:l for linea:

order. In short, most 11 ngui sts \\QuId rot Cl:'gue that t)a3e rules must

simul t CI1EOusly encode ooth dani nct.ion en] pr €Coo ence r el at! ons, yet the

issue is sti 11 sanetimes confusa::1 by the t'NC>-dimensi anal natur e of tr ee

r €pr esent at! cns.

1. 2. 1. 1 Lasni ~ a1d Kupi n (1977)

Lcsnik em Kupin(1977) articulatErl a theory of phra3e ffia-keJ:'s which

followoo Chansky (1955) in i ts essenti als, but which WE13 mar e

restrictive. In particular, it limitaj the structural descriptions end

structural chC03es which could be stat,a:i for TrCl1dformational Rule:J.

In this sEOtion, I will outline their theory of phrcse fficckers, partly

for purposes of contrast, em pactly b~aJse it will bE£ane releJB1t

later, in the discussion in Olcpter 4 of AcrC)SB-the-Board

Repr esent ati ons.

Lasni k en] Kup! n propose the follow! ng VCXJ ebul ary end deft oi ti ons:

(1. 22) N is the set of ron-term! nals

~ is the set of terminals
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abc ••• 5i ngle termi nals (elanents of ~ )

••• x y z strings of terminals (elanents of ~ *)

ABC ••• 5i ngle oon-termi nals (e1anents of N)

••• X Y Z stri ngs of oon-termi nals (el snoots of N*)

e--/J
J

--; ••• single symbols (elanents of ~ U N)

.•. X 'f GJ str! "lgs of symbols (el anents of (( I: U N) "")

(1. 23) 'f i s a monostri ng wi th r espeot to the sets 2 cn:I N

if f ~ ~ *. N • £. *

(1. 24) Let Y' = xAz, rEp 'fi..}J
~

a. y is aA 'f' in y if xyz t P
b. 'f danina:.es 'f in P if 'r = xXz, )(.p Id l :( 1= A

c. Cf pr males 'f in P if Y is df'f in P ,
end 't' = xyX ' r~~.

(1. 25) Pis a REDOCED FHRASE MARKER (RIM) i f
there exist A m z such that:

A f:. P en:] z c.. p , md if rf,fJ S. J ,
ei ther '" dani nates $ in P
or f daninates in

~or 'fpr ec eO es C(> in
or 'P pr eoEdes ~ in P

A mooostring, then, is a string which contains one ron-terminal. end

all terminals oot daninate:l by that non-terminal (or more cccurately,

all terminals oot be~ing the 'is etc' relction to the monostring

iooluding that oon-terminal). f'btice that one of the restrictions

imposed in thi s theory is th at my pal r of monostr i ngs must be in
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ei ther a dani nation or a pr ooErleroe r el atioo. As we sh all see in

Olcpter 4, this restriction hCE been called into question by

Good all (1984), who suggests that. structures which show pCI:' all eli om

effects do rot obey i t.

1.2.1.2 Higginbothan(1985) ern r.t::Cavlley(1968)

'!be relations expressErl by phrasemCl:'kers may or ma:t oot ecsily be

rerrler.€d c$ the Eanili ar trees. Phrcse meckers obey certain CJ(ioms,

fran which v cr:ious thoor ens C a1 be de:luced. Phr l5e mcr kers represent

oertain types of linguistic knowlejge. sane of the a<:ioms they obey

ace axians obeye::1 by grephs in general ern others cce anplrical

hypotheses Ebout the lcnguc33e fcculty.

'lb illustrate this point, consider the set of a<ians in the

formul Clti on of Hi 99i nboth an a1d MJCawl eye '!hey defi ne a phr ESe ma-k,er

as a fi ni te set of li l'l3ui stic el anents, (S, i, ~\), wher e

S is a1 uooerlying set of formatives ern categories

< is the relation of DGiINATION

N\ is the relation of PROCEDEN:E

'llle DCMlNATION r.elEtion (~), which is essenti ally O1omsky's relation

p, obeys those 'Kiems given in (1.26) (His (2)):

(1. 26) a. x < x

b. if x < y ~ z, then x < z

c. if x ~ y ~ x, then x=y
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d. if x ~ z aXJ y .$. z then x .$. y or y ~ x
12

I wi 11 di scuss ea::h of these in turn.

Whi1e O1omsky(1955) states that. the rela:ion p is irreflexive, H's

axiom (1.26) a states that the danination relation is reflexive, that:

is, ea::h linguistic elanent daninEtes itself. 'lhus, wherecs Olomsky

mat defi ne the termi nal elanents in hi s systan as those el anents which

dominate nothing, Higginbothan nust define the terminal elanents C5

those el enents which dani nate only thanselves. N:Jte th at i f the

dominct.ion relation is reflexive, we must be ccreful to e<:clude the

ccse where x < x in structure-basa:1 definitions, such cs c-cOflUnard.

Axiom (1.26)b states that. the dexnination reletion is tra1sJtive.

Re:all that the danination relation is the converse of the 'is a'

relation, c31d the 'is a' !'elation is a particula" type of irclusion.

Inclusion is rot nooessarily tralsitive. fur exanple, a person is

incloo,aj in his or her fanily, a1d a person's internal orga1s are

includEd in him or her, but it does not necessarily follow that a

person's internal orgcns are included in his or her fanily. rrtlus, the

statana1t that phrooe markers represent a trensitive relatiol. is c31

hypothesis clx>ut en anpirical property of lalgucge, viz. that 't.Ords

a:e grouped into canst! tuents, those canst! tuents ere further grouped,

end the \\Qrds a-e incllrlErl in these 'higher' constituents.

'!he third CKiom states that the danination relation is a3ynlffietric.

12. or both, if X-Y=Z
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In other \\Ords, the 'is a' relation cni the danination relation are

di sti net. For ex anple, i f X dami nctes Y ald X dani na:.es Z, i t does not

follow that Y. 'is a' X or that Z 'is a' X. 'Ib use a cooorete exanple,

in the P-marker below, NP domi na:.es det, arl NP dami nc:t.es N, but the

'is a' relation holds between neither det arl NP oor between N arl NP.

'!he 'i 5 a' r el ct.ion holds only between the {det, N} end NP.

(1. 27) NP

/ \
det N

I I
the cat

'!he fourth CKiom states that the daninct.ion relation must be from one

to sever al cni rot fran seier al to one. In the vex cbul cc.y of tr ees,

this constitutes the statanent thct Tn rode mat hale multiple mothers,

i.e., trees of the form (1.28) ere ruled out.

(1. 28) p
I \

x y
/ \ / \

w z v

'!his restriction ajainst multiple ITPthers provides a clear exanple of

the way in which the the:>ry of phr cse mer kers proposeJ her e serves to

r,estrict the p::>ssible CIlalyses of linguistic phenomena. '!her,s are

numerous constructions in nct.ural lal3ucge which might quite platsibly

be t~en to involve multiple mothers for a single constituent, i.e.,

~rds or phr ases which might be manber members of t'ttO canst! tuents

simultCllEDusly. '!he ebove CKlom re3tricts the form of the granmcr,
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rerrlering imJ;X)ssible sue}) malyses cs those in (1.29).

(1. 29) IMPOSSIBLE AW\LYSES:
a. verbs which go only with certain prepositions:

s
/ \

I VP
/ I \

I VP PP
I / \ I \

NP V P NP
8an€One tanperoo with the look.

(*Sornoone t anper Ed of/for/i o/on,lby/ cbout the lock)

b. reaaalysis:

s
I \

/ VP
/ / \

I VP AP
/ / \ / \

NP V A S
'!hi s bcx>k i s ecsy PRO to r ecn e"

s
I \

I VP
I I \

I' VP AP

II /~"
NP V A S

'!hi s bcx>k i:3 eaay PRO to r eaj e.
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c. INFL:

s
\

IP
I \

I' VP
I \ I \

I V NP
might see that fi 1m.

I
I

/
I

I
NP
We

rrhis sort of constituent alalysis is ruled out by all current

thEOri es of phr ase mcrkers. IJlsteaj, the f cnt that these constructions

have properti es which suggest anbiguous cansti tuency is treatErl by

assigni ng the constructions i fl question en urderlyi ng conti tuent

titructure W1ich obets the a<i')ffis given cbove, crrl then deriving the

cppa: ently anbiguous proper ti es by mealS of i rrleperrlent pr! rei ple:;. If

the theory of phr c$e ma-kers cm be restricted so CB to rule out

structures 1i ke those gi ven cbove, a~ i tis poss! ble to pr aiict the

properti es of senteooes li ke! these given a restricted set of

gramlatical priociples, we hwe mede genuine progress toward a

restricted theory of lingui:3tic principles. 'Itle importcnce of

irrleperrlent ITPtivation for the priooiples which cc:pture eppccent

structur al anbigui ti es cennot be Qverenphcei zoo, sl nee a theory which

is restrictive in one canpc>r,ent at the price of Va3t overgeneratjon

fran alother canponent is, a3 ha3 so often been noted in the

Ii ter at.ur e, rot ultimately r estr leti ve at all.

It is w:lrth Ininting out thet. all of the cbove impossible cnalyses

cr:e iooeperx:lently ruled out by X-ba= throry. In f~t, if it is the

ccee that dirootion of hea:lEdness is arofds-catBJori ally uni form in a

given lenguaje (i.e. theft lengucges cr:e either hem-initial or
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hecd-fi nal), then ina theory of phr a3e mCI:' kers which essumes 'no

crossing lines', cny phrcse ma:-ker in which a hea:1 constituent C WGE

itself simult enoously a manber of t\\O cansti tuents \\QuId always be

indeperrlently ruLed out by X-bar thEOry. In order to be a manber or

t\\O constituents X tnJ Y in such a theory, C w::>uld ha,re to be locatoo

between the menbers of X and the manbers of Y:

(1. 30) x y
/ \ I \

w c z

Let's suppose tha:. the Imguaje in C}\Jestion is heaj-initi ale '!hen C

must be the hero of Y, s10ce Cis i n1 ti al in Y. A viol ation of X-bar

theory r esul ts i n cansti tuent X, wher e Cis a non-hea:1. X-bar theory

requires that all canplanents tnJ spaJifi ers be ma<imal proj~tjons,

end if C is the hew of Y, then C is rlOt a ma<imal prc)jection.

An exanple of a multiple mother configuration which 'ftOuld rot be

ruled out iooependently by X-ba~ th€.Ol~' is a 'small claIse' compl611ent,

wher e cansti tuent C might be t 1e spec of Y cnj the compl anent of X, Ct3

i llu~tr ate] in (31).

Ma::y

VP pp

V~NIl/"\P

/"'"P NP
in the garden

see

(1. 31)

Another {X>int to be merle r63a.-ding the wove a<ioms is that: if X-bee

theory cnj a strong form of tree pruniDJ cr:e cssluned, t¥3 they a:e in

ffia-ly current syntaJtlc throries, then the third aciom follo'NS from the
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fourth. '!his is so baJaJse if we [e:;trict trees such that all nodes

must br ~h, i. e. that all JOC>thers must h ale multi ple d aJghters, then

the csymmetry of the danina:ion relction follows from the prohibition

cgainst mUltipLe !OOthecs for a give'1 daJghter (ac.ian d).

'l\1rning row to the Pr4ECed~e rela:.ion, this rela:ton is a1 ordering

which is i rreflexi ve, csyrrmetric en) tr alsi ti ve:

(1. 32) a. if x -\ y, then rot (y -\ x)

b. if x -\ y -\ z, then x -\ z

As Higginbothan (1985) l,X)ints out, the fc.ct that the terminal

elanents of a stri ng (i. e. the 'nards ald morphanes) cce ordere:l is

really a fwt ebout erticulatory phonetics,13 '!he foot that the

prtE:Cwence relation is irr,eflexive simply follows from the Ewt that

oothing Cal be both praJooe ald follow sanething else. Similarly, the

tra1sitivity of precErlence S~61lS to follow fran the cpplication of

general laNS of na:ure to the speech orgcns. Consider in this rBjard

the st atanents of how pr BJooence end dani nat! on a- ~ to he inter reI at Ed

(H 's (4 i en) i i ) )

(1. 33) a. if x..$. y or y.$. ~(, then not (x ~\ y)

b. x N\ Y iff f<)r all le,f./es u end v
x < u and y ~ v jointly imply u -\ v

13. Sajey(1986) shows that even ct the lEVel of phonetic
representation, fccts ebout a:ticulation must inform the formalism use:]
to eocode orderi ng constr ai nts" In particul a:, she deri yes the
constJ:aint ajainst crossing lines in aJtosEgIllental ntcpping fran foots
Ebout ar:ticul atory phoneti os, wi thi n a1 expl Erlet.ory thEOry of the
org eni zation of the v arious t~ era which represent the phonetic
distinctive features.
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'!he first of thes~ is quite genecal, stating that. tian1nation end

prECejerk)e ere mutually exclusive. 1lle s1 tuation could rot be

otherwise; it is impossible for a pre::Erlerce relation to hold between

one objECt m tn:>ther which contains it. 'lhus, the anpirical

hypothesis ercoocd here Is thct. speECh is mcde up of discrete objata,

sirce pra::a1eDJe rccher th«l a relet.ion like 'beginning of' or 'end of'

is the r eleJ mt relation for 1 algu 1ge.

'l11e 88::000 st~enent, that. x precEdes y if tni only if all terminal

el anents dani natErl by x pr tDooe all t erml nat el anents pr ecEde:) by 'i

(ald vice versa), rules out discontinuous constituents. 'nlat:. is, trees

of the form (1.34a c:m b) «e rot permitte:3.

(1.34j a. x y

/1\../1'\
/ 1\ \

r v u s

b. Y

I
/

r v

'!hi S (1(1 an i s ess81ti ally a1 Cl' ti f cct of the thEOry of Chansky (1955) ,

and loses i ts r el ev ar e ina theory wh er e dani n ct.! on end pc e:: Ed eo:J ~ at" e

sepa:cxe co:J sep«Eble em cce explainoo by irdepeOOent priooiple3. In

current thoory, the leaJes of the phr ESe mtrkera (i.e, the \\Ords)

di ffer in at ct.us fran the fPntermi nal elements, furthermore, one of

the i oofPerkient pr i ooi pi as r esponsi bl e for the sur f ~ e ord er i f

term! nal cnj ron-term! nal el anents is a coooi t ton on a:3j a;eooy. It i G

the \\Ords \tbich must be spoken 1n SCJI1le Ii r.e« order, due to the natur e

of the «ticulatory systan. If a lc.,ca! pr1ooiple, say, Cese

a3sigrment, im(X)ses a1 «1jaJEnJy requir 1nent on t\',O [X)inta in a phl we

mlCker, then they will rot be d:>le to be discontinuous.
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Much r~alt \«)rk hCE been devotEd to showing that the p[8Jai~e

r cl ations ere to be at ate:) in terms of gener al pr i ncipl es of various

subsystan~ of the Gr aml«. Stowell (1981) Cl:"guErl that C5s1gnnent of

ccse ald theta role occurs 1n English only under certain strict

a:lja:::en::y coooitions cn:t mcrj be specifiej for dirECtionality.

Tralis(1984) cnj KooJ:l1lCll(1984) showai that the dira::tiora of ccse

CBsigfllle1t could be i roepEn:1E..lt of di r eJtion of thet a role assigrment,

md TrSlis showed how these dir~tionality J?araneters interaJta:1 with

coooitions on aijaJen::y for Ca3e ald theta role a3s1grment to yield a

restrictej set of pra:Erl~e relatic)ns crosH-linguistically.

I \t.Ould li ke to suggest that the dani nation relation ald the

interrelation between dcxninet.lon m preoejence ought to be stated in

terms of gener al pri ooi pIes of v «ious subsystans of the Gr arm«. 14

1.2.2 Heaiaioeds ald Projootion

First, consider the following descriptive generalizations which ccn

be maie c3:))ut the oper atlons on thet a gr ids which wer e descr i bai i n

Sootlon(l.l. 2).

(1.35) 1. Given sisters X end Y, if X ha3 en ur.daturct.E.rl theta
grid En.i Y. hcs a s6turatErl theta grid, thm X thetamccks Y.

2. Given sisters X CI"ld'i, if X hcs no theta grid m 'l hce a theta

14. .It should be ootErl th at \\t>rk in sever al other fr an EM:>r ks seans to
be convergi ng on r esulta sin\J! ~ to mi net Bee in pa:ticul ar
Has83 CffIa(19S1) for a thoory which canbines idees of Lexical FUnctional
Gr arm a:- wi til the thEDry of oate;ori al gr amlar dEVeloped by Be ane(1980,
1981 md elsewhere. Flynn(1982, 1983) also presents a siml1er pro~6a1

wi thi n the fr ane\\Ork of ~nt !gue ur arm a: •
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grid, thel X birrls a {Xlsition In the grid of Y.

3. Gi ven 81 sters X end Y, if X end Y both hal e unsatur at Ed thet a
grids, then X cni Y ere a modi fication relation.]

\ie mBj di aJr an these implic ct.ions cs in (1. 36)

(1.36) 1. THETA MARKING:

x y
<Ol, •• On> <0 *.,.0 *>1 . n

I__i
2. THETA BINDING:

x y
I <°1*, •• On>
1 -';

3. MODIFICATION:

x y
<Ol"'On> <01*···On*>

I__i

{Xlsition to constituent

constituent to position

position to position

In the di scussion so fa::, I h ale been r ather vaJue ctx:>ut a f cct which

anerges quiteclea:ly in the cbovedicgrans: that is that the relations

thec we «e consider! ng m"i hold ei thee between grid p?si tiona cnj

conal tumts or between t\\O sepa:- ate grid pas! tiona, If we td<e the

rt:lations of theta ma:king, theta binding lI'ld modification to be

csymmetr 10, the follow! ng per: «11 gm anerg ES.

(1. 37) THETA MARKINGa grid post tion cansti tuent
I lI'\

I

THETA BINDING: const1 tuent grid position
I lI'\,

MODIFICATION: grid posl tion grid £X)sition

(+~ iJ.. "f, L r
.,,~ .." tn, ~"'.~
+Mt... ~-~i",)
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..

'!here is just one 'gcp' in this parcdigm, ncmely, rela:.ions holding

between t\\O const! tuents. But thi sIs pI eei sely the reI atian which

holds in the usual cases of syntectic re1.a:ions sooh ce cntooejence,

c-carm cn:3 , etc .,

'!he imfX>rtcrce of this pcrcdigm em be Clcr:lfie:1 if we consider in

more detail the anplrical cn:3 coooeptual besls. for the pccticula:

notccion being used here. It might be Obj,ECtf~ that: the theta grid

oot ation is a1 unoecess «y canplic alion of the gr amla- Errl th at.

allow! ng oper ati ons on these grids \\Ould r esul tin v mt

over9ener ation. Ibwever, the pee ajigm ebove 91 ves us the insight we

need to cppropri ately canstr ai n oper ations on grids wi thout 10s1 n9

desert pti ve or exp18'latory fX>wer.

In pcrticula:, we fX>intErl out in the introJuction to this \fOrk that

the definition of D-Structure a3 a "pure" rej?resentation of theta

structure WeB urx::ontroversi al only i nsoE ar as i t rel atfrl to

theta-ma:koo a-guments of a verb, tbtice that in the ebove pee aiigm,

the one c cae \tklich i nvalve3 a rel at! on from a thet a grid onto a

consti tuSlt i s that a mcc ki rl3. '!hi s i ntroduc as a 01 ecr: r ejurrl~y into

Hi991nbothan's thEOry. In his thEDry, synt'l'tic representations are

proj 8Jtai fran the lexicon lIloot ataj wi th thet a grids, .nj the

relctions between theta grids sUbsequently 110ld uooer the structural

com! tion of goverl11lent. But projection fr(.:>J1l the lexicon simpl y .!l! a

spellout of the grid post tiona which repr esent the verb's thanatic
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properti est Proj ootion fran the lexicon is essenti ally a matter of

ta<ing the grid fOsitions an realizing than in syntac ES a

cansti tuent. In other ~rds, proj ection fran the lexicon i 6 a1

operation from grid positions to constituents. '!he ftct that. all cnj

only cases of theta mccking involve a relation fran a theta grid onto Q

consituent irxlica:.es quite clecrly that this relct.ion ought not be

considerErl mditional to projaJtion fran the lexicon, but in feet,

ought to be constituitive of projECtion from the 16<1000.

'lb PI'oj ECt alexic al repr.esent ation i s to essign ita synt cct1c

r~~resent ati on. '!hi s pri no! pl e is r esponsi bl e for est cbli shi ng the

connootion between lhe lexicon cni syntac, much a3 the priooiple 'move

alpha' is responsible for estcblishing the connection between the

various synta::tic l£vels of representation. projectiun mat be

,expressEd in terms of the following rule:

(1. 38) PR~T ALPHA: Give cny lexical i tan a syntectic representation.

'Project alpha' mat be thought of a3 a w8j of effooting lecical

insertion in the cbseooeof QlY iooeperdently aJaileole trees tnt()

which to insert lexical itans,

'lhe follow! ng seans to hold of the systan of theta di scharge which we

hale describEd so fa::

(1. 39) x theta ma:ka y <---> '[ is a cct830ri al realization
of a posl tion in the gr id of x.

rrhis is the first step in deriving synta:tic structure;, from the

properties of lexical items. E~h lexical itan rECeives a syntaJtic

cat830rial rEpresenlccion, a1d there 1s a particulcr relation which
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holds between a le<ical i tan which hcs a theta grid ax] a constj tuent

which di sch arges a posl tion in that. grid. '!he step which r anai ns is tl)

show how constituent structure results from the relct.ions between theta

grids. 'Ihat i~, we need to der i ve the followi ng desert pti ve

gener ali zatlon:

(1.40) X CIld Y are in a theta relation <---> X a1d Y are structural sisters

A thet a relation is my relation holdi 03 between a thet a gr id crrl a

con..c;j tuent or a10ther theta grid. In Hi ggi nboth an' s thEOry the

relationship between be.:r:ing a theta relation ax] structural sisterhood

is a simple implica:lon, not a bicorrli tiona!. '1lleta rel ct10ns ta<e

pl~e uooer sisterhocx.i. IbwtYer, a quick perusal of the besic modes of

theta dischCl"ge shows that the bicordi tional holds, at lecat at

D-Structure, There a:e no cases where X ax] Y ere structural. sisters

at D-Structurebut are not in my thetarelctlon.

We bBJi n the expl alation of how the cJ:yJve bicorrli tic)nal is der i va:] by

focussing on the ccee of theta merking or a canplanent l)y a heed. In

this case, we find that a1 even more striking generalization holds:

(1.41) X thetama:ks Y ---> X m Y are sisters dOOlinct.aj by a projlaJtion of X

'!his generalization expresses a rwuoo«ey between the constraintfj

imposoo at the levrel of D-strooture by the Proj~tion Priooiple end

those imposoo by X-bee theory hcs been ooticEd by v crious 1.t 113ui sta,

i00100ing Hale(197S, 1980), O1omsky(1981), Stowell(1981),

HCtiaJ awa(1981), Mel:" cntz (1984) crrl enords (1985) • As long ce ro

anpirical generalization is lost, we mat wish to cttribute this overlCf.J

to inherS1t rajuoo«ey in cognitive mechcnisms. lbweJer, if thero a:e
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linguistic generalIzations which a:e obscura3 by this roouooax:y, then

it is cppropri ate to investigct.e the properti es of the t\\O syst61lS of

constraints, in order to isolate the unique properti.es of ea::h, so that

the observe:} generalizations will be expressible.

I hale a-guaj elsewhere, j n call cbor ation wi th Na:>ki FUkui (Fuklli CI1d

~ea3 (1986)) thct there cce certain importa'lt generalizations which

CCiloot be expressoo in terms of X-ba: thEOry cnj the ProjaJtion

Principle a3 they are curtlently con:::eived. We proposed a thEOry of

well-forme:] D-structures which ccpture:l these gener a1i zations. '11le

generalizations hc.rl to do with the projcction of ron-lexical or

"fuootional" cattgories ad with certain f~ts cbout the structural

atalysis of Jcpcnese. '!his thEOry is substaltially elcboratErl ald its

implications a-e exploroo in detail in Fukui (1986).

Olr systen WeE bCFJErl on what we took to be a fuooanental a3ymmetry

between lexical cat8]ories cnj fu~tional(oon-lexical)cat~orie3:

fuoctional ca:.egories project to X", end ere limitErl to a single

spECifier fX)sition caj a single canplenent fX)sitlon, while all

projootions of lexical ca:egories cre X', which is indefinitt:ly

itercble(in the sense of Ha:ris(1951)), limitoo only by the Projootion

Priooiple mother inc1epeOOent pr100iples of licensing. Qlr crguments

for this distinction will be reviewed in Section(1.3.4). What J8

importalt for the present purpo~es is that the [JartJcula: distinction

rome between lexic al cnj fuootional catSJori es 100 us to a vi ew of

D-Structure in whioh all a-guments of a given heEd ere realizErl under a

projootion of thct heaj. 'External argwnents' in our system bECanc.'
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external at S-structure for reasons of Case. rrhe D-Structure which we

proposEd for a simple tr alsi tiVle Salteooe in English 15 was the

foll0wi ng:

(1. 42) I'
I \

I V'
I \

NP V'
I \

V NP

Let us asSLDl\e this underlying structure md focus on the verb end its

arguments to see how the exi at! ng canst! tuent structur e follows from

the bcsic nojes of theta dischccge.

1lle fOsitions in a thana:ic grid ece a sub-part of a \\Ord's lexical

a1try. 'l11at is, they ~e iocludoo in the lexical (~try. Taken

togeth~r, the set of theta positions in a lexical. entry constitute the

so-c alIa] 'thenatic propert! es' which wi 11 be g1 ven a synt cctic

reprlesentction a: D-Structure, r-Dre precisely, a3 explaina:l B)()Ve,

D-Structure is by defi ni tion a spell-out of these properti e3.

~w, uooer the thEOry t.hat we Cl'e aivCXJating, €!Very le<ical itan ha3

a thet a grid, that i St e.Ja:y lexic al i ten hee thsnatic proper ti es of

some oort (~n-lexlcal clt.8]ori es hale the property of lccking a theta

grid alt03ether, ce we sh all see.). 'nle level of repr esent ation

D-Structure, then, is the level et which all of thes(~ thanetic

15. We proposed that the releva'lt pcr:aneterization involves the
preseooe or cbseooe of the fuootional cat830ri es lS fUlly-flerlgErl
dyntcctic catBJori est
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properti1es cce synta::tically represente:1 in a pa:-ticulcr Waj, i.e.

thct. dictatErl by the priooiples of projection cOO saturation.

N:>w we ere prepa: Ed to crldr ess the question of how cansti tuents cri se

fran thet a r el ati ons, th et i s, to expl ai n why i t ~ s th ct. i f X thet a

mCl:'ks Y then X em Y ere 81 stees dcrni naterl by a proj ectlan of x.

Let us breck this question down into i ts t~ subparts a'lCI alswer than

in turn. First, why is it the ccse that iE X theta ma:ks Y th81 X end

Y are sisters, i.e. manbers of the sane minimal constituent?

As scx>n a3 we cbstraJt aNaj fran the surfaJe prooaieooe relations

anong the phonetic spell-outs of \\Ords a'lCI phrcses it turns out that

this is simply a oon-questioni it is true by definition. 'llie feet that

a theta rna-ker a1d the iten it theta ma:ks are sisters follo\YS from our

coooeptionof what aphra3erncrker is. Aphra3emcrker is oothing but

a set of reltVCrlt relat.ion~, end the theta-marking telation is one of

the releJa1t relations, '!he definition of constituercy, ebstrccting

awClj from th~ phonetic string, is statoo a3 the following:

(1. 43) X~y form a CONsrrlTUEN'r i ff a thet a r el at10n holds between

X em y.16

So the f1 rst part of the cbove questi on is true by defi n1 ti on. If X

thet &-ma-ks Y, X em 'l wi 11 be one of the 'consti tuents' in the set of

relct.ions c~11Erl the phra3e merker. What of the s~on::1 part of the

16. N:>te th~ JOC>difica:ion cOO cutonymous theta rna-king a:e theta
relations, thus cdjuoots mal form a constituent with the cate:jory they
modi fy or ma:k.
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question: wilY is it the ccee that if X theta-Jna-ks Y, then X ali Y a:e

domi ncted by a proj aJtion of X, [ct.her tha1 of Y or of samethi ng else?

If the tot al lexic al entry for a verb i ooludes information cbout the

number of crglments wi th which i t must jot n in order for a well-formErl

01 alse to result, then the f cct th at a verb 1 ccki D3 en arg&Jll\ent plus an

cr:gll1\ent forms a c at:.6Jory whose 1 Ebel is essenti ally verb plus argument

should rot hale to be stipulaterl by rewri te rules or by feet.ure

pereal ct.i on rul es. '!he 1 chI e on the node which dani nates a heed plUS

its canplenent is daJuceible fran the simplest a:1 thmetic C cnJell atlan

oper ation.

(1. 44) a)
b)

(X - Y) + Y = X - y + Y = X
(verb - arg) + a:g ;:: verb - arg + arg = verb

We mqf not oce the C Cl"XJell ct.ion oper ati on in thi s €qU ati on by usi og

Higginbothan's stcr: rotation. rrhe stcr: irrlicates that:. the argument hoo

been C CI"XJ ell 00.

(1. 45) a)
b)

-y + Y = y*
verb - arg + ECg = verb, arg*

r.Ihus, we CCI1 deduce the formal properti es of phr cse merkers which

were pr eviously eooodoo in the X-ba: schena fran pr e-li BJui stic

prim! ti vest 17

17. Knowl ej9 e of the ar i thmeti c Cc31Cell at! on oper at! on i 8 prleli ngui sti c
in the Salse thct: we krow that if we haJ:~ en object cOO then that
obj.ect is td<en aNflj, we hale oothing, ur conversely, if we haJe en
object which leeks a I:'crt, cnj the pert is cddfrl, then we hare simply
the objECt. Of course, we must leern thct this cooo~t a1d not some
other is the r elev cnt one for 1 CIl3u cge structure, cnj we must be t wght
formalism for ecpressing this COOOEpt end the prooise properties that
the oper ation ha3 wi th respEnt to numbers,
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'Iher e is one more pi ooe of i nformati on eocoded in the X-b ec scheu a

which I must be ca:e~ful to ccpture in my the:>ry. '!his is the bar-l€:'lel

distioction. '!he X··ba:- schena distinguishes X-zeros from X-bcc ncxies

a1d both of these from X", the ma<imal projection. X-zero but not XI

or X" may uooergo tlea:1-to-hero movement such a3 that involved in

INFL-to-CCNP (SJbj ect-Aux inversion) IlPVan81t, whi ch is, aJcordi ng to

Ba<.er (1985), a1 ex anple of a very gener al phenanerx:>n. X" but not X' or

X-zero mf.tl move t() the spa:: pos! ti on. So i t seans th at at 1eeet these

distiootions must be ma:1e, ~inJe these distiootions a:e r,eferra:1 to by

rul es of the gr aruu cc •

Higgiflbochan '~1985) points out that. we rna; construe the lc:bel Eor a

lexical entry of the form shown in (1.46) as the IGbel of Q terminal

point in Q (ilra3e ma:ker.

(1.46) see, +V-N, <1,2,e>

"Since the lericon alreajy contains the informetion that ~)ee is a verb,

the point irrmedi stely dauinating it is redurrlalt." (1985:5!,5) So when we

deaN a tree pcl(t of which is of the form (1.47),

(1.47) v
J

see

this part of the tree really canprises a single point, naTlely

If theta ~Irids percolate up the tr~e along with cctajory features,

then we h ale a Waj of di ati D:Jui shi n9 X-zero from X-bcr: node:>: a100e

structure iEt creatw by operations over theta grids, the X-zeros wi 11
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be all cn:l only those points with no sct.uratoo grid positions.

I beli eve thi s vi ew of the di sti neti on between X-zeros ald X-ber:s i s

to be preferred avec the vi ew that bar level is a primi tiVte (on a pa:

wi th, Saj, person, number or category features), browse it Cal lew us

toward en expl alation for the or058-11 ngui stic canstr ai nts on the rule

'trove alpha'. Cl1cmsky(1985), ESsuming that movana1t mat be: either a

substi tution or al cdjurction, Ii ste the followi ng gener al properti es

of substitution;

(1.48) (i) '!here is no movement to canplement, by the 'Iheta Cri terion
(i i) Qll..Y X-zero C a1 mo"'e to the heed poE! tion, by Emooos'

Structure Prleservi ng Hypothesi s
(iii) Only minimal md ffia<irr.al projections (X-zero end X) ere

'visible' for the rule r.bve-alpha (1985; 3)

If the lcbels of £X1ints in a phrCEe mcrker ioolooe theta gr1c18 ald

structure is derivEd from opera:ionb on theta grids, we Cal maintain

(i) ald (ii), but we Cal also express (iii) without stipulation. In

our thoory, there \'.Ould be no prim! ti ve bcr: level feature, r ather the

rules l)f the qramlBr Cal distinguish aTOr¥J the followiDj:

(1. 49) a. points with no satura:oo grid positions

b. points with fUlly se.curatoo grids

c. points wi th partl ally satur at€d grids.

'!his eliminates the X-ba: priooip1es Insofcr a3 they might be tcken

to be primitive innate lenguCl3E:-spooific priooiples. It should be

.anphasized that the essenti al generalizations ccptured by the X-bar:

schena ere maintained in my theory. In feet, to a certain extent, the

thEOry I hale proposErl is a pccticula: wEll of interpreting the X-ber

SChena ES it is given in O1ansky(1985). As Rlllllll(1985) hes pointoo
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out, there cce va:ious questions left open in prcctically every

"version of X-bcr thoory" so fer given (or, more aJcurately, CESume::l)

in the literct.ure. I halle triED to a3dress these questions in a wCtj

thct \\t:>uld rneke olea: that the X-bec principles are simply a statanent

of the structures which wi 11 result, gi ven the i nher alt properti es of

lexic al mtri es. lb structur es a: e galer ated in the cbsence of 1exic a1

i tens in thi s theory. 'Ihe rna:hanatic al properti es which Ii ngui sti c

structures hewe, such cs the trmsitivity of the oanination relation,

follow fro~n iooependent priooiples of the grarancc, SJ. the definition

of proj~tion of a theta grid arl the theta criterion.

cne imp::>rt cot di ff er eoo e between the thoory I an prop::>si ng cnJ mJst

cur (ent ver,:;i ans of X-bar thoory is that si nc e phr a3e mECker s ar e

representations of cbstraJt theta relations, cnj hiera:chical structurE:

is di vorced trom pr ecedence, ther e is no r eeson to suppose th at the

doni nation r el alions obey aay sort ,.)f a:lj aJe~y condi tiun as a

univeroal r61uiranent, Stowell (1981) end Trewis(1984) hwe sh()wn that

a:ljaJercy r€Cjuir,ements Cl:'e la¥)uaje-pCl:'ticula: au ere best 5t.at('~ in

terms of ccse theory, theta throry, etc. English, for ex an};)1 e,

requires a ca;e assignee to be string-cdjaJent to its ccse C:tSsigner.

However, other 1 COjuajes, such aq War Ibi r1 md Hl ng a: i Erl do not E{)pea

to hale such a requir,anent. In the systan which I an pr0£X>sing, tho

thet a cri ter ion is of cour se tc:j(en to be un! vetS al, a1d the booi c mooes

of theta dischecge a:e universal also. fbwever, the faJt that theta

r el eti ons hold i n Eng Ii sh only urd er atr i og roj c:c ency i S a1 i rrl epend ent

fa::t, expressible in terms of Ca3e em theta thwry.
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'!hi s s€pa ation of cdj cceocy fran th(~ pri ~iples which projECt

structure lecos us, when coup~ej with the rcquirt:ment that all

pri l'¥:ip1es con::3tr ai oi ng a structur al [.epl\eSent etion must be

i nd€1)endently moti v at ed, to conclude th.~ .i f flO independent rul e of

gr annar requi res cdj coercy of t.~ fX>i nts ina phr cae mcr~er, then they

mat be non-a:1jccent~ Stowell cn:l Travis haTe alrecdy illustratai Ca3€S

in which modifi,ers or mUltiple non-ccse-nlErkc:d cCJ11planents within a

con~tituent mat cppear in my order. However, if prooErlence relation:a

are stated indepeooently of danination rf:lations, then ther,e is rtOthing

which requires that cDotraJt theta structure be directly meppa)le ()nto

the string of \\Ords. '!hat is, we \\QuId E!Xpa:;t to find lCl1gueges in

whicH thanatic constituents will cppear 'broken up' in the surfaJe

string. 'Ihis topic will be taken up in detail in tile next Chcpter,

wher e I wi 11 show how the throry of phr a:ie structure whi ch I an

proposing allows a natural a;count of the properties which hcwe cane

under the rubric "Configurationality".

1.3 Functional Categori es

In this section, I will discuss how Eunc!tional or 'non-lexical'

categories f.it into the throry that I an pC0IX>sing. Mc31yof the idE~as

in this section hcwe cppearoo in Fukui a1d Specs(1986). '!he thEOry

which Fukui a1d I propose:] in that articLe is bcsoo on the hYIX>thesis

thee there is a fundanental a3yrranetry betwt?en lexical c&egori es an(l

fu~tional (non-lexic al) c ate.gori eB: furcti l)nal c ate;)ori es proj ect tC)
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X", ~ «,e limited to a sinc:Jle ~pECifiler fOsition CI1d a singLe

cllllplanent p:>sition, \'Jhile all projECtions of lexical cat~ories are

x' .

In the pre..- efding Sa::tion, loutlinoo a vi ew of projc£ti(ln for

lexical ca.8)ories 1n which structure WEti 'bui it up' fran [leI ations on

theta grids. If structur~ is simply a result of theta relations, the!.

the interllal structure uf a lexl~al catEl1ory, that is, the proja::tion

of a lexical ita" which hcs a theta grid cs part of its lexical entry,

is limit~ only by the Prt/~a=t1un Pciooipl} en:) othtr irrlt.-pendent

prj llCiplei of licensi og.

In English ei:. le,:st:, the Lexical caaJuries du not exha.u~tiv(:ly

pcctition the set uf itane in the lexicon. In particular, the jtan~j

~uch Cf:) aMP and INFL. whi ch h aJ € lJeen call ed ~)n-l ex i c a1 (>r rot nor

Cat630ri e3, cct a:i heais but do BJt eppea:: to b€'Q( the N end \'

fect.ur~18. Since theseccta;ucie:> oceprojectErl frlMl thE"; lexIcon ald

hale i oo~eooent lex1c EJ. entri~, I wi 11 wuid the terrn non-:~ex!2.~l,

end will ct:fer to thc..se cataJ0rit:s C5 Fu~tj_on~. ~a:~url_~.

It hce long be~n otJ.."1ervErl that the crus::;-cate;J0cy gener ali zlltJons

ccptura:) by the X-b'lr ';chana were fuzzy wi th CffipOC't to the Functional

C~egor100, even Jcckend()~f (1977) reaortr..J to BOOle extr a f.elt.ured t.()

get the generalization tc \tK)rk out rl~ht. (Spooifically, t.o the

18. 'lh~re hewe be(:n ~arjoua r~uf.06als In the literlt:tlre that INFL
w~~,ly bea:s these f~atures ifl une weIJ or mother, but evren thpDe
proposals hClv'e noL attributoo a 0 grid lo INFL.
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feetures l+/- SUbjfCf:), [+/- objs-:t], he cdd~ l+/- canp] end l+/

det]) Wi thi n ra::ent GB theory, bt:fore Olansky (1985b), i t WCti thought

that thecat.61ories IP em CP were defective in sane w8j; Chanf:.ky

suggests ecteOOi ng the X-bar schena so th et: CP CIld IP \«luld both halE:

~p8J1f1,e[ positions. It l'i')()uld b~· notai that nUlnerous proposalf:1 hale

been merle by others thct the X-bar ~hana ought to be exteooed IP

CIlJlor CP.

In thE; fUkui em Spew prop:.>sal, FUnctional cct.6Jori es hale a unique

specifi,er position, but Lexical cattgorie~ may iterate "t)pec1fiers", as

long cD all "spECi fi er~" are fully licentioo end ccn l1e interpreted et

LF. I maintain that only the QpECifi(~rs of Fuoctic>nal cat63<''' .. ics close

of f proj fCl! ons, thee e(l)[ ~ the DXle dani natj ng the macim al prc,j rot! on

of a Fuoctional cataJory should be XU (or XP), \lhi Ie all projection~ uf

a Lexical cGt.6:Jory «e X', sioce thert~ ib no inherent limit to thE-ir

1ter at! on.

Before: proceErling, let us Le olea cbout excctly W'het it) metl1t by

"specifier". Chansky anpha31zes that the notion "spooifi.er" is

t3trictly a relational ()ne, usw a:i a lS)t11 f()[ W'hichtNer macimal

projection!;) hcppen to cppeac in a giv,en cat~ory a3 inunooi CIte dcughterB

of X". tbwever, thi a verst on of the X-btl sen an a dOa3 rIOt 91 ve us a1

ecpl mEet on for the cantr a3t between (1 .. ~)O) end (1. 51) •

(1. 50) a) the very ver.y old mal
b) Mery's big rEd oo)k
c) Suacn never could hcwe been eat! ng ccbbc.ge.

(1. 51) a) *the the old men
b) *Yesterdcrt's O1omsky's book.
c) • It Mer: y «,e a b aae1.
d) *the John's oct
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,e) ~llat. who did buy?

'Ihesf:: dct.a show thct there lr~ sane types of "speci fi era" which may

iterate m others which mat oot. Of course, it is rot a priori

nECessary thct the ungr amlct.ical. CEBes be ruled out by the thoory of

phr cse ate uctur e alone. For ec anpl e, sane of the unlJ ( aml at i c al

exanples might be ruled out by othel' principles, such es the theta

criterion. Ibwever, these dct.a «,e importcrat bECaJse it is routinely

~sumed in current theory thct Ca3e5 like (1.51) are [ulerl out by the

suppo~Erl feet that. thet'e I::, only one lJIailcble specifier (X.>sition, yet

X-bar LllP~ry a3 it is formulctErl in the JlK)st rECent treatments providcs

00 such redtriction. Chan~ky's formulation of X-bea: tha:>ry allow~ cny

nwnber at sproifiers for ecch cetElJory.

(1. 52) X' = X""" X
X" = X X"· (Olomsky 1986b:3)

It should also be p)intoo (Jut that. the prest:rce uf C{.>parent subjoots

ccrOdS c ctegor i es (cf., Stowell (1982)) does n<.Jt provi de evidet1Ce th at

eaJh cet.egory ha3 ~anc uniqlle SUbjECt fXJ~i tion given by X-btl:' thwry,

~ince extrcction data reveals a1 uooe:rlying differerce in the ::3tatUd ()(

the "'subjECt" feam category to categO['y, CB shown by the exanple~

b~low:

(1. 53) a) I s cw Bi 11' s book.
b) I SIJI/ 8t 11 drunk.
c) 'Whose did you see book?
d) Who did yuu see drunk?
e) Whose book did you see?
f) ~ho drunk did you ~ee?

1he subjoot of the aijective em be extra=too (d), whJ Ie the subjECt

of the ooun c moot (0). 'ltle rPun plus i ts 6ubj ect em movie a-:l a
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canst! tuent (e), whi Ie the aij E.Cti v,e plus 1ts subj~t C lIlnot (f). 'ltlese

exanples iooicate that the stet.us of the "sut.joot" of the ajjrotive

drunk in (b), (d) cn3(f) diff,ers in Rane fuooanental wlJ:I from the stet.us

of the "subjECt" of the noun book in (a), (0) lI"xi (~).

In order to alold terml nological confusioll, I wi 11 henceforth use th~

term SpEC! fi e~ to mea1 a1 .elenSlt that closes off a c at 630ry

proJ ootion,

In the thoory which I pr0(X)sE;, I will bE;: t~ing th~ (X)sition that the

determi ners found in NPs cr:e Fuootional hea:)s, on a par: wi th the

Functional heeDs aMP CIld INFL. 1\) my knowlEdge, the fi rst to rov(x;ale

such a vi~ of dt:termi nero Wa3 Be ane(1981, 1982), who developErl tht:·

idea within his own frane\«)rk. (Beane callErl deterlniners thea:)

selootors'). Rwlcnd(1984) prop-)ses thct. NP3, in pecticulcc, gerun]o,

contain a1 INFL-like ~lBller.t, SzctxJlsci (1985) mcke; a simila· lJ(C)(X>Bal,

an Abney(1986) «gues within GB the..>ry the.t. determiners cen btl

con::iiderErl heeds ()f acoodtituent Deternliner Pl'.rcae (DP).

'nle proposal thet. OET, CCMP end IN1"L19 consti tute:: a net.uc a1 cl CtiH of

Fuooti onal. Cat630ri ES allows par: all el atructur es to be ESS! gnErl to

DP(-Oeterminer Phra:Je), IP ald CPt

19. lI"xi preJ:X)si ticn, in Abnty's vi ew
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Fukui crd SP~8S proposed the follow! ng structures for IP, CP a~ DP.

IP: IP DP: DP CP: CP

/ \ / \ I \
II 0 1 C'

/ \ / \ / \
INFL V' DET N' CCMP IP

/ " / '
(DP) "

(DP) "V' N'
/ \ I \

V (OP) N (DP)

'!he ctxlvc:: structures incorpora:es Brane's proposal that the

determi'ler hems a constituSlt OP, but mcpts it to a GB franew.::>rk.

t«>tice further that I an pro£X>si ~ the«: the maKimal projection of a

Lexical category it) X'.

t«>ti ce th a: CP i s di stl ~ui shed frem the other two by the f aJt th at

itscanplanent is the projeJtion of a Furrtiona4 cl:t.egory. fJtais is c..

proper Li' th;t. C(Mp sh« es wi th the Lex i calc Ei: egor i es.

1hi s pro?Jsal i 6 bcsEd on a number of anpi r j cal observ ati onH cb'Jut

structure iDrU::iS ctt6Jori e~.

1. Functional heeds h ale one cnj only one (1. e. non-i ter 8.>} e)

t3pecifier, whiLe the 8p~ifier3 of Lexical hea.3s may be itera)l£:

ones.

2. '1lle spooi fiers of Functional t,eajs are o(t'en (in my mooel,

alwCfis--see below) movEd fran wi thi n thei r canpl anent.

3. All Functional hecdti hEfle a3pECifier £X>sltions; it .6 not at all

ol~ar that all Lecie al heaita h ewe spa:: !,X)s1 ti ons.
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4. Lcngua.:1es which 1 cck Fuooti anal. heais also 1cck spool f1,er

positions.

5. Functional heeds are spool a1. in that they are closerl-clcss

i tErnS.

6. Fuooti onal heeds 1 cck the sort of sement! c value Cf-3soci at Ed wi th

Lex!calc at e:jor i e:).

7. Fuoctional heals alw~s select a unique canplanent. 20

'll1e claim that L~ical cct.€.i,3ories proj€Ct to X' while FUnctional

catajories CCI'1 proja:t to X" is substa1ti ate:) by da:a from Jevcnese.

J cpcnese 1ccks the Furx:tional cat~oriei DET, INFL cnj CCMP,21 so thit3

thtory of projection mckes the prEdictil)n that all JcpClle:ie

constituents a-e X' end not X". Below I will gi~e evide~e involving NP

structure, pro-forms, subj~ts m scranbling that. thf: pra:liction is

correct; JtpCl1ese phrCties should be considered X' projootjon~, bECaJse

they do rot cont ai n the fXJsi ti on \\tlich \\QuId clode of f a proj rotl t)n,

yielding X" categories. For a m(l[e detailoo discussion of evideooe

th a: J Ep CI'le:Je phr a3 es al so be) aJ e &3 X' end not XP wi th r espec t teJ

.extr aJtion, see Fukui (1986) •

20. '!hese Imt tl,ree were pointoo out by Abney (1986) ,

21. 'llle lbseooe of DET in JtpCl'leae is obvious. It 16 arguai in
Whitmcn(1984) th«. INFL should be reg«doo tti a verbal canplex, rather
thlll lJ3 lI'l trkit:peOOent ayntaJtic unit. Fukui (1986) agues thct. what
have trcditionally been reg«:dEd cs canplementizelS (63. to 'thc:t', ~
'0', etc.) should f'K)t be considerej to be a ai ngle Functional catEgory
CG1P, but should i nste«J be malyzEd m a posttxJsi ti on (to), a noun
(k a), etc. See Fukui (1986) for det ai l~. -
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1.3.1 The Structure of IP and OP

'!he projection principle allows cny number of a:guments (end

modi fi ers) to proj ect, ES long cs they cce all fUlly licensEd and c en

be interpretoo ct. LF. '1lle X-b«, schena, on the other hm, restricts

the proJEDtions of Fuootional eatEgori,es to one spoof fi er and one

canplanent. '!his move ctptures the feet n.~ntionEd cbove that.

Fuootional c ategoriles di ffer fran Lexie al c at83ot'i es in th at they t Eke

unique canpl anents. Further, it allo\tJS us to ~ode the di atl net! on

between iter c.b1e and non-i tee cb1e spooi fi era: the elanents in Lexie al

cat6jories \Vhich ere neither hems oor canplanents cr:e itercble jf they

meet all li~ensing cor"Kij tions of other ~u1es of the Gr am\eJ:, whi le

Functional catajories hale a unique spooifier.

1. 3. 2 Fuocti on FeCi:ur es

;. cdopt the stcndCl:'d cnalysis of the elanents of the cctBJory INFL:

i.e. that tenstVegr casigns n<ll\inative CCfle, whi Ie to does not. I

further extend thi 8 malysi 5, pro[XJsi ng th at .eech Fuooti on al. c ategor y

i~luAes sane elanents which essign what we will call Funct.ion

Eeet.ur.es, or P-Feeturle3, mother elanents which do rot a:!sign tlleae

fea:ures. F-FelEures include nan! nct! va Ccse, CBsign€d by tence! ajr,

9enitive Ctse, a:JSig'lfd by~, md -tWH, a3signoo by a Wt'I-CCMP (for the

latter t\«) Ca3es, see below). We row j ntraduce L:'~f·~ term Keae to meen

both Ccse in the at cnj ard sense (i t e" C~e csaignoo by Y,exic al

Cat8:10ri es, in parti cul at' Cl>j1ecti ve Ccee cesi gnEd by V) end F-Featur e~
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a3signoo by FUnctional CBte:Jori es. 'Itle spec pos! tion of cl functional

cct.e]ory Cal cppear only when Kale is cEsignej to that. pas! tion,

Other wi se, the proj ecti on of a E\1nct1 anal C «',e:Jory stops at the

s1 ngle-bcr: latel. '!he Rcse a3signnent which licenses the elanent in

spa: posi tion may cane ei ther fran the Functional heai itself (thi s

\«>uld be licensing by F-Feci:ures), or, a3 in Exceptional CE6e Mc£king

envirol11\~ts, fran a Lexicill eltment(this \\Quid be licensing by Ct5e

Cf3sigrment) •

In DET posi tion, cXticles are in canplenent a:-y di stri bution wi th ~,

the genitive Kcse ESsigner. 'Iherefore, we will suppose that. :~, lik~

tensEd INFL, assigns Kcae, cnj that: theL ~ etc., lik:e to, do rot

a '~ign Ka:ae. '!he only FOssi blE: fi ller for the spa:: of CCMP i 6 a

WH-word, so I suggest thct the feet.ure (tWHj be consideroo a1

F-Fea:ure, a manber of the set of Ka;e , so that:. the alternatJon

between iWli and th~ in CCMP is p«allel to the tense/to blternttion in

INFL arld the a-ticle/geni ti ve alternation in DET. 'Ill! s 9i \lea us the

follow! og p cc ail gm:

CP
Rase
CBS! goer Wli

rx>n-KtBe
assigner thet

IP

tn~/ cgr

to

DP

's

the

We row har~e a wetj of explaining the doubly-fi lIed CCMP ,effoot, which,

as Abne '(1985) points out, seans to be parallel to the feet that.

s:ticles do rx>t cppe« wi th other SpEC! fj erSt 1l1e reason the.t (1.54)

a-c «e all ungranmEtical is th~ the FUnctional heeds un<lerlined 1n
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these exanples do TPt hale F-Fea:UIies to ESsign, so the pre-heaJ

position is unlicensed.

(1 .. 54) a) *1 \\Oooer who thct. ~riva:l.

b) *1 think thct. Susm to lea/e,

0) *1 enjoye.i M~y the book. 22

By c$soci a:ing tile presence of en element in the SpEC of a Functional

c et.8jory wl th the pr.eseooe of Kcae, I an di s essoci ct.! ng tot ally the

existence of specifiers from the Projection Principle. '!his mecos that.

the "ExteooEd" PCl:'t of the Exteoooo Proj eJtlon Pc! 001 pIe really h a3

nothing to do with the Proj,ection Priraciple, if the former is

interpreted C6 a requiranent that IP hale a spoo [X)s.ition. I differ,

then, from Rothstein(1983), who suggests thct. the requiranent thet. the

spec of IP be filled (in English) CEIl be explainErl in terms ()f a

general r~irJanent tha: prajicct.es nlust be preclicltaj of something end

thus must hale sUbjoots. In this view, this coooition on prooication

may be true, but s1 nee s ctur ct.i on of a p[ ajj c a:.e t ~es pl cce wi thi n the

projootion of a Lexical heaj, the coooition on predication has nothing

dirootly to do with the licensing of the spoo of IP position. '!he

[,equi r anent th e£. I cdopt, whi ch i s also i ooepeoo ently nfOess a:: yin

Rothstein's tt.EOry, is the following:

THE SATURATION PRI~IPLE: All p:>sitions in a grid must be dischecgoo.

'ltle Scturation Prioolp1e is a simplA extention of Higginbc)than'a

22. 'ltle verb enjoy c moot Ca3e-mcck Mal' presumEbly baJ alse it hee
only one CCBe to CBS! go, a1d th ct Ccae goes to the DP cS a whol e.
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version of the thet a erl terion, repea:.Erl a3 (1. 55) •

(1.55) ~ CRITERION:
a) Every thanctic £Xlsition is dischargEd.
b) If X dischCl:'ges a thanatic roLe in Y., then it dischccges

only one.
(Higginbothan 1985: 561)

For the purposes of the Sct.ur ation Pri 001 pIe, "grids" include not

only the thet a grid of alexic al entry, but also Kcse grids (F-Fea:ur e3

cnj Ccse). When all positions in a given grid ere disch«gErl, tha:

grid is sCi:ura:.oo. 1hus, the Saturation Principle collcpses the 'lheta

Cri terion wi th a requi rfl1lent thct if en elanent hes a Kese to

discharge, the feature must be discharged.

As I hale stctoo previously, FUnctional heals do not hewe theta

grids, whi le Lexie al healS do hale thet a grids. Both may h ewe KiEe

grids. N.:ltice tha: the a35LU1lption tha: lexical itans hOle Ccse grids

is rot en innovation; in feet it is implicit in JOC)st thoori,es of

lexical representa:.ion end explicit in most studies of lcngucges. with

richer overt ccae mcr:king tha1 English. (In such \\Ork, whee I an calling

a "Ca3e grid" is usually called a "ca3e cr:rElj".) See, for exanple,

<:stIer (1979) Lei! n (1983) Ncsh (1980) ~ Simpson (1983) • See also

Fukui (1986) for some evidence thct: Jcpcrlese verbs must hale Ccse c3rids

which lICe, although related, irrlepeooent of their theta grids.

A slight m:xlificat1on to H.igginbothan's stct:01lf.!J1t of the'Itleta

Criterion giv,es us the c:ppropri ate, IlPre general Sa:uratlon priooiple:

(1.56) SATURATION PRINCIPLE
a) Every !?Osition in a grid is discharged.
b) If X discharges a position in a grid of Y, then it di8'~hccges

e,nly one.
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1. 3. 3 Der i vi ng the Surf cce Order

In the pr0fX>seJ uooerlyi ng structures, all a:guments (Jf the verb

c:ppear u~der a proj ection of the verb '!here ere seier al WajS th a:. I

might del: i ve the SUI: f ~e order of Engli sh from these D-structur ea.

Followi nc:t Fukui m Specs, I sU9gest cdopt! ng the st m ccd cssumption

th ct. 1100\1 ncti ve m geni ti ve e ere a3signed leftward, so one of the

c ct.Egoril'e5 uooer vl/N' must move to get KeEe. '!hi s property of

a3signing Kcse leftward exterrls to all FUnctional ccte:;]ories in

English, m is one of the properties which distinguish Functional

c ate.gori es from Lexie a1. ones. Under such an CIlalysi Sf a movanent

operatic.n pa:allel to that. jn the stmard Raising ccaes takles plaJe in

ordina:}' tensEd senteooes. 23

I"
I \

OP I'i

s:

I \
INFL V'

I \
__t

i
~/'

I \
V (DP)

NP: on
/ '\

OP 0'j

1\ / \

DET N'
I \

t N'-1
/ \

N (DP)

23. '!hE! spirit of this "subject raising" in the claJsal Ca3e cr.n be
tr ~OO beck to Fi llrror e' s (1968) "subj ecti v ali z «.ion" rule in the
frane\t~t)rk of Ccae GraTlmcr:, c:m ~Cltflley'8(1970) pro~8al that English
is uooE!t'lyingly VSo. Within the GB franework, similer pro{ylsals hale
been mtde by v« laus peopl e. Iumsden (1985) h CB sugg~ted th at the
subject of a clwae should be considerai a1 A' fX>si tion. KCJO~a1 a1d
Sportiche(1985, 1986), Kurod (J(1985) m Johnson (1985) h Ne
i ooependently propose3 subj ect-r ai sl ng a1 alySe3 t but i n or i ent at! ana
~ui te di fferent fran ours. Sec Koo~m end Spc)rtiche(1~86) for 8(>me
ccgumen.ts for the "aubj aJt r at sl ~."
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An ir,teresting differeooe between S crrl NP is ccptured urrler this

analysis: since the verb mat cssign structural Kase(recall thee in my

thEDry, Kcse includes Ccse a3 well cs F-Fea:.ur,es) to its sister the

Dir~t <l:>je:t, only the 5ubj'ECt mat raise to get KC5e fran INFL, since

the I1\Ovanent of the obja::t to a Kcse-rncrkerl IX>si tion results in a

violation of (some) condl ticn on ohai ns which \ttOuld rIlle out Ccse( end

Kcse) (~onflict (Chansky (1985b) • N:>uns, on the ocher h crrl, do not

cssign structur al Ccse, cccordi ng to O1omsky (1985b), therefore ei ther

ccgument ffiCft move, aYi the other ccgument will be Kcee-rnccke:1 by c31

inserted preposition.

(1. 57) a)

b)

(DP the Rornali [0" S [N' t i destruction of the 01 ty] ) ]

[DP the of tYj (0' 's [N' destruction t i by the Romalo]]]

Furthermore, in our systan a1Y DP rna; move to receive the Kcse

cas! gned by 0, reg a-d1ess of whether th a:. DP i S a1 crgLUllent of N.

(1. 58) a)
b)

c..:}

'Itlt:: ci ty' s destruction by the Rom cos
1lle Ranal'S destruction of the oi ty

Yesterd~'s destruction l)f the ci ty by Rancns. 24

Under thi s system, , 6ubj aJt of a 01 alse i s r 8:lui r ej i n stJec of IP

IX>sitiorl only by the Sa:uration Priooiple. If INFL hee F-fect:ures to

discha-ge, some DP must move to the sister of I' £X>sition so that those

tea: 'res mCf/ be discharged. ~ceptional Case Mccking verl)s om also be

explained in terms of the Saturetion Principle. An FXM verb hcs

24. See Anderson(1984) crrl Larson(1985) for sugge3tErl aJcounts of the
cppccent ccselessness of certain NP a:1verbs in phrcses like 'the
destruction of the 01 ty yesterd crt' •
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a::cusati ve Kcse to di soh arge, so the argument of a subordi nate verb

which does not other wi se get Kcse is movaJ into a [X)si ti on wher e i t rna;

get that c:ccusati ve Kcse. tbtice that alOther di ffereooe between

Lexie al en:] Fuootlonal hecd-.J is th ct Lexie al heais mat goV\ern end

Kcae-ma:k into their canplenents, whiLe a Functional hea:1 may oot.

rrllis difference mqr be attributcble to the diraJtionality of F-fect.ure

cssigl'1llent: the di r aJtion of F-fea:ure a3si gflllent (at lecst 1 n Eng] ish)

is uniformly to the left.

An al terncti ve [X)5si bi 1i ty for der i vi og the corr €Ct order of the

subject en:] prErlicate a: PF (suggestoo to me by ~)an Chansky (p.o.))

~uld be to c:ssume thct there is a rule of PF which fronts the subj'ECt,

a1d thct. INFL is allowed to cssign Kcse rightwa:d to the subja::t within

V'. O1e aivaltaje of this q::>procch is tha: Ccse a3signment (in the

st cnJ crd sense) mat be considered to be uni fornl1y rightward, urder

gO'/ernment defi ned in terms of "c-commald" rather th a1 m-colTDTl end (see

below for defi nl tions of these noti ons) , 01 s cdv alt ajes include the

followi og:

_. We must a3sume a1 equi valent PF rule wi thi n NP, which mcv only

cpply if the DET is the genitive Kcee mocker.

- We must stipul ct.e thct tIle PF rule must cpply to one end only one

constituent.

- We must extri nsic ally order the "subj aJt-fronti ng" rul e to cpply
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before wama-contr a:::tion, 25 in order to block derivations such as

(1. S9) •

(1.59) Mary might wmt [cp [C,lIP [1' to [v' Sue win J)JJ)--->

*Ma:y might wama Sue wi n.

1. 3. 4 'Itle Sp6:: FOsi :lon

In thi s propos al CI3 well as i n the other propos als i ovol v i ng some

"subject raising'· operation in simple tr81siti\f.c benteooes, it seans tC)

be the cClie thet:. the 1;X>sition ir.to which the subject is rrovC:!"] 1s en A'

position, with the result tha:. all trcces a-e A'-bouoo trCCffi. I might.

stipul Et.e th et. the spa:: of I" en:) th~ st?6: of 0" ~ e A-FOsi tl ons, si rce

elenerlts wi th Cl'glDllent al at et.us mat cppea: in these post t! onti, but sUcJh

a Rtipula:ion ~uld obscure the feet thet theae positions er:e alwayo

enpty et. D-structure. In thl s thEOry, the cruci al di ati ootJ on i ti

between thet a I,X>si tions m non-thet a ?Jst ti ons, c:n:1 A-pos! ti cns ar e

equivala1t to theta positions.

It i 6 not a str ai ghtforward metter to c()nclLrle th ct. all tr cces are A'

oourd. fur one thi ng, roovanent of a1 NP does rot show crOBs-over

teffECta in senteooes like (1.606), a3 contrcatoo with (1.60b), in which

en oper etor h CI3 roovw.

(1.60) a) John! seans to his! friends to be t i intelligent.

b) "Wh0i dOe;) it bean to his! friends tha: due likes t i ?

25. See FUkui (1986) for a ITPre detm lEd lfJcount e)f wtllna-cc)ntrect!c)n
uooe.r this systen.
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If I an right thct: all movanent is to Sl AI I;Xlsition, this will

nEDessitet.e thet I cdopt a theory of chains in which the content of the

heed ra::her th81 the I;Xlsition of the heaj is wha: distinguishes

different types of chains. A VEe! cble might be defined in such a

theory a3 en element that is q;>erctor-bound (m perhcps Ca3e-mCl:'kErl).

1llus, the AlA' di at! net! on ~uld h CMe no real. cont ent •

'ltle result theE all mo",anent is to a1 A'-l;Xlsition is canplanentoo by

several recent prop::>sals. Kayne(clC5s la::ures, MIT) m

B~s6(forthcaning) give eJiderce thct. the content of the heaj ()f the;

chain recher thcn the p:>sition of the heai is the relevalt feetc)( in

defining anpty cat.a;lor!,es. Also, Sacon(1986) cnj Bergvall(1986) ccCJue

thet some lcnguaJes hCJJe a l)CBe-generet.erl reflexive Empty cct.egory,

i.e. a +a1lphoric anpty category which is distioct fran NP-tr ere.

5a<on i nvesti 9 a:.es the consequence3 of the ex! stence of thi s el t·menl,

pro{XJsing that tr lees a:-e contextually defined whi Ie other anpty

el anents p::>ssess i nher ent f ectur est In her systan, a3 i n ours, i t

seans to be the C a3e th Et:. the only property di at! ngui shi ng WH-tr c:oe

from NP-tr a:e is the content of the! r alt€£ooent.

We rna; cak lL this point why it should be the ecse that. the

E\lrctional CEt830ri es hale one m only one spec £X>si tion. Why not

t~, fi ve, aly odd number etc.? Whi Ie thi S lrlswer to thi 8 questJ on at

this p::>int ccn be little more then spe:ullt!c)n, we ccn meke s{)me

observ ct.ions. As I p::>i nted out Ebove, the only eLanents which sean tCJ

cppecr in the unique spoo position of a functional cetcgory are

elEments which hale movErl into the p::>si ti on lL S-structur e. 'Il11 s
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suggests thct the lming site might cctually be en tdjuootion site,

ald the tcct tha: a bcrrier is formoo \Vhen al elanent moves to raJeive

F-feet:ures may be a 8ubccse of the roore general constraint on

non-structure-preserving IOOvanent koown ai the Freezing Principle,

which sta:es (ct this point in our thEOretical koow!ooge, stipulet.es)

th et. when orae element i s aijoi nai to mother, the str ootur e i s

"frozen", i .e. , 00 further movanent mBj tcKe pla::e 'Jut of it. 'lhe v.lew

thet. all rrovanents CEe aijunctions hca a Vcat number of conseq'uences

which I an rot prepcrErl to cddress tt: this point, 2680 for tile manent, I

will refer to the spec of a FUnctional cet.6jory C5 a (X>sition which is

optionally present, cn:i lewe open the question of how ex aJtly to

distinguish a3junction from substitution to a1 optional. p:>sition. 'Ille

core of this propc)sal is thct. positions a:. D-structure must be licensoo

by indepeooent priociples of Universal Gramncci no [X>sition~ a-e

licensEd by well-formalness cooo! tiona on phr ade ma-kers.

In pcct, the ultimet.e mswer to the question of 'Nhy there ca1 be one

cn:i only one SpEC for Fuootional cet.egories m"i pccallel

O'lomsky's(1985b) 8lswer to a simil« que~tion Ebout bounding nodes for

subj a:: en:::y : If I a3sume th et. Un! ver s al Gr arm EI: cont at ns no count i ng

mechcnisms, then I might expect thct. the F\1rctional Ce:t63ori es, whose

26. In pa.-ticulcr:, it is generally cssumai thet the node erected by
Chansky-a:ljuootion is identical in roth catBJO[i' em bar lE.Yel to the
c c£SJory a3joi nEd to, '!he rxxle \tA1ich dami n a:es the spoo of a
Fuootional category, on the other hm, is a higher bar-le.vel then the
si at er of the spec.
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purpose, intuitively, is to connECt pa:ts of the sente~e,27 \ttOuld

'Ppea- in constrootion wi th only two canst! tuents of the sentence i r'

iSly 91 ven structure, herx:e its un! que sps:: (en:) un! que canpLanent) •

1. 3. 5 Some ConsaIu~ooe3 of the Pr01X>sal

In the thoory thct. I an proposing, l\-positions a:e equivalent to

theta-p:>sitions, m all theta-p:>sitions q?peEl:' ct D-structure inside

of X'. Cons~uently, the position of SpEC of IP is atheta-bcc, CI'rl

heooe en A-bll:', 1X>sition. I belieNe thc:t: there is evidence thet. this

is correct, C5 r wi 11 outil ne below.

FUrthermor e, projtooti on from X' to X" is 11censoo only i f Kcae i s

discha:-gErl to the spec of X'. Heooe, the projECtion of a Fuoctional

cct~ory is X" iff a1 elanent if. its sp~ ra::ei~es Ka3e. One result (')f

this is that the only "truly anpty" {X>si tiona ct. D-structure a::e those

licensal by Ka:;e principles. 28 In f~t, the SpEC of a FUnctional

cct.s;ory is alWajS ~anpty ct D-structure. I tEke this to be ~jue tC) the

f«;t thct. a3sigl'11\ent of Kcse tckes plwe et S-structure, while theta

a.,sigrrnent t a<es pI ~e a. D-structure.

27. 'D1is intuition is bEilind the proEXJsal for the representation of Aux
e1enents mme by oehrLe (in Steele et. al (1981)), en:) seans also to be
found in the \\Or k of I\)ss (1967), lvbClfIJl ey (1970), I<~ne(1983) m
EtroOOB (1985) ,

28. I an mSLDlling thct there exist phonetically null lexical items, end
tha: trcces count cs "filling" a given p:>aition.
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1. 3. 5.1 Adverbs cs sp~ of N'

If PRO is within X', then I Cal also corrECtly pre:lict the following

contr cat: (See Yanai a(1983) m Chansky (19856) for tEguments th a:. PRO

should be optionally present wi thi n a roun phr ~e i tl order to cccount

for vcr:ious birding fa::ts. cf. also Willi ana (1985) for sane

count er lr9l1llents • )

(1. 61) a) '!he men [em the stor! es ibout than.
b) '!he men reaj the stories cbout ecch other.
c) 'l1le men r em Mary's storl es cbout than.
d) *'Ihe men rea:i M«y's stories cix>ut ea::h other.
e) (?)'Ihe men [etC yesterdC!t"s stories cbout ecch ()ther.

If I cssume th ct. the ooun star i es h es one m only one thet i:r

ro1e(specifically, the external-th'?ta role) to 8:36ign, then (d) ccnnc)t

contain. a mo within the N', while (b) md (e) m~ contain PRO.

b: (0" ) d: Oft e: D"
I \ I \ I \

0' MarYi D' yesterd ati 0'

I \ / \ I \
OET N' DET N' DET N'
the / \ 's / \ 's I \

PRO N' t! N' t i l~ •

I I I \
N N PRO Nt

stoel es stor! es I
N

stori es

'1lle reESOn that (L~d) is ungramlc£ical is thct, cs shown rbove, sioo(~

stories hcs only one E::Xternal theta-role to a3sign, cnj that thet~role

hcs been a3signErl to Mary, there ceo be no mo within N'. 'Iheref()re,
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there is no a1tECErlent for the a1cphor wi thi n the op. 29

1.3.5.2 Snail ClaJses

It mCIJ be [X)ssi bl e wi thi n thi s syst en to 91 ve en lCcount of sm all

cl alsea cs macim al proj a::ti vns of X', a3 soown i n (1. 62) •

(1. 62) I sew V'
1\

DP V'
Ma:y / \

V DP
es: lurch

A'
I \

OP A'
Ma:y / \

A OP
CllCJr y ( at.) Bill

p'
I \

OP p'
Mcry / \

P DP
in the garden

'Itlis malysis is not canpletely straightforward. For one thing,

small 01 aJses i nvolvi ng pr Erlic cEE:: nani n ala c:ppCl' ently C «loot be

considered projECtions of X' (this wcs fX)intoo out to me by Ken flale)

(1.63) 6) I merle M«y the chief.
b) I consid~r Mary the best student.
c) I lpfX>lnted John Mecy's cEsistB1t.

If these exanples Cl'e fully granmet.ical, then this constjtutes

.eviderx;e th at both the sUbj ECt em the pc Erlic a:e ina small 01 alse C[",e

sane sort of macim al l)[oj'ECti on.

A further issue \Yhich must be ironed out is thet in the ccae of a

verbal small claise, I must distinguish t\tfO different projootjona of

29. Somehow I neEd to i nsurte th lL N projlECts to Nt, 60 th at j t j s not a
sister to the "external" trglmlent. rrhis problen crops Ul) cgain in th~

treltment of intrmaitive sente.rces.
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v· :

(1. 64) VI (1)

/ \
V VI (2)

S&l / \
DP VI

M«y I \
V DP

ea. lurch

If small claJses a::e to be a mac1mal proj\E:Ction of X', then we mutlt

be sure thci: the definition of "macimal proje=tion" ccn distinguish

between V' [1) em V' (2) C±>Ove. I suggest thct this distinction be mede

in terms of the theta grid lcbelling ,ea::h node. In the theory uf

proja::tion which I an aivc.x:a:ing, V' (1) in the ctx>ve di cgran wi 11 haJlc

en unsct.urct.Erl theta grid, while V' (2) will hale a sct.uratEd theta

grid.

'!he view of pl1rcse ~tructure allows us to suggest a reJision to

Chansky's(1985b) definition of "b~rier" which ha3 va:iou~ cr.)Val,-c3Jes

over the origi nal versJ on. 1hi s rev! :~ion ald i ts con~~eOOe3 at' e

outl! noo in det ai 1 in FUkui (1986), but I wi 11 revi ew than be i efl)' her e

so thci: the implica.ions of the present profOsal wi 11 be: elect ..

As outline:3 in the sa::tions cbove, I suggest thct synta::tic fOsitions

must be licensErl by some j ooepeooent nPdule of the Gr annlEl' 1 no

fOsi tiona «e licensEd by well-forma:1ness 00001 tiona on phr cae

mcckers. D:>uLle-bcr: lev.el projections ~e crectei only when scxnt~

e1anent JOOves into a fX)sition to which K~e is disch.s:ga:l. We heve

profX)sEd the following general priooiple:
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(1. 65) THE SAtuRATION PRItCIPLE: a) Every grid (Xlsi tion is di seh crgai.
b) If X dischCEges a grid position in 'i,

then it dischCl"ges only one.

As adire::t consequerceof the Set.urci:ion Priooip1e m the

hypothesis thCi: ro (Xlsitions in syntectic structure ece licensed by

well-formooness cooo! tions on phr aie-mcr:kers, I h ale the followi BJ

carol tion on the proj.ootion of Fllootional cct.£9ori es:

(1. 66) FlThL~IONAL PROJ&::TION THEffiEM:
A FUnctional hem projlECts to the
X" Level i ff there is KcEe to be
discha:-gErl to its spec PJsition.
Otherwise, it proja:=ts only to X'.

In thi 5 theory, the sp(C (Xlsi t i on ex15t",~ ~nly j f sane Kme Fectur es

Cl:'e disct Cl:'ga:3 onto lfl e1anent in thci: po~,ition. As we will shCJW

below, the FUocti anal ProJ.€Ction '!hoor an 1ea:1s tc") a r ef()cmul ct.! <)n of.

the definition of "ba:rier" Wl1ich 810ids the stipulation tha:. IP d<)es

not count cs a bc:c r i er •

1he cruei al CBsumptions of thi 5 thEOry whi ch beer c.Jn the deE! ni ti on

of bCl:'ri erh()(Xj «e these:

1. O'lly X" C a1 be a block! ng c ctajory.

2. Lexical hea1s projoot only to X'.

3. Functional. hellie proj,oot to X" iff some Kese must be dischcr:ged

to era elanent 1n the! r spec posi tion. Other wi se they proj ect

only to X' (fUootional ProJection 'nle:>ran)

1he definition of a beerier proEXlsErl by O1omsky(1986b) Wa3 given In
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S~tion 1.1. 2, em is r epeccf:d here a3 (67).

a is a Blocking Cat~(BC) for ~ iff ~ is not L-ma:koo end ~ domioctes~,

ais ab«rier for b iff (1) or (Ii):
(i) ~ inunedi etely dan... na:.es ~, ~ a BC for ~

(i i) a is a Be for ~, ~ rot equ al to IP.
Chomsky (1985b: 11-12)

L-mcrking is defined a3 diraJt theta-mCl:'king by a Lexical hea:l.

'Ill e propos al of Fukul em ft:> e CB allowej us to sugg est r E.V i 6i ng the

definition of "ba:rier" along the following line:;:

(1. 67) 1. ais aBC for b iff

(i) a dam! na:e; b
(ii) ~ = X" -
(i i i ) a i s rot L-m cc kfrl md
(iv) a does not m-cOJ11nax:l the altaJedent of b

2. a is a BARRIER for b iff (1) or (ii)
- (i) a i 5 a Be for b

(i i) ~ imnooi atEly dani nates a Be for l).

We crloptErl the deE! ni tions of m-canJnald, a-commend ald dani ncnce

given by Chomsky:

C-c<:JK1\tl)
A c-camlms B iff A d()es D)t daninet-e B end €Nety G that
dom! na:es A dan! nates B.

M-<XM4AND
A M-cOO11lms B iff A does not daninct.e B a1d fNery G, G a
ma<Imal prOjection, thEt. danina:es A dcmina:.es B.

IXMItWCE
A i s dani net.Erl by G only i fit is dani natEd by every

segment 30

30. '!he notion of segment is not formalizai by O1OOlsky, but
descriptively, given a structure of the form a lxp[xp" .b ••• J), when,:
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of G.

QJVBIUIIBNl'

A governs B iff A M-comnans B crrl eJery beeri er for B
domi nct es A.

In the EUkui ald L1lets mooel, ther e is a di ati ootion between

"n.acimal" projootion of G in the sense of the highest occurring token

of G, crrl "macimal" in the sense of XP(X"). '!his proposal therefore

ptEdicts thct different priociples crrl rules of the GramlCl:' might rlefer

to different types of m3<imali ty. Herceforth, when I mecn to refer to

X", I will refer to X", an I define "macimal prujection" a3 follows:

ell i s the MJ\XIMAL PROJa;TION of a iff- -
it is iamEd! ately domine£oo by ~, \Vhere
a;f:. b -

Sirx::e I an a3suming tha: theta grids ece i0010000 in the phrese

rna-ker, it is clec:r that a an b will be equivalent only if a cni b

hale the "sane" theta grid. 'n1eta grid G end theta grid G' a:-e "the

sane" if G cnj G' cr:e r(X)Lcrl in the sane lexical i tan.

So foc, I haJ+e been referring to "lenguaJes which 1aJk FUnctional

catE:gories", but there is 00 a priori reman that a 1 cnJu aJe must hale

all or none of the F\.1nctic)nal cct.ejori es. Jcpcnese end I~ngli sh sean tl)

represent the extr.anes in this r83ccd.

It should al so be poi ntej out th ct. 'Nhi 1e I h Ef./le r el a: Ed th e sur f to e

~rd order in English to a1 intercction between Ca3e thEOry (KCfle

thtDry, in my terms) End the preseooe of fuootional cet.egori es, the tVK'J

there a:e t\tK) cccurrences of the sane category, ecch occurrence is
considered a segment.
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mOOules «.e probcbly di ati ret. We \\QuId expe::t, then, to fi nd

lcngucges which hale FUnctional cct:.Egorles, but which realize CCEe(ald

perhcps also F-fectures) by mealS of overt CCfie ma:kers. 'Ihe surfcce

,effect of sooh a systan \\Quid be thct. a1Y cansti tuent could nlOve into

thA position of spa:: of the Fuootional cet.BJory. While this

specula:.ion is vcatly ov,ersimplifiErl, the systan I haJ,e pL'OPOSerl rna;

leaj to a new alal1sis of general AUX-SECOOO phenanena.

For exanple, consider a lcngucge \tA1ich is like English in that it hcs

the Fuoctional. c BtBJory INFL, but INFL does rot CBsign nanl nati ve c ese,

Ccse bei 09 asigned i nher ently cOO r eat! zoo by mecns of c cae

norphanes. In such a 1 a1gU a;Je, ther e might be scrne i ooepeooent

motivction for mov.anent to the SpEC of this functional cet:e.yory, for

ex anpl e, for purposes of focus. 31 If rrovanent to the SpEC of INFL i s

oot reI atoo to tbni nat! \fte Ccse, then we 'nOuld expect th at sooh mov~anent

\\Ould not be limi ted to DPs, but that cny XP could move. '!hUH, the

Fuootional Category INFL \\QuId show up in saJooo fOs! tion.

1. 4 '1tle X-bar: schen a

It should be enpha3ized that:. althought I an telimina:Jng certain

CSPECts of sane versions of X-bee 'lhfOry, I an oot seeri ficing the

cbility to express the cross-ca:63ori at generalizations which were the

31. Fccus rna; alse> be a Kese feetur e.
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original m::>tivction for the X-ba: '!hoory. In this s~tion, I will show

that in fcDt, I an moving closer to ccpturing the true net.ure of whet.

is general cbout the structure of synta::tic cct:egories.

'I\t.O corle a3pects of X-ba: thEOry r.anain in this pr0tx'sal. First md

forenost, I retain a conception of syntc1'tic strooture es proj'ECted

fran lexical ioans; thus, the a-bitrcry structures like those in (1.68)

which were in priociple genercble by Phrcse Structure rules Calnot

cci see

(1. 68) N",
I
V

An

I \
p" V"

V"
I \

N' An

SeJoooly, I t eke the he ai-canp1anent r el ati on a-xj the=

modifier-JTPdifiee relation to hold within a1~l cct.a.Jory. Since

thet Creole cssigrment must t eKe pl aJe uooer sf sterhcxx1, end modi fi er s

maj iter a:e, the internal structure of the ca:Egori es turns out to be

qui te simi 1 cr: •

According to Stowell (1981), the X-bcr schena imfXJses the following

well-formedness constr ai nts (which MCcwley (1978) c alled "node

a:bni S8 chi 1i ty 00001 ti ons") on D-Structur e r epr esent ct.i ons:

1. FN er y phr cae i 5 eootXentr i c.

2. EPooifiers cppea:: Et the X" level; subccta]orized canplanents

cppea- wi thi n X'.

3. '!he heed always cppea:'s ajj event to one bounda:y of X'.

4. '!he heed term is one bar-Level lower th en the il1lT\erli ctely
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dani nati ng ptlr a3 al ncx:1e.

5. <Ally mCKimal proj,ECtions mc;v c:ppecr Cf3 non-hea:1 terms wi thi n a

phr a3e. (Stowell (1981:)

As Stowell {X>ints out, the version of X-ba:- thoor~' 'Nhich he

a:ticulct.es ccptures all of the cbove corditions, but it is rot a

priori necessccy that. these coooitions should be ccpturerl by a single

schena, ror is it trivi ally obvious thci:. all five condi tions ere

enpi ric ally cccur ate. F..t 1 lLDll (1985) poi nts out th Ei: the t.~or r e:tness of

the claims ma3e by Stowell's version of X-ba- the:>ry haJe rot been

seriously i nvestig et.Erl, aY.! suggests verious modi fic ations. 32 Let us

t eke a closer lex>k, then, ct ecch of Stowell' 5 cordi tions.

1) 'Itle hYfX>thesis that every !)hrcse is eooocentric seeks to formalize

a gener ali z ati on which is i ntui ti vely canpelli n9 but mt obviously

32. Rlllum suggests th at the 00001 tions e~oderl in Stowell's X-bCl:'
schan Q Ca1 be nor e a::cur at ely rle~rde:] cs in (i).

LEXICALITY: fNiery nontermi nal is a projlECti on of sane
lexical[i .e. major or rnioor] catEtJ0ry.

SUCCESSION: '!he bee lCVlel of aheai is one less thm the ba:
1evel of its mother.

UNIFORMITY: '!he mc3(imum permi tterl bee lev,el is the sane for
,e.Jery lexic al c ataJory.

MAXIMALITY: l'bn-hea:1s ina rule a-e ei ther ma<imal proJECtions
or mi oor lexic al c ategori es [1 •e. those wi th a
subo ct. value but no ba: value].

CENTRALITY: '!he initial symool is thema<imal projootion
of some (If?..xical) CB:a:Jory. [major or minor]

OPTIONALITY: J1\Jery oon-hea:l d aJghter ina rule is option al.

He a:gues a] at. nst the uni formi ty r.rrl succession coOOl ti ons, 00001001 ng
th ct the corr oot 00001 ticn is one which says th ct. the b a- velue of a
heai is the sane CB tha: of its mother unless a rule or constraint
determi nes othel wi set
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true. In the cese of the Cat:.83ories NP a1d VI), the f a::t thct sanetimes

a single terminal elanent cal be substituted for the phrcsal cct.egor:y,

a3 shown in (1.69), provides a clea: ITOtivation for IX>siting that one

terminal element in the phrase bea:-s cct.ajory fec.i:ures idenlical to

those of the phrcse itself, i.e., thct the phrcse is eooaJentric.

(1.69) a. [NP'Itle huge beaJ\ers on the IX>oo] a:e bui Iding dans.

b. [NPBeaJers] a:-e building dans.

c.. Mary [vp quickly cte a scndwich. ]

d. Mary [vp a:e.]

Other cct~ories are not so cle~. For exanple, the substitution

test g1 ves anbiguous results when cppli Ed to PPS. In (1. 70) a-c, the

NP 'Ill esd aj but rot th e pr epesi ti on on C a1 be substi tut Ed for the PP on

'I\.1esd crt, whi Ie in d-f, the preIX>si tion araum but rot the NP the y crd

Cal be substi tute:J for the PP aruurrl the ya::d. rn-ae well-formErlness of:

the substi tution in these CCBes cppecrs to deperrl more on sancntic

f cctars th a1 on synt aJtic one3" 1hus, we h eve no olea: wEtj t() tell

whether a P+NP canst! tuent is hecdoo by the pr epesl tion or not.

(1.70) a. Ket.hy ccrivoo on '!UesdC!z'.
b. Kathy c£rived 'ILlesdcv.
c. *~a:hy arriva:l on.

d. '!he chi Idr en r en c:round the yard.
e. '!he chi ldr en r a1 ceourrl.
f. *'Ille ahildren ren the ya:d.

Other: IX>ssibly extXentric phrcaal cat630ries include Senteooes, which

Willi ans(1983) a:gues oce to be distinguished from NPs by the frot thct

the former a: e exooentric whi le the 1atter a:e heedEd, 9er11OO8, which

Wi IIi ans a1alyzes as non-hecrle:l, bcse-gener ct.ed topic+S constructions

Ii ke those in Chi nese ald J 'Palese, m qu coti fi er phr eBes (all of.. the
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students, every book), which sean to be anbiguously NF's end QP's (Lice

Selkirk (1977) end RresnCll(19)) It should be anphmized thct. these

althors hale suggestErl thet. s~ phr ases ,night. b~ exooentric, lJut all

of than aJree that fOOS,~ phra:»cs hale helds. 'Ihe relEt.ion between the

cs:egoryof a lexical itan end the ctt.egory of a phrcse in which it.

q>peecs with itti subcat8.]orizErl oanpLanents 15 cle«"ly one of identity

(lexCept for bcr: lev,el). Stowell's coooition, thE::o, em beffi(Jre

c ,,-cur ct.ely rephr aJaj cs a "bottom-up" coooi tion i nsbeai of a "top-down"

coool tion:

(1.71) All lexical itans heal a synt£tic proj,oction.

2) As Rlthstein (1984) p:>ints out, the feet thet. 6uLcata;)orizoo

canpl6nalts cppe«· wi thi n XI c en be Qcsi 1y der i ved from the 1ex! cal

restrictions on canpLanent selection. 'Ihi~ PEl"t ()f the X' schana

.expresses tlle requjranent thet. canplanents must be disterB of the heai

which seloots then. We exptJ.:t ttll ~ f ect to follow frun the na:ur e l,lf

projlECtit)n fran the lexicon, 1n wh1l,;h CCBe no 8ynt~tic well-formoonedH

coOOl tion ~uld be neEdEd.

lbo-thet a-mcr: ked elanents such cs c.dvert)i ala C lf1 tp[la'" entl i' C(.>[)ecr oc

ei ther the X' or the X" level. '!hus, modi f i era a¥1 SaJOOO ecy

prErlica:.es rna; be ei ther spool fi era or canplanents.

3) 'Ihe observation thct. the heirl alwaja eppe«s a3j lCent to one

boundcr:yof X' is extrenely interedting if our thoory of syntax allcJW8

'flat', oon-binccy bra-x:hlf1C3 strooturES. If only b!na::y l)r~hifllJ 18

allowtd, then X' hcs ()nly 2 ooundecies mywetj, so it: ~uld be logically

impossible for the heaj to fat 1 t() be at Q r)()undccy ()f X' Stll1, thf:
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observation ~uld [lanain thct we do oot sean to fim lalguCI3es with,

for exanple, ditrcnsitive verbs where the verb is In between its 2

«glJ1\ents. 33 If Stowell's observ ct.ion is true, cn:l if bina-y

br crching does rot reooer i t v CCllOUS, then it \\QuId IOOst Ii kely follow

from the pCI:' aneter which determl nes di rc:ctionali ty of hea.iooness

(whether this pCI' aneter were statoo explici tly in terms of hecrlEdness,

cs in HJcng(1981) or in terms of dirECtionality of theta ~sigllT\ent,

case cssignnent m prEdication, a3 in TraJis(1984) md KCXJpt\cn (1984))

4) Argll1\ents cgainst the coooition that the hero term ()f a structure

is one bar-Level lower th cTl the imnErli et.ely dani nat! ng phr C5 EJ. noje

haJ.e cppecroo rECently in \\t)ck by RlllllTl(1985), Stuurmm(1985), 'Ita/is

(1984) cnj Fcbb(1984). Pullum, who calls this conditi.)n the condition

of SJccessjon, profX)ses that the correct corrlition is one which satS

thet: the ba: value of a heed is the sane 8;; tha: of. its mother unless a

rule or constr ai. nt determi nes other wi set Stuurma1 pro£.X>ses a systan i n

which succession does not nocessa:ily hold. Ibth Trails cn:1 I"cbb

propo~e systEmS in wt11ch 1nterme:licte ba- lelels cce all the sane, ald

rules mat only refer tC) XP or X-zero. 1heir profX)sals cr:e eml)eddaj

within the:>ries in which the inter-catajory distributional fcctb

,expressoo by, for exanple, Jcckendoff, must b€: explained by inde(Jendent

33. It is interesting to oote thet eli tics do set u!) a structure where
the verb 13 between 2 ObjECts in the surfcce string, as in the
follow! ng Fr ench ex anpl e:

(1) Je lui donne un c aieaJ,
I him giv~e a gift.

'I g1 va him 6 91 ft'
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priooiples, soch C5 a requinanent of aij a::erc:y for ccse assigJ11lent a1d

a c-commald r~i ranent for scope.

5) '!he st et.anent tb ct. only mCKim al p4.-oj a.:ti ons mcv cppe~ a3 non-heed

terms wi thi n a phr cse depeoos u[X>n a at! pul ation th at. determi ners,

intensifiers, (atXilia:y verbs?), m other specifiers Cl:'e ma<imal

projECtions. Also, it is rot entirely oLea- thct. ajjectives c£le

mCKimal proj.ections. Mj eat! yes h~e no rB:Iui red determi net I so it is

rx>t olea:- how we ~uld test whether they proj ect to al XP proj rotion.

'!he fa::t thet Pdj,ectiV'es do oot proj'ECt their cct.BJ()ry fec.tures, i.e.,

thct N is the hea:1 ()f a1 A-N configur ation, is rot really te.Jideroe that.

a:ljccti v,es proj.oct to AP i fit is true th at all structur es cr e

eoocx:entric.

As Rlllll1l [X>ints out, mother constraint eBJodErl in the X-ba: schena

CB formalizErl by Stowell if one which Pullum calls unifor~.

UNIFORMITY: 1'he ma<imum perm! ttoo bar Level is the sane
for fN,ery lexical cct:egory.

It hca never been clea:- thct un! formi ty ccpturoo a correJt

generalizct.ion. 'Ihose who hCM~ crguai cgainst uniformity include

George(1980), diSCullo(1980), Willi ans(1981), MUysken(1982),

Stuurmm(1985) m Elnaoos(1986). If one edopts ttle a3bumptions of

Ge:>rge, Tr Ali s m Fax), thct. all nodes ere X, XI, or XP, then the

uniformity coooition bocanes trivial. If there mC!t be indefinite

iteration 5:- the Level of X', m the lcbel on thema<imal projootion

does not 'count' bcca but is simply distinguished by definition from tTl

i ntermooi ti:.e proj ection, then the ootion of 1m a<imum l)ermi ttai t) a~
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level' is me ali ngless. '!he FUkui an Speas (1986) model of proj eotion,

disputErl the hypothesis that. all macimal projections ere identical with

respa::t to the number of ba:s, suggestiBJ instem tha: Fuootional or

ft«:)n-lexical ca:egories which ere closEd off by a spaJifier Cl'e

structurally different fran themCKimal proje::tion of a Lexical

CataJory.

'Ib summcrize, it seans thct. Cbrxlition 1, stctErl es in (1.71), is the

only one of the coool tions eoccx1€rl in Stowell's version eX X-b cr thwr y

which st ms up uooer close scruti ny. '!he others a: e ei thee n0t qui te

right or c en be dajucErl from i ndepeooent pr i ooi plea.

In thi s di scussion of the X-b~ schan ~ I an rot deny! og th ct. the

internal str~ture l)f the major lexical cct.B:Jories shows vcrious

cross-cct.a:jory simil~ities. '!he (X)int is thct: phrcse mcrkers are nul

primitives of the granmcr, but ae constructoo out of the primitivoo,

'Nl1ich ~e the relations expressed in the bcsic mooes of dischCl"ge of

thet a post tions. '!he r mge of £X>ssi ble phr a3e ma: ker s j s rot

constr ai nErl by a pr 1m! ti 'Ie tanpl ct:e or set of atl pul Et.oo

well-formerlness conditions; rct.her, the possible phraJe meckers cce

just those of phrcse mcrkerti which express the primitive relet-ions.

Cross-cat63ori al simila:-ities result fran the feet thei: the number ()f

prim! tl ve r el a:l ons is qui te lim! too.
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1. 5 Mj uooti on Const r uct i ans Er e 'Ihr,ee-Oi malsl on e.l

At t he out set. , I poi nt-OO out t h a: t he at r uct ur b1. at Ii: us of ~ joi noo

,eLanents is la:gely unknown. In this section, I will show thct the one

theory of the form 61 properti,es of aijuooti on construct! ona whi ch doe:;

,exist, thct of Mev (1985), anounts to a clam thet:. all aijuootion

construct! ans a".e thr.ee-di mensi on 01..

May discussES oert a n formal pruperti.es of cdjunction structU(fe'3, crrl

~trnployed by O1omsky(1985). In perticul cr., MC!t {X)ints ()ut thct j f onE'

of tile b ~ic tJenEts of X-b cr theory i s to be th ct therle i s c. onc-t.o"-one

rIel ct i on between heais a1d mex! mEl proj.ECt ions, a:1junct ions st ruct ur Eti

such a:3 th ct is 1. 72 seen to be i n vi 01 ct.i on of X-b a: th€Ory, tilooE:

ther,e erie cPP a".ent ly two tokens of thf: XP projlcctJ on.

(1.72) XP
I \

i'P XP
I \

zp X'
I \

X WP

MCfJ proposES i nat e eel t h ct a projlECt ion c to be urrl er stocx:1 CB "e BE.t ()f

occurr.erXJes vf nodes th a. cr e f,ea:.ur ally fX)o-di at! oot (th et is,

.a:c.)."(MCV,p.56) 'lhu!:;), In al a:ljuootion construction likle (1.73), the
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MC!{ goes on to a:gue th et the dani n a:l on r.€I ttl on should bt::

under stood ai follows:

X domi nct~e3 Y iff all menbers of the projlECtion ~et of X dam! nctle Y.

Urder thi s vi,ew, en cnjoi nEd le1enent i s rut r.eE41y dani n Et,oo by thE:

c a.,egory which cppea:s a3 1ts rootner (i ,lfJ., one St8]Jnent t)E which cppecrH

cs its rrother) in the phr cae structurte tr,aE:. In t,7.l cbove, 'iP i s rot

ccttaJory XP .either. 'Ihus, urrler M8j's pro{XJsal, aljuootion 8tructuric:3

cc~e structurE!:) for 'Nhich the daninIDJ€: relai()n simply dUffi not hold.

dcmi nit i on riel a: i on does not contit i t ut ~ Q deE101 t i on of dan! net j (In,

siroe it is itself stctJed in t.erms uf daninet.ion. A marie iCcurct.,0

st etl61\t:nt of hi S observ a. i ()n mi ght go ES follows:

(1.74) A cct.63ocy X cct.SJory-danin~e3 Y. i Ef all manb~s ()f

the pr()j,ECti on set ()f X dOOli nct4e y~

We m~ well csk whether such a 5i tu it! on ()ught t() be permi tt~Ed. In

f cct, Lcsoi k arl Kupi 0(1977), in the! r [,€Stricti vIe thl€Ory oE phr earl

ma:' k1er s, r,tqu~ r.e t h ct my t \\0 rooes must be i n .ei t her apr, eoedE.1P e (J( c

dam! n ct.! on r.el ai on ..

MC!{ also at Et.€£ th ct Ii n~a- ()rder is unsproi filw for LF tdjunct 1r..>n

structurES. Teki ng May's thEOry to 1ts logic 61. cuoolusion, WE: \tAJuld

h 81.f: to S 8j th et j n IF a:1juncti on structurlt:S (cJf the form 1.7J.), no

dan! na:iun or pr,EOalerDe (tel aion holds bEt.ween XP axl YP.
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Lcsnik end Kupin's thEOry might djs611(.)w such a situction, in

p crticul cr i f ther.e is no wa; to di sti ngui sh anong the sEgments of g

giVlen ccL63ory. Gcx>dall(1984), how~a::, ccgues tha. phreae ffia:-k.ers in

which ther,e erie two monostri Il3S ne1 tiler of which dan! na:.les or prIEQEde'''';

the other a:~e pr,ecisely the phra:le ma:k.ers we naErl ill the ccaes which

h aJ\e been c al1a:1 "!'cross-the Ib a-d" construct! ons.

If a:ljuoction constructions cr.e thr.ee-dimensiunal, then we pr,Erlict

th a:. we might fi 00 Across-the.-Boa-d lefftects in non-coordi n~e

constructions. In f a::t we do, howeJler thei r cnEil.ysi sis J1()t ,enti r,ely

8t r a ghtfo[w~d. In p ati cuI cc, it i 0 not obvi aue how ATB .t=ffIECts

cctu &.ly follow from the f a::t th a: sane dtructU(le i s

thr,ee-dimensioncS1. '!his iS8U~ will be t~en up in Olcpter 4. wher'E I

will show thet oertain N8Jcjo r,elctiVJe clalses should be trec:;t;ej Eti A'I'B

constructions.
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Olcpter 2

<.Dnfiguratianality; V~iation in Proj~tion of

Structure

'!he n1anatic Structures which were profXJsoo in the previous chcpter

bear mmy simi 1 ari ti es to uni vertial dtructur e~ which hav~ be:en pr0tJOs8i

by various linguists, fll()st notcbly the Lexical Sructures of llale(1983)

and M:JhClla1(1983), the Virtual Structures of Zubizaretta a:1d

Vergocud (1982) a)(] the Logicu-Sanaltic Structures of Mar cotz (1981) , In

fa::t, much rECent research ha3 been converging ()n the vi€!W that a

hierarchicQl structure of this type is universal, ~en in ImguajoB

whose surfece constituency fails to reflect it thE: sOt-callEd

"nooconfigur ational 1cngu cges" •

'lhi::3 O1cpter explor~ the parancters of linguistic variation which

hEJIe cane to be Cf3soci atoo wi th the term "ConfJgur atjonalj ty

Paraneterf:;i." A certain anount of confusion exi::its w to excctly what

is mecnt by this term, e:ipeci ally since recent ~rk un the issue

indicated that "there is no single 'paraneter giving rise to the

vE£ious propertj es canmonly essoci atoo wi th the term
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"nonconfigurational." (liale 1985:7) Rather, it cppears that these

Qu}?erficial. propertiE::B should be explained in terlns of some set ()(

deeper general priociples. In this chepter, I W'"Juld like to clarify

what I believe is meCllt by the term "nonconfigurational" bringing

together the diverse data which hale been a:lducoo as evidence for

vari ati.ln in "cunfigurationallty".

lnve~tigation of the rEC~t literbture on the topic r€Veals that

there ~e cctually two related issues which are diocussoo under the

rubric of "configuratic)nality". Q1e is thE: question of wh~ther all

1 a1gu cges di sti ngui sh structur ally between subj oct end obj oct at sane

level of representation, with the objtcl bejng in a con:otitutnt VP

which excludes the subject. '!he uther itisue is whether pr~naninal

elanento 'Nhich cppear on the sur f cce a3 a subpart of a W"Jrd c en bc:

serving as full argumentti, so that overt NPs, when they cppear, are in

aljoinEd fXJsitions As I will diBCUSS in SECtion 2,2 7 Jelin(lk(l984)

ajVOJates stating a Configurationality Parancter in term~ ()f thb statu~:)

of OVert l'PIlli nals a:i ajjuncts due to thE: presenc0 of pronani nal oj i tic~

which are the true argumentti.

'IhE:£e tv.o question:;), whilE.: relatEd in feet, &8 ]c.>gically

indepeooent. Let us call a hypothetical la1gucge which dues not

distinguish anong arguments structurally a 'flat' lc:nguege ald a

lcnguaje in which pronaninal elenentti may be argumeI1to a 'PA' (f()r

Pronominal Argument, following Jelinek) lEllguege; we Cal jrncgine that

ther e might be 1 algu c:ges of the follow! ng four type~:
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(2.1) a. +FLAT, +PA
r.Itlicl \tK}uld be a lcngucge in which prc)naninal elanet1tB
satur atal fOsi tions in thet a gr idd, but nei ther the pronomi n al
elanento noe the a:ljoi nro NPs wer e di sti ngui shed on the ba-Jj ~3 ()E

structural IX>sition at aly level of represerltation.

b. -FLAT, +PA
In this type of lcngucge, pronaninal elanents ~uld

s atur ate posi tions in thet a gr ids, but these el anents W.Juld be
di sti ngui shed ci: some level on the basi s of structur al fOS! ti on~

c. +FLAT, -PA
'!his 'ttOuld be a la1guaje in which only NPs could
s atur ate pusi tions in thet a gr idt;), a1d they did so en sane ba3i s
other thro structur al conEigur at10n.

d. -FLAT, -PA
In this type of la1guajc, only NPs could saturate
pusi tions in thet a gr ids, end they w.)uld be di ~ti ngui tlherl in
terms of structur al configur ation.

Li ngui sts studyi ng thi s sor t oE vat' i ation h ale been i nt~[ est~ i n

diBCov.(;rin~ what deeper prol?ertie:; of la1gucges might be resfXJnsit)l~

for cpparent cross-linguistic differences 1n structural. configuration.

'llle Configurationality dtbate cro be tif=en aJ a didCUstiic)n of how bC:'st

to par aneter i ze the pr i rei pIes which proj ~t structur es from 1exic al

itans .. '!hat lid, "cunEiguratiunality paraneters" ae those paraneters

which h aJe to du wi th v ar i ation at the level of D-Structur e, end

observEd ourfa:e djEferencf=.:3 follow fran D"-Structure djfferenc(~.

As di StJussErl in the preJious chepters, projection from the lexicon tC)

D-Structur e j s canstr ai noo by the Proj ootj ()n Pc i ncl pI e end X' bar

'Iheory(as derlucoo in our theory of saturation). 8iooe these are the

two subparts ()f the Gr anmar whl ch canstr ai n D-structllr e

representati()ns, "configur atlonali ty" par aneters hale been thought to

be bEEt exl)re:isErl in tern\s of veciation in the ProjECtion Princll)le

ald/or X-bar th~ry.
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'!he strongest i nterpr et ation of the pr i nei pIes gi ven ctx:>ve \\Ould be

the followi og:

(2.2) The Projoction Principle ald X-bar theory give identical D-Structures
for all 1 CI1gu cges, so all p~ anetr ic v ar i ation must involve other
modules of the Grawnar.

'llle data to be I:Jresent€d in this chcpter indicate that lJ,is strong

hYtx->thesis iQ false, for reagons which will baJane clear ES w-;;

proceEd.

Just what sorts of paranetric variation might be expressible in terms

of the Proje:tion Priociple a1d X-bar theory? In th~ earliest Btudie':3

o[ cOllfiguratic)nality within the Government ancl Binding frane\\\Jrk

i.e. Hale(1981 md preceErling), variation at. D-Structur~ W~

attributed to a paranE:tric difEerenc0 in the type of X·-bar rules usoo

by a given lcncJucge to generate D-Structures. rrtljs prop.)sal was ma:3e

within a franewc>rk in which schanatic X-bar rules condtraincrl the

well-formooness of trees which were freely gener atej. These tr ee

structures were thought to bE: freEly generate:] ind€1)endent of lexical

iten~, in contra3t to the throry which I hale pcesenta:1 so far:, which I

believe reflE:Ctb a general trend within GB thc.ory toward relating

properties of structure to prupertiea of lexical items.

Hale proposed that the rules of the ba3e canpont:nt of a given

1 cnguc13es may be ei ther of tile 'X-bar' type, or of the 'W*' type. An

X-bar langucge, ~uch a3 English, \\QuId haJe b~e rules of thf= form jn

(2. 3a), while a w* lcnguClJes, such cs Warlpiri, \\QuId hale bcse rules

of the fonn shown in (2.3b).

- 122 -



(2. 3) a. x" ---) SPE:lJ X'
X' ---> X complement

b. X' ----) w* X w*

On thi s vi ew, Engli sh-type D-Structur es ar e constr ai ned by a1 X-bar

schena which specifies two Itvels of hierarchical structure, while for

Warlbiri-type D-Structures, the X-bar schena allows a phrasal neXle to

daninate a heal plus my string of 'ftDrds.

Since Ha<e or;ginally mcde: this pro,posal, research on X-bar the.ory

hcs indicated that mcny (in the present \VOrk, all) of its properties

are derivativE: of properties of lexical iteus. '!hose features ()f the

X-bar schena whic11 r anai n in the theory ar e so gener al that i t sean~

clear that we 1t.Ould not expcct to find variation of the sort propotiEd

by Halt=. Fur therrror e, a:i Hale himself points uUt, "i t is alS(J very

be:js a furrlernental ood more jnteretitin~3 question, nanely: Why d()~~

Warlpiri UtiE: a phrcse structure system of this highly 'permi~sivE:'

type?"(1983;lO).

Conolderations such a:i tht::se havE; 100 Jlale: end his cullecgues in

r€Cent 'nOrk to focus on possible variation in the epplication l)f the

Projootion Principle. '!he profOsal presented in Hale(1983) is not that

ther e may be 1 mgUajes which h we no Proj €Ction Pc i ooi ple, but i nsteaj

that ecch syntectic level of representation may hale t'M'J types of

structure end the Proj ection Pc i no! pIe may cpply to only one of these.

I term this profO~al the 'Dual Representation liYfOthesis', and I

discuss its motivation at length in the following sootion.
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As discu~sed in the introduction to this work, the Projection

Pri ncipl e h~ the effect of CBsur i ng the structur al essymmetry betweer~

Subj ~t cnJ <l>j ect throughout the nee i v ation. In other 'ItOrds, the

proj,ECtion Pr i ncipl e allows structL1re to be proj ectErl fran the 1exicon,

cnJ also restr iets the elenents which fi 11 structur al fX)si tiono. 'll1e

def i oi tiOl~a1. condi tion on D-Structur e is anbj guous a3 i t st mds, '!he

defi ni tiona! ouOOi tion i ~ that D-Structur e be a "pur e r epr esent ation of

theta structure." As Hale(1983) notices, this definition hcs two

aipECts--theta roles cnJ structure. '!he Projection Principle as it is

currently conceived requires both that a selectoo a:gument be prE:sent

at. D-Structur,e (cnJ all other synta::tic le..tels), en] that a selECted

argLUTlent be internal to a projECtion of i t~ selecting heal. 'nlUS,

vari ation in ei thEr the categori al. presence of arguments or th~

structural realization of thode arguments might be attriblltcble to

variatiun in the projECtion principle. Furthermore, it may l)E expectaj

that if we c en lac ate the corr ect par aneter, then one of these t\'/()

requiranents might follow fran the other. '!he goal of ffic:l(lng the f'Cts

etx:>ut structur al reali zation of arguments follow from constr ai nts on

thei r pr esence, or vice vers a, hcs been the under ly.t og fll{)ti vat! on

behind much recent research.

Becalse the relationship be:tween a set of linguistic data and jtb

correJt a1a1.ysis is often quite opa:jue, a fairly detailai understanding

of the 'ltUr ki ng of a g1 ven 1CI1gu eg e is r equi red in order t() d i seaver the

corra::t source of paranetric variation. Fc)rtunately, careful and

insightful aldlyses of in sev&r al di fferent 1 cngucges hQJe rroontly

becane wailEble.
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Before entering into the discussion DE the evidence for D-Stcucture

variation end the OJal Structure Hypothesis, an a3ide is necessary to

dJscuss the relationship (or more praJisely, the la::k therof) between

'free' \\Ord order a1d D-Structure vcciation. After discussing why

less-thm-rigid ~rd ordt:!r is oot n\~essa:ily a di cgnostic of vari at jon

at D-structure, I will present thf" dGt.n which haJe led to the DJal

Structure Hypothesis.

2. 1. 1 A Di 9 r ess ion cbout Word Ord er

It is something of an historical cccident that the phenomenron of

free 'n'Ord or<.~er hcs cane to be closely cssoci ated wi th the

configurationality issue. As Hale(1985) hee anphCBizErl, under the

cssLUnptions ()f current throry, "the phenaneoon of free \\Ord order ••• it~

not criteria! for oooconEigurationality, and it ntVer has

been." (liale(1985:2)) Hale's ~tatanent is true bECa.Jse, ffi discussed

extensively in Chcpter 1, hierarchical relations in phrcse structul..e

ar e i nd~er.dent of 1i near pc ooEdence reI at ions.

When Hale originally presentErl data from lalguajes such ~ Warlbiri,

Jcpa1ese ald pCf)ajO to suggest that the rules generating D-Structured

must be paraneterizoo, the phenaneoon of free \\Ocd order booane

essoci aterl wi th the configur ationali ty issue. '!hi s cssoci ation was due

to the model of D-Structure which exl stErl at the time, in which Phr ase

Structure rules were thought to en<Jooe hierarchical structure ald

Ii neat: order simult a1€Ously. Under such a coooeption of D-Structur e,

languB3es like ,Jcpa1ese or Warlbiri which do not hwe a fixed \\Ocd
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order pose aproblan; if such lcn-jutges «"e to fit in with such a

mode], a basic \tet)rd order must be chosen cni then sane rule permuting

the order must be proposed.

'Itle i ntui tiona of nat! ve spea<ers of sane of these 1cngucges was th at

it is entirely unclecr: that my one (". the J:X)ssible ~rd orders is IlPre

basic thal Illy other. l 'Ihis seanoo particularly clear in the ccse of

Warlbiri, where native speakers reporta:J that senterces with permuttErl

\tK)rd orders countoo ca repetitions at ...:iol.:J1 other. (see tfale (1981))

Given those native speaker intui tions, a lheory which a t)cs1c wucd

c,rder wee sel a::too ald then a ocr anbli og tr cnsft)rmation was 'PPI i Ed did

rpt sean to cipture the spirit of what WC5 really going on in the

underlying structures of these lcngua:jes.

As research proceooaj on the nature of phrC5e structure rules, it waC]

di scover ej that c at a]ory-spoci fie i nformati on C(Juld DE f ~tor ai out,

leafing only a schanatic "X-~,ltr" rule. F" armer (1980) fX.)intoo out that

schanct.izatiun of the bCt3c rules maie it clear that it wCtJ unnecessary

to a3SUI1\P a bcse order for these 1cngu aJes CIld permut.e that order-.

lnstecd, using Jcpenese Cti a cctJe study, she suggestt:i.1 that elanents

could be bCl3e-gofl~ratai in /Sly li near order, wi th the fX)si tjon of th~

heed being the only necessary stipulation. Farmer hYlJOthesizoo a flat

structure for J'Pc:nese, m formulatoo her ewe-linking rules

cccordi ngly.

1. Speakers of J lpCllese gener ally du recogni ze a baii c ~rd order,
nanely SOV.
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However, there is no ne:essa:-y relation between catEgory-iooependent

phrase structure rules ald flat structure. As outlined in Cllcpter 1,

rECent \\\)[k wi thi n most fr aneW'Jrk3, i ncludi ng Goverl'11\ent ali 81001 og

'Itleory hes cdopte:i the view of M::Cawley(1978) Falk(1979) end

Higgi nboth an (1985), anong others, that although the phr cse structur e

tree notation encodes both daninence end prECEdelce relations, the

priooiples of GramlaL which determine danination end precejeooe

reI at i ()ns Cl" e i rrlepeOO ent. Follow! n9 the \tK.>r k of Hu eng (1981) ,

Stowell (1981), Koopmcn (1983) m Tr aJi 6 (1984) I aoong others,

prECErlence relations em be ccpturErl in terms of direction of ccse a1<.i

theta-role cssigrment by heais, preseoce or eDserce of a lexical INFI.J

node, presence or cbsence of CI'l aijccency requiranent fc)[ ewe

assigf'1llent, end preseooe or cbserce of a condi tion on dana! n edj ~ency,

such a3 th at prol,X>sEd by Tr aJ i ::).

(2.4) DCMAIN ADJACEt{;¥ CONDITION

Gi vena di r ect reI ation R between a noo e W a1d Q n()()e X,
where R involves sisterhOCJd, if there is 810ther node 'I
that dues not enter into R with either Wor X, then

'" (••• X ••• Y•••W••• )

Oire.ct relatiuns are theta-role a30ignment ald ca:;e a3signment.
(Tr wi s (1984: 76)

Mcny of these aJthors Ctisume that the \'tOrd order per: aneters which

they hale prol,X>sed cpply at the level of D-Strooture Travis(1984), for

exanple, prof.X>ses that there cce "universal constraints on 'lKJrd order

that restr1et p.Jssl ble D-Structur es." (1984: 273) She tdvoc ates

supplanenting the hec;d first/heed final pa.-aneter pr0f.X>sed by

Hucng(1981) with paraneterized direotion of cc:ae Cl30igrment end
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theta-role casignnent end the lDnain Adj cceocy OJooi tion given cbov~.

She does not ex anine the assumption that the hetd-order pCI' aneter

cpplies at D-structure, probcDly becaJse she holds the view of

Chansky (1984, 85) thct. X-bel:' thEOry is r elev 81t only at. D-structure,

therefore the fkltion hea:) is onl~' relevcnt at D-structure. Chomsky

poi nts out that. a1junction oper ct.ions sean to viol ate X-bar theory,

therefore it cppears that X-thEOry 1s relevmt at. D-structure only.

However, it does not follow fran the idea that X-bar: priooiples are

licensing priooiples at OS only that heaJooness is oot visible at other

levels. AssLDning that it is [X>ssible to pick out hems at all levels,

i tis pass! ble that the heed order p« aneter might be at ataj at other

thal D-Structure. OJnsjdering re:ent 'neck (Levin(1985)) 'n'hich shows

that sane type of X-bar prirw:iples Cal be seen operating in phonulogy,

it seano quite likely that the heaj ()f acon~tructionCal be pickEd ouL

at my level.

As for the Ibmain Adja:=ency OJndition, it is must likely CVL)lica)lc:

cL D-Strooture, sioce the relation of theta role a3sigrunent takes L)lcee

at D-Strocture. But notice that the me is only a linearization

constraint in the sense that it prohibits, for exan1,Jle, cdverbial

elements from intruding into a Ca3e or theta demain.

(2.5) a. DeborM [bought a book) yet)terdaj. CASI~ [)(MAIN
b. *Debor al bought yesterd CfJ a book.

(2.6) a. OetxJrah (put a book on the tcble] yesterday. Cc.MPlD1ENT l)(MAIN
b. "Debor d1 put a txx>k yesterd at on the t chI e.

(i bid. : 74)

lXJnination relations, on the other hm, cce necessarily encodEiJ at
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D-structure. '!hue we see that the pel: aneters which determine possible

variation ct. D-Strooture Cal be studie1 ioo~endent of the paranetels

which deternki ne \'K)rd order. '!he phenaneJ'X)n of fr ee \\Ord order is

relatEd only !oo!rectly to questions cbout the nature of D-Structurf:.

2. 2 Evidence for OJ al Repr esent ations

It i~ often cssumeO that "noooonfigurational lengucgea" «e thobe

with "fIa" structures, with the verb r.ad all of its arguments

daninated by a single nooe, while "configurational lCl1guaje~" are those

1 alguc33es ...mich C6si go cansti tue~y to the verb plus i ts canpl ements,

resulting in a hierarchically orgcnized senteo:: e. Ibwever, this

superficial chara:=terization is misleajjng, since the va-iatj()n d at. a,

taken as a whole, do oot iooicate simply that sane lcnguajes are 'flat'

while others are hierarchically structurEd, Rather, Cf:i Hale(1983) and

r.tJhalCll(1982a) hale pointoo out, these data dean to call for Salle sort

of dual rtpr esent at! on. 'Ih at is, eeymmetry i n crgument structur e Inaj

in fa::=t be universal, end certain syntectic relations refer this

structure, \\hile in some lcngueges cnother, flat, structure is also

neejerl for other syntwtic relations.

In the discussion cbove, I pointErl out that observoo vcejation in

\\Ord order does rx>t nooesscrily give us evideooe for vee! ation in

underlyi n9 synt cctia structur e. '!he uooer lyi ng dani netian reI at! ons

may be identic a1 in vat ious 1 cngu a:;es, but thei r sur f aJe structures may

vecy widely, depending on the! r choice of di r ectional i ty par aneters,
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In the remainder of this chcpter, I will be discussing data which

CCI"unt be explained in terms of dira:::tionality pccaneters. First, I

will outline the fa:::ts which hale 100 to the postulation of a structure

for English in this the sUbjf£t m objoct a:-e distinguished

structur ally ald the verb plus obj ect form a sur f a::e canst! tuent. I

wi 11 then proca:1e to ex anine d at a fran War lb1 r i, Hung ar i al, Mal ay a1. an

CIld J ClJcnese which cppar ently C«loot be expl ai nErl under the ESsumpti on

that these 1 cngu cges h ale ex a::tly the sane hi er archie al structure as

English. Fbr ecch of these lalgucges, I will first re.vie-w the data

which sean to show that subjECt ax) obje::t must be structurally

distinguishoo, cn:1 then I will review the data which it hes been

01 aima:l show th at the 1 cngu aje in question must h ale a structur al

representation which is flat.

Many of the questions which will be rmsw a3 we exanine these data

are still open, end ranain to be resolvEd by ajditjonal data end

analysi s by oat! ve spe$ers of these 1cngu cg es. My contr i but i on to

thi s pac ticul at" ef for t c moot extend beyooo cOOlpi 1 i fig the d at a as i t

has been presented in the literature, canparing the clairns which halt:

been male ibout the v ar iaus 1 CIlgu ajes a1d di scussl og aane J.X.>i nts which

I hope mat lea] to resolution of the open issues.

2. 2.1 Subj E:nt/Obj~t Asymnetr i es

Much rECent research within GB theory haa t)een directed toward

t,iiscovering the nature m e.xtE!lt of observoo ceymmetries between the

SUbj,ECt end objoot of a prerlicate. '!he evidence 'Nhich I will review in
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this sootion hal 100 researchers to tEt\~ the post tion that there exJ sts

a bmic structur al csymmetry in uni vers al gr cmnar between the obj rot

relation arl the subject relation, whereby the granmatical relation

obj ect that held of a1 NP to the ~erb which is its structur al s1 ster ,

while the granmct.ical relation subjECt is that held of a1 NP which is

external to a proj ection of the verb.

'!he first types of evidence ece relatively thoory-neutr al, and bear

on the constitueocy of the verb plus its obje::t, as contra3tej with the

non-consi ti tUf?.ncy of the verb plus its subject. '!he other arguments

gi ve mor e subtle tv ideooe for the ex! steoce of uooer lyi ng hi er arcic al

structure, a:::counting naturally for a va-iety of fccts which \\Ould seen

intrcctct>le without the hypothesizErl hlerarchi(~al structure.

2. 2. 1. 1 Verb plus Cl:>j ect rot a3 a canst! tuent

In English, the Verb rong with its objoots ~t is a constituent 10

the sen~e that movanent rul es, pronomi nal i z ation, a1d del eti on

oper at ions may epply to i t as a un! t.

(2. 7) a. Mary said she \\Quid wi n the r cce, and wi n the r cce she did.
b. M8~Y wrote a peper, an so dIdJohn. _.- -- --
c. Mary didn't see the a-ticle, but ,John did.

In these ex anples, the verb plus ooj eot cots as a synt cotia cunsl tuent

in th at i t may move, a3 in (a), be repl ccoo by so, tl3 in (b) or del ete,

as in (c). Under the fairly uooontrovecsi al ~sumption that movenent,

pronominalization md deletion rules may refer to constituents only,

these data provide evideooe that English senteooes hale a constituent

VP.
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2.2.1.2 Asynmetrlc Influerce on 'lhanatic Role

MarClltz(1984) gives exanples like the following to a:-yue that the

choice of object arguments may influeooe the sancntic role which i ~

assignEd to the sUbject, but not vice-versa.

(2.8) a. throw a baseball
b. throw a box! ng match (i. e. ta<e a dive)
c. throw a pa:ty
d. throw a fi t
e. take a book fran the shel f
f. take a bus to New York
g. tcke a ncp
h. t eke a letter in shorthend
i . ki 11 a cockcocch
j . kill a conversation
k. ki 11 a'l eveni ng watchi ng t. v.
1. kill a bottle (i .e. anpty it) (Marmtz 1984:25)

(2.9) a. '!he polic6ncn threw NP.
b. '!he boxer thr ew NP.
c. '!he soc! al di rector threw NP
d. Aardv a: k~ throw NP.
e. Hcr:ry ki lIed NP.
f. '!he drunk refu~ed to ki 11 NP
g. Ca:s k.i 11 NP. (Mar a1tz 1984:26)

In ex anples such as these, Mar entz argues, i t 'Vpears that the verb

plus obj EDt f')rm a pr €die ate, which subsequently cssigns a sancnti c

role to the subject. '!he sUbject of the prooicate throw the ball is

the ball-thrower, while the subject of the pra:1icate throw ~ boxing

match is the intentional loser of the match. In all of the cases in

(2. 8), choice of Obj,ECt determi nes the choice of sUbj rot. However, i t

i s nev~ the case that choice of subj fCt determi nes choice of obj aJt.

In (2.9), vcrying the sUbjoot does not limit the {X>6s1ble sEmmtic role

which the object will hale. 'Ihia sort of eeymmetry is prerlicterl in a

thEDry (like Marcnt~'s) in which the object and verb forln a
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constituent, to which the sUbject is eKterneu.

2. 2.1. 3 Idians

As further eJidence that the subj 8Jt is external to the verb plus

objaJt, Mcr:mtz cites the prepoooererce of object over subjoot idioms,

'!hat is, we find mEllY idioms like kick the bucket, but few if my

idioms involving just the subject and verb. 2

2.2.1.4 Some verbs are intralsitive but all verbs t~e a

sUbjoct

Another pioce of evidf.:l1CE: that the object is 'closer' to the vert)

th al the subj ect is the f ~t that there j s one category of verbs which

do require a1 object, i.e, the trCllsltive verbs, end alother category

of verbs which do f1cJt take ill object, i.e., the intrmsitive verbs.

1hus, a verb' 5 1ex10 al entry must i ~looe a1 i ndic et.ion of whether i t

takes en obje::t or not. 'ltlat 1d, the lexical entry either does or does

not inclooe sane thanatic role to be a3signai to the object of the

verb.

In English, at least, there is no such distinction between verbs

which do m do oot take subjoot~. In a tense:] senteooe, all verbs

2. Marmtz argues that possible counterexanples always seen aJtually to
be sententi al in natur e. '!hus, en idi 00\ Ii ke Wh at's eat! n~ .?C?
(fOinte:i out by Bresnan) alweys rna! nt ai ns the sane sententi al synt EO(.

of *What ate x
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take subjla::ts. 3 If the verb a3signs no thanatic role to a subja::t, the

sub}~t p:>si tion eppec:cs cnyWaj, m is fi 1100 by ei ther a ploonCl3tic

elanent, a3 in (2.10) a mel b, or by en NP which rooe1vEd a theta role

but failed to receive case in the anbeddErl clwse, ES in (2.10)0.

(2. 10) a)
b)
c)

It rained.
It seens that Sue hce passErl the ex an.
Sue seans to h we passErl the ex an.

'!he feet that the 'PpeCl:'a'lce of tt~e subjECt is in no wctj depeooent on

the particul ar verb C a1 be expl ai noo if we a3sume that a verb's lexic al

entry spa::i fi es whether itt akes a1 obj aJt but does not so sp~i fy for

its subje::t, subjects being universally required by indeperrlent

principles. 1bis lexical spaJification is insta1ti atai in the syntax

as direct theta morking under strict sisterhood. Siooe the verb dc)es

not selECt its subject, but only theta mcrks the subj~t indirectly(iE

at all), we may conclude that the obj ect is a s1 ster of the verb, but

the subj1ect is not.

3. Perlmutter(1978) proposes that thece is a distinction between
surfcce intralsitive verbs whose surfcce subject is en underlying
subject, which he calls 'unergatjve' verbs and those whose 8urfroe
subject is en uooerlying obj~t, which he calls 'unrocusative' verbs.
'!he existence of unaJcusative verbs canplicates the discussion of
subject/objEOt a3ynunetries, pcr:ticularly with respect to lcngucges with
case ma:-king systans which differ from English. However, the faJt
ranains that in English, even unaJcusative verbs, which cpparently
essign a thanatic role only to the objoot, there must be a subject on
the surfcce. In a:1dition at Permutter's 'nOrk on these v,erb classes,
see Burzio(1981) for en e1 cbt)r ation of the evidence for the
un~cusative hypothesis (Burzio calls Perlmutter's uncccusatiVie verbs
'ergative') arrl see Levin(1983) for extensive discussion of verb
01 eases m erg at! vi ty.
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2. 2.1. 5 Subj aJt, but rot object p:>si tion may cont ai n null pronani n al

'!he distribution of the anpty pronominal alq;>hor, PRO, in English

i ooia ates that the structur al ~'Osi tion of the subj oot has a di ff er ent

st atus from that of the obj ect. PRO mat cppear only CB the subj rot of

en infinitival (end p:>ssibly a'3 the subject of other prtooicates where

there is no Case); PRO may neJer cppear in object p:>sition, or as the

subj ect of a tensed senteooe.

(2.11) a) Bill hopes PROto win.
b) *Bill hopes that PRO will win.
e) *Bill hopes Jane wi 11 meet PRO.

rrhe explalation for these fa:ts in Goverment a1d Binding thEOry is

that since PRO is both pronominal end a1cphoric, it must obey both

Binding Corrli tion A(for alcphors) EI1d Birxling Condi tion B(Eor

pronani nals). 1hus, PRO ought to be both bound aid fr ee in i ts

governing cat8]ory. SirrJe it \\QuId be logically imfX)ssible for PRO to

be both bound EI1d free, PRO mus t 1 cc k a gov er ni ng c at egory , thus

circumventing the biooing coooitions. 4 In order to la:;k a governing

c atecJory, PRO must cppear only 1n p:>si ti ons wher e is i Sa ungover n€rl,

i.e., where it h~ no goveroor up:>n which a governing category Cal be

define:1. 1he subja:t of en infinitive must be ungovernej, while the

objoot of a verb is governoo. '!hus, the di str ibution of PRO gi ves

4. '!his is essenti ally the prop:>sal of O1omsky(1981). '!he statanent of
the Binding Cbnditions Is reformulated in Chamsky(1985), but the feet
that PRO, being ooth cncphoric end pronominal must fail to be governErl
in order to be exanpt fran the Biooing Conditions is maintained.
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evideoce that the subj aJt a"rl obj eJt Cl:'e structur ally di sti ngui shoo.

2.2.1.6 N:> oominative reflexive ('heself')

'!he distribution of the anpty pronaninal alcphor is only one of

several WCljS in whih faJts ctx:>ut binding a"rl coreference provide

e.lideooe that the sUbj~t a"rl objaJt a:e structurally dist1nguishErl.

In f ~t, one of the most imI;X>rt cnt cdYalOes of r ooent gener at! ye

linguistics is the insight which has been provided into the

restrictions on coreference anong a:glDllents. As discussoo in the

i ntrcx1uction, the thr ee CQndi tions of the Bi 001 ng '!hoory a: e based ur:on

structur al configur at! on. We w:>uld expa::t, then, that cross-Ii ngui stic

Va" i atioo in structur al configur ation \\QuId be refl aJta:l in

cross-linguistic differences in coreference possibilities.

Although the birxling fccts in various leoguCJ3es do fX)int to a certain

anount of structural va=iation, there is one generalization which seens

to provide evideoce for a uniV\ersal structur al di sti ootion between

subj~t md obj~t. 111i8 is the feet that there a:-e no lcnguB'"Jes which

hale only a nominative reflexive.

In English, a3 in mcny other lcnguc33es, there is no oominatjve

reflexive at all, i.e., the reflexive is always COOlpos€d of the

~cusatl v e pronoun + 'sel f' • In other 1 algucges, sooh CB 111ng ar i en,

overt r eflexi ves may becc nani nat! ve c cae. What is oot fouoo i s a

la-19uajes which hee no cccusative reflexive but does hale a ncxninative

reflexive. Such a hypothetical lengUEge ~uld be the [£verse of the

English cese. '!hat such a lcnguc3Je CCilnot exist is prooictoo by a
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thoory of synt a< in which the subj ect is structur ally higher (or at

lecst, is never lower) thm the object.

2. 2. 1. 7 '!be Bi ndi ng FaJts

In crldition to the refl,exive faJts just discussed, conditions on

corefereoce in gener al reveal a1 asymmetry between the subj aJt an the

object. '!he coreference fccts of English are best explainoo under a1

malysi sin which the subj eJt is structur ally higher tha1 the obj aJt.

1llere is evida1Ce that in sane Imgu.33es the subjoot md objoot rna; rJe

equal, but there a:-e no la1gucges in which the object is always

structur ally more prominent thEn the subjrot.

'!he Binding Conditions specify the binding requiranents for a giv€!l

type ot NP, where bouoo is definErl in terms of the structural relation

C-COITDllcTld, a3 d( cribe::1 in the Introduction.

Let us consider the anpirical effects on corefereooe (,elations of the

eDseooeof the VP CG amadmal constituent in a given la1gu~e.5 If

some lcngua;le h~ a 'flat' structure, then the sUbject end object will

c-command one anothec, therefore it is possible for the object to bind

the 5ubjlECt.

With respoot to sentences containing mephors, the hypothesis that a

5. For the manent I will use the term 'flat' to cefer to a lengucge in
which there is 00 VP consitituent. 'llle possible distiootion between a
1 mgUa:je in which V r ather than INFL j s the heai of S and one in \¥hi ch
S is rot bina:y brcnJhing will be discussoo at the eoo of this sootion.
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given ImguaJe has a flat structuoe makes a prediction which is clearly

false. Specifically, such a1 hypothesis pra:1icts that simple reflexive

senteooes where the subj oct is a1 R-expression or simple pronoun should

be ungramnctical; if the object c-comncnds the subject in a flat

1 algu c3Je, then the mcphor bi ros the subj a::t NP in the follow! ng

sentences:

(2. 12) a)

b)

c)

Hei a:1mires himself! •

Johoi admires himself! •

John.·s mother cdmires him.•
1 1

In (a), the mcphor \\Ould bind the pronoun, in violation oE principle

B. In (b), the anaphor would bind the R-eKpression, in violation of

Principle C, and in (e), the pronoun would bind the R-eKpression, cUso

violating Principle C.

In the CCEe of pronominal corefercnce, if a given lalguaje has a flat

structure, the coreference fa:ts in simple senterxJes containing only NP

end pronoun ecguments ought to be identic al to those in Engli sh.

(2.13 ) a. Ma:yi 11 kes her j/* i ·

b. Shei li kes Mary j/*i •

We 'ftOuld expect contr cats to show up inc cses wiler e the arguments ar e

internally canp1ex, containing NPs which do rot c-cmanax] out of the

minimal NP domain.

(2.14) a. MarYi likes her i father.

b. MarY's1 f ather Ii kes heri .

c • Heri f ather 1 i kes MarYi .

d.*She1 likes Mary! '8 father.
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Senteooe (2.14a) is well-formed in English, baJaJse although the

subj.a::t c-caruncnds the obj\ECt, the pronoun her is free within the NP

object, so no priociples cr·e violatfrl. SenteooE.. (2.14b) is well-formed

baJaJse the R-expression Mary, with which the prponoun her is

coindexerl, does not a-commend the l:.ronoun, al though the NP Mary· s

father does c-carmm the pronoun. similarly, in aenterce (2.140), the

pronoun does not c-corrmcnd the R-expression, nor vice vers 9. '!he

structL;( al csymmetry between subj Ect m obj ect shows up mc)st olea'l}'

in the contrCEt between (2.14b) a1d (2.14d). In sentence (2.14d), the

subj e:;t pronoun does c-canmarl the R-expression Mary, m si oce

R-expressions must be free everywhere, rot just in a minimal danain,

this sentence is ill-formed.

In a lcragucge in which the sUbj cct a1d obj oct wer e at the sane

structural level, we \\QuId exPECt the judganents on the sentences

correspondin9 to those in (2.14) to be as shown in (2.15).

( 2. 15 ) COREFEREl'l::E IN A FIAT lANGUAGE:
a. Mary. Ii kes her. father.

1 1

b.*MarY'si father likes her i .

c. Her i f ather 1i kes MarYi ·

d.*Shei likes MarYi '5 father.

'!he pronouns which are within NPs \\Quld still be unbound, even if the

SUbject a1d object were in a mutual c-canma1d relation. fbwever,

senterpe (2.15b) ought to be ungramna:ical in a flat ImguQ3e, since

the obj aJt wi 11 C-COlll1l cOO the R-expr ession.

In f~t, in most latgua:jes for \Vhich claims cbout flat structure hwe
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been mcde, the lineCl" order of a1tphor a'rl alts::Erlent also C\)pecrs to

be relev alt for the Bl 001 ng cordi tions. Furthermore, as wi 11 be

discussed in detail later in this chcpter, the evidence r6Jccding

'flat' ll.n9ucges cctually shows oot simply that. sane lCl1gua;Jes a:e flat

wi le others «e conf 1gur ational i rather, the evideooe i oole ct.es that

sane ll.n9u~es must '~a7e dual representations, with hier.archical

structure being relevant for some of the Binding Ptinciples but not for

others.

~tice th ..t the cbove definition of bound states that A binds B if A

a'rl B «e co! 00 ex Eli c.nj the lecst macimal pro.18Jtion dan! nat! ng X

daninates B. Actually, it seans to be the ccse that in English, a

: L!l)rKJer form of c-coomcnj 1s the cppropr 1ate one allOJ'l<.j the various

Jefinitioos pro{X>sed in the litera..ure for the c-canmald rtlation.

'Itlis stonger statEment of c-canmcn:l is 1n terms of the first t>ccn:::hing

oode instea:l of the lea:lt madmal proja::tion6 ChCl1lsky referE to thi s

other, weaker relation a:3 m-canma¥l.

In mlllY of the lcngutJ3es for \i1ich a fl at structure hCl3 bec::n

pro{X>sEd, there is 1i ttle or no evideooe that. the INFL el anent i a a

fully-fl €goo clI:aJory in the sense j llustr at.€d j n 01 cpter 1 for

&lglish. In a lcngucge where INFL if) rot a syntectic categ<'>ry, V is

the heai of S. If we hBle a 1 crtgulSJe in which V j 8 the hea:1 of S, md

6, 'Ihe definition in terms of the fir"t brcnching rode is often
referred to as 'Reinh«t c-eanm ald , cn:l the defini tion in terms of the
l()iSt macimal proja::tion if., often referroo to es 'Aoun-Sportiche
c-eCJ111l end' •
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the relevalt Camla"Xi relation for the pur£X>ses of binding thEOry is

that of m-cammand, the binding conditions will not distinguish between

the structures shown in (2.16a and b).

(2. 16) a. XP
/ \

B X'
/\

A C

b. XP
/ I \

B A C

In structure (2. 16a), node A M-commmds node B but does not a-commend

B. In structure (2.16b), node A m-comma-ds ncrle S, end nooe A also

C'-commalds rode B. 1herefore, if m-commmd should turn out to be the

structural relation relevalt for binding thoory, then structures

(2. 16 a) a1d (2. 16b) EC e equi valent.

2. 2. 1, 8 Week Crossover

'lllose Ca3es ~ich have been termed 'we~ crossover' ccaGS receiv<: a

natural explcnation in a thEOry in which the subjECt c-eommcn.is the

object, but oot vice vertla. '!he releva1t senteooes are th<Jse shown in

(2.17) •

(2.17) a. Johni loves his! rnuther.

b, Hi si mother loves Johnj •

c. Whoi loves his j mother?

d. ~oi does his! mother love?

e. Everyone1 loves hi s1 mother.

f. *Hisi mother loves everyone!.
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g. JOHNi loves his! mother.

h. *Hi si IOOther loves JOHNi •

r.rhe descr ipti ve conte cst between (2.17) b on the one hmd ald (2.17)d,

f, cnJ h, on the other, is that who, eJeryone, CIld JOHN(i.e., fooussoo

NP) Cl"e all qucntifiers which move to take scope, either at

S-structure, C5 in d, or at LF, cs in f end h.

Chansky (1976) formul ate:} the Leftness Co001tion to ~count for

Engl! sh weak crossover cases, a1d Kcx>pncn end ~ortiche proposa1 th at

the corre::t condi tion did rot refer lo dirootionali ty, but was a Jl\()re

general coooition on v~i ct>lA binding.

(2.18) LEFTNESS CONDITION (Chansky (1976) )
A vCI:'ict>le cmnot be the CI'ltecErlent of a prunoun on its left.

(2.19) BIJECTION CONDITION (Koopman a1d Sportiche(1981))
Every tperator must locally bind excctly one va:icble,
a1d elery v ar i ct>le must be bound by ex cctly one oper ator •

'llle subja::t object a3ymmetries observed in English sentences

(2.17c-h) follow fram the interaction between tho Bijection Principle

ald Binding thoory. When the trcce of the operator is in subject

position, that trcce A-bioos the proooun in the object NF, therefore

thi s pronoun is en allphor, not a veri eol e, a1d henc e the oper ato,

bi MS one end only one va: i cole When the tr 8:'e of the oper ator is 1n

the object position, the pronoun is bound only by the operator,

therefore the bound proooun is a veei chle. Furthermore, the bound

pronoun in weak crossover cases does not c-cOJ1I1lC11d the object trece, so

that tr~e is also bouoo only by the operator, thus, the Bijection

coool ticn is viol atEd •
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(2. 20) c. Who i t i loves his! mother?

~--..i!\ ~__1
A' A

binding binding

d. ~Oi does hi 6 i mother love t i ?

I II__~--"I
A' biooing no biooing

A' biooing

'!he 81 j ECtion cccount of we~ crossover f a::ts hC5 been

questioned(Brody(1984), SaEir(1984)), restated(Higginbotham(1984)), and

much discussed, in particula:- insofar a3 it depends upon contextual

def i n1 tions of enpty c abegor i es. El mr at10n of theQe issues w::>uld

take us far afield. For present purposes, the importcnt feet it)()ut

weak crossover cases 1s that explcnations for the surEa:::e i5ymmetries

EmE=rge ES soon a3 we a3sume that (in English) the subjoot c-conDncnds

the obja::t but the object does rot c-ccmnerrl the subject.

2.2.1.9 ECP Facts

'!here is a general esymmetry with respect to extrection from subj~t

posl tion ~ contr cste:3 wi th extr aJtion fran obj rot fJOsi tion, cs

111ustratoo by the sentences in (2.21).

(2.21) a. -AWhoi did you sEtj that e j went in first?

b. *Why! did Mc:cy claim (that Sue went in first e i ?]

c. Who! did you say that they called in e i first?

'!hi s contr ast c en be expl aine:1 by a very gener al cooo! tion, the Empty

Cate:Jory Pr i ooipl e(ECP), which inform ally at ates:
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OCP: All empty categories must be properly governa:1.

The issue of how best to eKpress this principle precisely is the

sUbje::t of Iively en:] ongol ng debate. fur v CI:" iaus pro[X>s als, see

Cllansky(1981), IiJa1g(1982), Kayne(1984), Lasnik en:] Saito(1984),

Aoun (1984), Longobardi (1982) en:] Pesetsky (1983), anong othp-!s. Very

loosely, we mcv sEtj that whatever its correct formul ation mat be, the

relation of proper goverrment is a structural relation, therefore

contrasts like (2.21a) VB (2.21b) cn:1 (2.21cl show that objECts are

structur ally di st! ngui shoo fran sUbj ECtS en:] cdjuoots. In a fl at

1 cnguCl3e, we W)uld expect that at lecst the equi valent of (2. 21 a)

should be gr armatical, sioce in a flat; structure the subjECt w:>uld bear

the sane stroctur al relation to the verb c:s the objECt W-)uld.

Superiority effa:ts shown by English senteooes such as (2.22a a1d b),

are also cttributa)le to the OCP, under the a3sumption that the Wlf-word

which is in situ at S-Structure moves at lDgical Fbm, lea/log a trcce

which is subj ECt to the ECP.

(2. 22) a. Who 9 ale wh at to Mer: y?

LF:

b. ""Wh at did who gi ve to Mary?

LF: *[S'[CCMPj whoi (CCMPj what j )) [S lei gale e j to Ma:y)]

All of the subj ect/obj aJt aJymmetr i es descr i bed ct>ove w::>uld be

predicted if the sentence were C5signEd a structure in which the object

is a a1 ster to the verb, cn:1 the sUbj ect is external to the cansti tuent

VP, a macimal projECtion of the verb.
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(2. 23) s
/ \

NP VP
/ \

v NP

'!his is essentially the structure that the senteooe is believoo to

hale in the lalguajes which a:e called "configurational"(ignoring, for

the rnanent, the p:>sition of AUX or INFL in this structure). '!he data

which hale been taken ~ eviderce for va:i ation at D-Structure involve

cases in which a given lcnguc33e cppeCl:'s not to exhibit the

subj e::t-obj aJt asyrrmetr i es which lem to the p:>stul titian of a structur e

like (2.23) for English.

2.2.2 Warlbiri

Hale hes shown (1967-8, 1973, 1980, 1983) that the extrane frea:1an of

VtOrd order exhibita:l by the Warlbiri lalguc.ge defies insightful

analysis in a fran~rk in which \\Qrds must be ba3e-generat.Ed in some

spe:=ific position a-rl then "scranblerl" by a surfcce phonetic rule"

First of all, in Warlbiri a simple trcnsitive sentence ffiBj show any

possible word order, with the only restriction being that the AUX

elauent must be in seJond position, i.e. "Wcckernajel's Fbsition".

(2.24) Kurdu-ngku ka maliki wajilipi-nyi.
child-ERG AUX:pres dog ChcEe-NONPST

Maliki ka kurdu-ngku wajilipi-nyi ft

Maliki ka wajilipi-nyi kurdu-ngku.
Wajilipi-nyi ka kurdu-ngku maliki,
Waj i lip! -nyi ka mali ki kllrdu-ngku.
Kurdu-ngku ka wajilipi-nyi mali ki •

''!he child is chasing the dog'
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In these d at. a, the word order v C[' i at10n shown in the ex anpl es i s

spa::ifically v~iation in the order of constituents. Vaciation in

consi tutent order C a1 be c cpturerl by the par aneters of case assigrment,

thet a role cssignnent, prooic ation, etc. outli ned cbove.

lbwever, Hale goes on to present evider¥Je of a rrore ra3ical sort. In

Warlbiri, it Eppecr:s to be the CCBe that certain constituents Cal

~tually be split U[J in the surfcce string, resulting in granmatical

sentences such a3 (2. 25) (of. (2. 26) ) •

(2.25) WaNirri kepi-rna pmti-rni yalumpu
kmg a:oo AUX spear OONPAST that

'I wi 11 spear that k a1g aroo. '

(2.26) Wawirri yalumpu kepi-rna pcnti-rni
k a1g aroo th at AUX spe a: OONPASrr

'I wi 11 speer that ka1g a-oo. '
(Hal e 1983: 6)

In 8entence (2. 25), the danonstr atl ve determi nee yalumpu 'that' j 8

separated in the string fran the heed ooun waN!rr!, so that the NP

cansti tuent is 'Ppar ently di scant! nuous. l'bne of the pCI:' aneter s

allc)wed so far \\Ould allow parts of a1 XP constituent to be linearizoo

discontinuously.

Yet even in Warlbiri, there is evidence of the existence of the sort

of subj ect/obj ect csynunetry di scussErl j n the pr 00001 ng s~tion. Fi rst,

I will discuss the evidence in faJor of some level of configurational

structure in Warlpiri. rrtlen I will review the fa:::ts which sean to call

for a fl at structur e.

- 146 -



2.2.2.1 Subject/Object Asymmetries in Waclbiri

Hale(1983) argues that f a;ts cbout control end reflexive-reciproc al

interpretation Ieee to the conclusion that the gr anmatic al fuootions

SUbject a1d Cbject are distinguished hiera-cically in Warlbiri. '!he

f ccts uIX>n which he b~es hi S Cl:'gument ~e the follow! ng.

(2.27)a. Rlrda- nya nyi ka rna- .19ku [wangka-nja-kurr'a].
aJr al perci eJe OONPST PRES lsubj 20bj speak INF CCMP

'I hear you specking'

b.N3arrka- patu ka- rna- jala nya- nyi [wawirri pCl1ti-rninja--kurra).
rr'al PL PRES lsubj 3330bj see OONPST kcngaroo spear INF CCMP

'I see the several men spearing a kcngaroo'

c. Marlu- ku ka- rna- rIa wurruka- nyi
kangccoo MT PRES lsubj rla stalk NONPST

(marrla nga-rninja kurra (-ku)].
gr css eat-INF CCMP OAT

'I an snecking up on the ka1ga:oo (while it is) eating grcss.
(Hale 1983: 20)

In these ex anples, the cantrolla:) a"9lD1\ent is always the subj ect.

FurthetllPre, the controller 1s also identi fled for sane structures of

obliga:.ory control in Warlbiri. In the ebove sentences, in which the

anberldoo infinitivals ere rna-ked with the canplanentizer kurra, the

controller is the object of the matrix S. In (2.28), on the other hcnd,

in which the enbErl(la:3 i off ni ti val is rna:- ked wi th the canpl enentj zer

karr~, Hale refX)rts that for most speakers the controller must be the
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matrix sUbja::t.

(2.28) a. N3arrka-ngku ka purlc;pa yunpa-rni
ma'l EGR PRES cor robor ee sing OONPST

[karli ja-nti- rninja- karra-rlu]
boaner eng tr im INF CCMP ERG

''1lle men is si 09i 09 a corroboree song whi Ie tr inuni ng the boaner a1g. '

b. K~nta ka- ju wcngka-rni [yarla karla nja- ka:ra]
\\OmCl1 PRES lobj speck NONPST yan dig INF CCMP

''!he \01\a1 is speaking to me while digging yans.'
(Hale 1983: 20-21)

'!he Warlpiri reflexive/raJiprocal ma:ker !!la1U occurs in pIece of the

obj oot ffia-ker in the AUX7, C6 shown in (2. 29) •

(2.29) a. Kurdu- jerra rlu ka- pala- nyanu paka- rnj.
child dual. ERG PRES 33subj refl strike nonpst

''!he t\'tO children are striking thanselves/ecch other

b. N3arrka- patu- rlu ka- 1u- nymu kuruwcr:ri yirr a- roi
mal pI erg pres 333subj refl design put nonpst

'rttle men c£e puting designs on thanselves/ecch other'

In the r efl ex! ve/reciproc al constructi on, the subj oot bi ods the

obj~t, a1d nEVer vice-versa. 1his is alOther of the w8Js in which the

sUbject is nore prominent in some sense that the objects.

10 this sort of 8100i09 ald Cbntrol faJts, Lwghren(1986) a:Jds the

feet that ccse assigrunent to NPs is asymmetric:

(2.30) SUBJOCT is obligatory with all verbs at IS: NP ElSsCXJiated
wi th the crgllllent (or thanatic role) bea:ing the subj ect
gramlatical relation: ERG or ASS case.

7. Except in first singular a1d SECond singulcr: imperative, where the
ordina:y object ffiCl"kers a:e used in a reflexive fuootion(liale1983: 21)
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OO~T is a property of a subset of verbs at I.S: NP
associaterl with the a:gumalt (or thanatic role) becring the
obje::t grarmatical relation: ASS or DA.Tcase.(p.3)

2. 2. 2. 2 Evidence for a Fl at Structur e in War Ibi r i

Although data like that presentErl in th~ preceeding sECtion lea] both

Hale ald Laughren to conclude that binding end control in Warlpiri must

be determinErl over a structure in which the SUbjECt cnj objoot ~e

configurationally distinguishErl, there exists other evidence which

i ndic ates that Warlpi r i sur f aJe str i ngs C!:,e oot configur ationally

arrcngoo in the sane way that English strings are.

Lwghren shows that Warlpiri fails the stcnjard tests for VP

cansti tuency:

(2.31) a) '!here is no PRO-verb 'do' (+so) in Warlpiri

b) V+obj may be coordinatoo. Wherea=. the English
{*1 cooked the meat md cut.' is ungramnatical, the
equivalent is grarmatical is Warlbiri:

Kuyu-rna purr aj a ffialU pajurnu-lku
meat-I cooka:1 end cut-CHANGE
'I cooKe:1 the meat. a1(j cut (i t) • (ibid. p.2)

c) Any consti tuent may 'Ppear before the AUX;
senteooes where ei ther (NP V] or [V NPl eppear
before the AUX ere ungranmatical. 'Iberefore, there
is no constituent VP.

*Kuyu pajurnu-rna.
meat cut-AUX(lsg)
'I cut the meat'

*pajurnu kuyu-rna.
cut meat-AUX (159)
'I cut the meat' (ibid. p.2)

La.tghren further ootes that the relatively free \\Ord order, the
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preserce of di sconti nuous canst! tuents, the 1 aJk of plEOnastic el811ents

a1d the frequency of null pronominals are charccteristic of the

Warlpiri surfcce string. 'lhese features plus the failure of the tests

for a constituent VP lea:] her md others to fX>sit a dual representation

for Warlbiri, in which a configurational structure is relatErl, ax) this

relationship is foErli atErl by overt ccse.

Farmer, Hale ax) Tsujlmura(1986) oote that senteooe (2.32), which is

the closest Warlbi r i equi valent to a1 Engli sh Week Crossover v fol ation,

is fUlly granmatical.

(2. 32) Ng a1 a
i

k a ny a1ungui -nyalgu mali ki -r1 i waj iIipi -nyi ?

whan PRES he PCSS dog ERG chase NONPAST

'Who i is his i dog chasing?'

(Farmer et ale 1986: 34)

2. 2. 3 J GpGl'lese

Some of the ece 1f est arguments a] ai nst the strong hypothesi s th at all

1a1gu~es proj oot identic al. underlyi og structures were those of

Kuno(1973) ax) Hinds(1~73) (reviewed in Whitma1(1982)) which took the

arguments for VP constj tuercy j n Englj sh en:] showeJ that they did not

hold for Jcpcnese. fvbre rocent \tK)rk hiE investigatErl the consequences

of the ooooonfigurational alalysis of Jcpcnese for the throries of

binding, control, etc, end have determinoo that there is substaltJ al

evideooe of subj ect/obj oot asYJTUlletr i es in J cpcnese, ax) these

(Symmetries Cal only receive a1 e<plalatory cccount in a throry which

fX>si ts a1 underlyi og conE igur ational structure for J Gpalese.
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2.2.3.1 Subje:t/Objoct Asymmetries in Jepalese

Whi tmcn(1984) discusses four di fff)rent syntectic phenomena for which

the most natur cU a::count must casume a'l underlying structur al CBymmetry

between subj ect a1d obj oot in Jcpeoese.

First, Whi tmm shows that data involving r-expressons cnj the proooun

kcre behale as though Biooing Cbndition C were c;pplying to

r epr esentations in which a ma<im al proj €etlan i ntervenoo between

subj ect arl non-subj e:t.

(2.33) a. *Karei-gb Johni-oo subete-oo hon-ga suki da (to omo-u)

he-No.1 -GEN all-GEN book-No.1 like be C04P think-PRES
, (I think) he likes all of John's books.

b. Johni-oo itibco sitasi-i tanooate-ga karei-o urajit-ta.

-GEN most intima::e friend-NClJI him-Ace betray-Pl\ST
'Johni's most imtimate friend betrayed himi '

Sentence (2.32) a is pre::licte::l8 to be ungranmatical whether the

structure includes a VP or not; in both the flat structure a1d the

hie.rarcllical structure, the prorlOun kare c-commends the r-expression

8. r:Ihese predictions ar e besed upon the ESsumption that structur al
configuration cnj oot linecr preceJeooe is relevaolt to the binding
00001 tiona.
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John, in violation of Condition C of the binding thoory.

(2. 34) a. s
I I \

NP NP V
k aie I \ suk!

I \
John•••

b. S
I \

NP VP
kcre / \

NP V
I \ suki
1_\

John •••

lbwever, senteoc e (2. 32) b \\QuId be i roor r rotly pr ajicted to be

ungranmatical. by the flat structure aJcount, since C6 sho'Nn in (2.35),

the pronoun kcre w.Juld c-commm the r-1expression John in a fl at

structure. rrhe faJt that (2.32)b is gramnatical is prerlictErl urder the

cssumption th at the VP node i ntervene3 between the pronoun ald the

r-expression, as shown in (2.35)b.

\
VP

/ \
NP V

k ere ur Egi t

(2. 35) a.
I

NP
/ \

I \
John•••

s
I \
NP V

k a:' e ur cgi t

b. S
I

NP
I \

1_\
John•••

The SECOnd cYglJnent reviewed by Whitmaa in favor of a configurational

structure for Jcpcnese is due to Sal to (1982) • Sal to shows that PRO

with arbitra::y reference mat only tXcur in subject fOsition in

Jcpalese, while non·..subject pro-drop is always discourse-controlled.

(2. 36) a, PDku-g a mi -te rno dane d a
I-NQ\1 see-GER fNen ba:l COP

, It's no good even if I see (her/him!! t etc)

b. lbrunono-o mi-te rno dane da
real thing-ACe see-GER even baj COP

'It's no gocx1 ev,en if (PRCParb) sees the real thing'

Whitrncn aids that \Vhile Jc;pcnese sometimes has obligatorily controlled
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subjects, only subjECts m'!t be obligct.orily controllErl. '!hese data are

prooictoo if we assume that only PRO may be obligatorily controllej,

ood only subject position ffiaj be ungovernErl .. Whitmeo goes on to point

out that no case hcs been found in cny lcnguaJe of obligatory control

of non-subj aJt.

'!be third type of data which Whi tmen ,::onsiders are those involving

biooing of reflexives. Jcpa1ese reflexives in S em be bound 9n1X by a

subject.

(2.37) *John-ga Mary.-ni zibun.-ni tuite situmon si-ta.
I 1

-N04 .. uAT self-OAT about question PAST
'John questiona:l Mcry cbout herself'

3.lch exanples sean to [e:;Iuire that the subjaJt be str~turally

distinguished from the ObjECt, although as Whi tmco fOints out, the

cssumption that J~cnese has a configurational underlyinr; structure

still leaJes unexplainoo the fIDt that only subjects may birrl the

reflexive.

'Il1e lest };i1enomena reviewed by Whitrna1 are those which hewe been

ci ted GLS evideooe that subj ects must pc €Cede non-subj ects in uooerlyi ng

structure. He presents data given by Masuncga(1982) end MJroda(1980)

to support the claim that Jcpalese has al uooerlying SOV I(,Ord order. 9

'It> data such cs that given cbove, which c:ppecc to show clearly that

Jepmese does distinguish configurationally between 8ubjoot a1d object,

9. I an ani tti ng the ex anpl es gi ven by Whi tm al, s1 nee the st atus of the
jUdg anents on than is not canpletely clea:, cccocdi ng to Fukui (per son al
conmunication) •
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Saito(1985) cdds v«ious «guments that the \\Ord orders other then SOV

are decivEd by mecns of movaner,t m a:ijuoction of the moved elanent tel

S. In (2.38) a end b, which «e stroctur ally per allel to Whi tman f s

exanples, the subjs::t argll1lEJlt seans to c-cOOI1lm the objECt. In a

senten::e like (2.38)0, where ttle order of the a:-guments hCti been

'scranblai', the billd1ng judgEments inCJicate that the slJbjoot does not

c-carmm the (sec anbled) ObjECt.

(2.38) a. Johni-ga (NP Mary-ga karii-ne (.tkutta tegani)-o mtrla

John-oom Mary-lUll he-to sent let.ter)-ccc yet

yoooe 1naj (koto)
rea:) have-oot (feet)

'John j has I"Pt reed the letter MECY sent to him!.'

b. ~,<<<,e-~ai [NP Ma:y-ga Johoj-ne okutta t.gani]-o mcrla

he-rx:>m Mary·~ John-to sent 1etter) - cec y(;t

yoooe i naf (koto)
rf::ai hale-rot (f~t)

'IJei hCE ~)t reai the letter MEl: y sent to John!.'

C. (Nfl M«y-ga Johni-ne okutta te;Jani)-o k~e-gai meda

( M..xy-nom John-to sent letter) - a::c he-nun yet

yonde ina! (kato)
reai hale-rot (fcct)

''llle letter. Mary sent t() John!, hei hcs oot reed.'

Saito gives the data in (2.39:' to counter the J;Osnible obj~tion that

a simi,1e prEDEden::e condition holds in Jcpcneae. 'lhese data show that

" a pronoun ccnnot c-coomcnd its trltooooent even i f the 1at ter pr 00 00 e8

the former" (sat to, p. 44) •

(2.39 J a. (NP J<arej-.oo oka~cn-ga gendi-datta korol-no John j

he-gerl mother-rom wel-was time -gen

- 154 -



Li t: Johni of the time when hi 6
1

mother WEB well,

='John i Cti he! WeE when his i mother was well.'

b.? [NP Ka-ei-no okaa3C1l-ga geOOi-datta korol-no kCl:ei

c. * (NP Johni-no okacsill-ga geOOi-datta koro]-oo kcr:e j

Addi tiona! Cl"guments that ser anbli ng involves a movanent oper at10n

which cdjoins the moved canst! tuent to S are fouoo in Sa! to a-ad

fbj i (1983) m sat to (1985) •

2. 2~ 3.2 l1'viden:e for a Fl at Structure in Jcpalese

'Ihe exi sten:e of rules sooh as 'do-so substi tlJtion' which refer tCl

the VP as a a>nsti tuent but not to the subje:t plus the verb a3 a uni t

provide E.\l ideoce that the VP j s a consti tuent in Engli sh. In J cpa1ese,

the similar {XlriSe sao su is oot so restrictErl; exanples like (2,40)

lecd Hinds (1973) to conclude that sao SU, repl a:: anent does not refer to

a consti tuent VP.

(2.40) a. MlZY wrote a book cccefull)', md Kate did so too.
b. *Mary wrote a EOOk m Kate did so a di ssert ation.

(2. 41) a. Tcr:oo-wa tei nei -n1 000-0 k a- i -t a; ronbun-mo sao s- i -t a.
-TOP carefully book-(M write-past repJrt-also 80 do-pa3t

'Ta:o wrote the book c ccefUlly; (he) did 1~ too the di 6sert ation'

Similarly, Hioos(1973) l,X>intEd out that deletion of the VP ac;) a

constituent, which is gramlatlcal in English, es shown in (2.42)a, is

ungranmat.1cal in Jc;palesa, a3 shown in (2.42)b.

(2.42) e.) Ma:y watohEd T. V. a1d John did too. 10

10. f.)canples from Whitma1(1984)
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b) *Ma-y-wa
Mary-thane

TV-a mi-ta John-rna si-ta.
TV-leC see-past John-also do-past

(2.43) a)Ma-y watchfrl T. v. end John did so tCXJ.
b) Mary-wa TV-o mi-ta John-mo sao si-ta.

M~y-thane TV- ceo see-pest John- also thus do-pcst

Hi nds contendErl that gi ven the 1 a::k of evidEnJe that JcpCl1ese hca a

cansti tUalt VP, postul ation of a VP node for J cpmese w.::>uld cansti tute

a canplic ation of the Gr anm Cl". 01 the grounds of simpl lei ty, then, he

argues that. Jcpmese should be considers:) to hale a 'flat' structure.

Hasega-la(1980) points out a flew in this cooception of simplicity,

showing that the postulation of a flat structure for JC{)B1ese ha3

vccious consequences which thanselves lea:l to significa1t canplicatlon

of the gramlar. She argues that failure of the staldard

VP-constl tuency tE:sts for J~a1ese leed us to conclude that the VP

cansti tuent is oot nooess er:y in J 'PCI'lese, but these tests should fl()t be

taken a3 EVidence that Japcnese Ca1not have a VP. She presents

properties of certain v,erbs which she calls "depeooent verbs" 11 which

camot receive a1 explmatory cccount unless a VP is a3SLDl\OO in

Underlying structure.

It should be p:>intoo out that there is a distio::tlon to be ma:3e

between tests which i nelia ate that the Verb forms sane canst! tuent wi th

its object, versus those which indicate that the Verb plus its object

form a mCKJmal projection. FUkui (1986) points out, as did Whi tmen,

11. '!he "dependent verbs" a:e the caJsative ffierker sese end the p~slve

marker Ieee. HasegaNa claims that these must take a VP canplanent,
therefore, J'1?CIlese must htJIe a VP consi ti tuent.
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that if we consider the Sentence in Jcpmese to be a proj~tion of V,

as op{X)se:1 to INFL in English, then we firXt that Jc;pc31ese V+NP forms a

non-rnaKimal constituent, which is nonetheless a constituent. '!hus, we

would expa:=t Jcpcnese to fail testb that i nvo:ve lnOVBn61t, deletion,

etc of a rnacimal constituent, while displEtfillCJ stroctucal csyrrmetries

nonetheleso.

2. 2. 4 Hung C£ i en

A relative freooCJl\ of w:)rd order, C5sociaterl with the feet that

Hungari a1 NPs bear overt Ca3e rna-kers, has led malY aJthore to ,exanine

the fOssibility that HJngari an 1.alls into a category of

"no~onfigl.1ration al" 1 cngu cges. Ibwever, the earli est stud! es of

lilngari en syntax In the GB frane-,.ork (Horvath(1981), Kiss(1981) I

Szct>olcsi (1981)) provide tViderce that assigning a totally flat

structure to H.1ngcri an senteooes does not cdcquately ccpture the feets

of that lcngu~e. '!here exists a rich bcx:1y of Ii terature on Hungari a1

linguistics, some of it within the GB framework, which is written in

Hungarien. BaJaJse I an faniliar only with the literature which is

wr i tten in Engli sh, I c a1 provide 00 mar e thCll a sketchy overv i ew of

the 11vely debate which has grown up arouoo these i saues dur i ng the

past 5 yee.:s. Linguists interested in HJngari en hEf.le by no meCJ1S

recchoo aJreanent on the corrECt cnalysia of the fwta to be presente:l

in ttlis SECtion. Some linguists hold the view that H.lngarien hes fUlly

configurational underlying strootures, siooe such structures cppear to

be universal in some sense end it is {X)8sible to give en Cl.1count of

Hung ar i a1 along configur ational Ii nes. Others, not as conv i 0000 that
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subja::t cn.i ObjECt ~e universally distinguishoo structurally at

D-Structur e, beli eve that the evidence shows that H.1ng ar j a1 h C5 a fl at

uooerlyi ng structure. Sti 11 others hale cdopterl the [X)si tion that the

H..1ngari a1 eviderce Cal best be a::counted for by pas! ting dual

representation:::): a configurational uexical Structure m a flat:. Phrase

Structure.

'ltle debate on the status of lilngcr:iCl'l freedom of \\Ocd order has been

largely coooerned with the feet that while surEcce \\Ord order in

HJnggriC11 does not uniformily represent granmatical relat.ion~, the

different \\Ord orders do cppea: to reflect different focus crrl topic

assignments, For ex anpI e, whj Ie (2.44a md b) have the sane

interpretation (according to Kiss(1985)), in (2.14c-j), the

interpretation va:ies depending UfX)O the fX)sition of the NP~ a1d the

pl ccanent of pc ima:y stress (mer ke:1 here wi th the symbol ~).

(2.44) a. Kereste J b)st a f~nOke.

look€d- for John- lee ttle boss- hi s.... rx:xn
'Hi s boss wee 10Clki ng for John'

b. Kereste a (~nOke Janost.
'Hi 5 boss W~ lCXJki ng for John'

c. 'JalOtit kereste a fOnl)ke.

d. A 'fOnbke kereste J~st.

e. J.!nost ' ker et1t~ a f~noke.

f. A fOnbke 'kerest~ Jhnost.

g. Janost a fOnoke ' kereste.

h. A fOooke J mat ' kereste.

i • JAnOfit a 'fOnOk~ kereste.

j. A fOnOk,~ 'J An)st ker este.

'It wes John who hi s boss wa:~ look! ng f()r

'It was his boss who was looking for John'

'John was looked for by his boss'

'Hi s boss wee look! n9 for John.

'John, his boss W~ looking for'

'John, his boss was looking for' (sic]

'John was looked for by HIS BOSS'

'His boss was looking for JOHN'
(Kiss 1985~4-5)
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Ki ss descr i bes these \\Ocd order permut ct.ions j n sane det ai 1. She

~knowl·Erlgl€S th a:. fr.ee \\t)rd order is not noo.€Ss a:' i ly i ncomp e:ti blle wi th

a configur ct.ion a1. a1 alysi s which includes a ser anbli ng rulle, but she

canpCCtes Hunga:i en \\t)rd orders with those aJeilcbl,e in Italt en, a

1 cngU ilJes which h C6 pr,E.pOserl obj,ects cs well C5 postposoo SUbjlECtS.

Kiss suggests thet the differ.eR:1€S between Hungcci en a1d It ali en with

r,espect to \'K.)cd order permut a:ions fX)i nts to deqler di ffter,eroes in

underlyi ng structur.e.

Although the \\Ord order d ct a pr.esEntEd in the pr,ev j DUS s'ECti on, cs

well CE the tror,t:: canpl ex d et a 'Nhi ch wi 11 bE: pC1esent..Ed t n th e SECt i on t()

follow providE: ,eJidlerce in f alor ()f a1 urderlyi ng dtructur,e for

Hunga-i a1 in 'Nhich ttle a-guments of Q vlerl) «Ie all sisters, ther,e dO~3

lexi st t6lid,erce which seans oLecrly to show th a: the subj.€Ct cOO objtECt

c mnot be s1 sters, et l,ecet for the purposE:S of cert at n gr anm cti c cJ.

pr i roi pI e3.

a::cur a:..ely, the di atr i bution of PRO) h a3 been pr.esented by Kenaei end

Mer: cl:'Z (1984), Sz ci>olsci (1983), Ki 86 (1985) cOO Mer lCZ (1986). '!he

r,efltexi Vie d a: a show th Et. a mor.e structur ally prani nmt NP mCfi b1 00 a

'lower' NP, but not vicE:v;ersa.

(2.45) REFLEXIVE:
a. Jc!nos t~ Mcci szer,etik legym!at.

John m Mcry lov,e tecch otlaer-ACC
'John end Ma:y lov,e ,eroh other'
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b. A la-tyokct banutcttan tEgymA3nck.
th.e gi [is-Ace i ntrodoo~aj-I leech other-OAT

'I i ntroouaaj tne gi rls to ,ec1Jh otner'

c. *J most I~ Ma- i t szer4eti k '63ym c!s.
John-ACe 8)j Mcry-ACC loV\e felCh other-NG1

lEech other lovle John end M~y'

d. *A Ib1yoknek banutet.tan 46Jymc$t.
tne g1 rls-OAT i ntrodlne:l-I ,e~h otller-ACC

'I introouae:1 tea::h other to the girls'
(Ki 58 1985; 28)

Infi ni ti v cJ. ccmpl\anents h aile a set of propa:-ti~€5 which SUg9~3t th at

sUbj\ECt8 a.e structurally distinguishtrl from ObjlECtS. For instalCl(,

controlLe::J PRO m8j cppecr CB a subjlECt but rot is en obj E:rJt, arl tilE:

iext.ernal crgumEnt in EO infinitival construction mev rlEC.clv,e Q spooi al

Caie rna-king, whille the intecnal crgum61ts ae unaEf,ectoo.

(2.46) CONTROL:
a. JchosnEk kell...,ett Ih:-ni-(c) Merit.

John-OAT must-pst s6E:-INFIN-3sgAGR Muy-ACe
'John hai to see Mccy'

b. Jans lk-t-6 Mait.
John-NCM see-pst-3sgAGR Mcry-ACe

(MeclCz 1986)

8)j ooun 1ocorpor etlan supl:X>rt the contention th Et. Hung cr: i al does i n

f rot distinguish structur ally between SUbjtECt arl OOj.ECt.

A numb~ of sohol ErS h 81,S 'PPlilEd mor,e sophi stic fLEd synt cct1c te3ts

to Hunga:i Ell dcta, 8)j hat,e fouoo 6ubstalti Q1. \eJidtn:'}e in f alor ()f a1

underlying structur,e in W'hich the agummts of the v.erb cr,e sisters;
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i .le., a structurle in whic11 tner:'te is 00 VP. 'Ihe d ct. a which I wi 11

pr\ESent i n thi 5 ae::ti on h .ahe been di scussoo by a number of aJthors,

i ooludi n9 ~E3"lesei (1984), fbrv et.h (1981, 1986), Ki 55 (1981, 1985),

Szcbolcsi (1984) de Mey end MCl"ccz(1984) md Ma:aJz(1985, 1986).

Ki S8 (1985) i mludes a summ cry of the main crgwnmts in f alor of a fl a:

underlyi ng structU[le for Hung «i en.

Ki 58 shows th ct cppli ng the st crrl crd VP tests to Hung a: i en rIBJ,t:als no

teJideroe of a VP consti tUa1t.

For .e< anpl.e, 00 rul.e mov i ng VP a3 a canst! tuent is known to ~exj 8t.

Ki 55 oi tes the follow! ng te< anpl~e.

(2.47) JchJo szer.etne &meni a vi zsga1, I~S *km€f1ni Q vizsgh'l fog.
John ~uld-li k.e to-pCBS the ta< an crrl to-peso tile tex an hIe-wi 11

(Kiss 1985.7)

Ki ss ci tes Kanlosy C6 h Qli ng observ4Erl th ct. i n Hung cr i B1, the

s,e1ECti on of thE: SUbjlECt c en i nflua1C~€ i nterpr1et ai on of the obj,rot,

wher,ecs in English the influeroecal orl1y go th,eother Waj(see s.ection

2. 2) •

(2.48) a) Az oroszl in .c£zl J lnost.
the 1i on-nom .ects John- aJC

"Itte lion is .eeti ng John.'

b) Az irigyaSJ ,eszi Jch>st.
th·e '81vy-oom .eet.s John- ceo

'Envy is ,ea:i n9 John.'

c) A ma:.Eg ,eszi J etlost.
the alC}er-rlall ~ea:.s John- cec

'An9er i s .ect.! 09 John.'

d) A tene IESzi J eb:>st •
the pI cgue-nan 4ect.s John- a;c

''!he p~ aJue i s ~ea:.i n9 John.' (;:; John is ov,er,,· cnxious)
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When en cl}Eflt SUbjtECt is SeliECbed, C6 in (0), the objl€Ot i s the

thane. When the ~UbjlECt is a thant":', the Objlect is en lecperi1enoer, re

in (b) a1d (0). In (d), idiana::.ic mecning is assigned to the subj,eJt

plus vterb. 12

'!hle subj,ect/objle::t C5ymmetri,€S which a:.e observ.fd in English in

senbeooes in which WH-mOVlanent h CB t ~en pI cDe do rot ~cu( in

Hung~i a1. Wher,ecs in English, textra;tion from obj,oot position is

grmma:.ical an .extraJtion fran SUbjlECt is ungramtcticcJ. in CCS€:s likJt-:

(2.49) c md b, tne corrt€Sporrli ng ,e<tr tctions in llung cri en frl~ l)oth

gr anm atic ale

(2.49) a)-AWllOi did you Saj thet ~ei went in first?

b) Whoi did you sal tha: they call·aj in lei first?

(2.50) a) Kit i mondt&, hogylelstjnekmt:nt be,Ei
who said-you th et fi cst went i n

'Who did you sq{ thct went in first?'

b) Ki t i mooot Al, hogy ,elst1nek hfvt ck b£: lei?

whan ~ aid-you th a:. fi rst c all,Erl-thE.:y j n
'Who did you ~c¥ thct. th~y cal1e:.i in first?'

(Kiss 1985.12)

Similaly, IIunga-i en does rot displCft the Superiority .efftoots shuwn by

Engli sh s.ent.€f'lOES such cs (2. 51 a an b), which, cs di scussed insECt! t)n

(2.2.1.9), erte also ettributEb1e to the EX:P, urrler the CBsLunptlon thct.

12. Kiss 9iv~€S verious other ,~anpl.es of Hungcricn idioms in which the
v eci cb1e pasl tion is sane pas! ticn other th en sutJjtrot, an she r,efler s
the 'teaier to O. Ncgy (~ea- unspeci filed) for huoorlEds of other
lac anp1es. lbwEY.er, these te< anp1es (unli J<.e those clx>Vte i nvolvi ng
subjtt:et plus vterb) a:le all uf the type thct. Mer altz(1984) hes ague:1 du
rot constitube tev'ideroe cgainst a VP constituent. '!he inberestaj
r\eaier Cal consider a1d telaluct.e the ECgll1ltEflts which Mcr:cntz giV,ffi.
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tne WH-word which is in si tu a:. S-Structurle mov.es ct lDgic al Form,

leali ng a tr cne which is SUbjtECt to the OCP.

(2. 51) 0. Who 9 CVle wh ct. t() Met' y?

b. *Wh a:. did who gi V\e to Ma.-y?

(2. 52) a. Ki. mi t. matt Ma:inck ,elf e,?
1 ) J

who wh at.- a:c 9 aJ,e Ma:y-d a:
'Who 9 aile whet to May'

b. Mi t. ki .
1 J

wh ct - iCC who 9 BIle ME£ y-d Et
'Whet did who gi~e tu Mery'

If the cor (.Eet expl en ai on for these Subjl(ct/Cbjl€Ct .e<tr roti on

csyrrmetrtes is in tAerms of the OCP, along tt.e Ii nes oE Hu eng (1981) or

Laini k ad Saito (1984), then CBsi grment of a structurlE: wi th a VP end en

,exbernal subj.a::t NP for Hunga=i en \\QuId irA:.orriECtly prtErlict thet

sentenc,es like (2.51) should bE:: ungranmcti()al. In English, the SUbJECt

{)Osi tion j s noL properly gov,erne:l, ther4efor.e, 1ectr ection of the subj,€Ct

vi 01 ~es the ECP.. Si nc~€ thl s ECP vi 01 cti ()n does not show up i n

Hung a: i al, we mev conclude th a: the subjt~t posi tion in Hung tl i en i s

properlygov.ernEd by thev.erb; tha: is, t.het therlE: ale no und·.erlying

structur al a3yrrmetr l,es between the subj,sJt arl the Obj'fCt.

Extrcction from subj,wt position 1s gcanmctJcal in Hunga:icn, not

only ov~er the decl Er Eti v,e canp.Lanenti ze'C~ 'th et', but also aJross a

WH phr cse. ~cording to the en alysi s e,f lbrv cth (19B1), in (2. 53 a end

b), the WH phr CB~ i sin CCMP at. S-StrUCJtur.e a1d i n (2. 53 a a1d b), the

WH phr ESe i sin CCMP et. LF.
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(2. 53) 0) Ezt a sz{n~znoi m~ gy.er,ek volt an, ani kor ma:
this the aJtr.ess-o:>m still child Wa3-! whEn alrlea:1y

fbszet\€pe~et j cl.sZ<)tt .e
i

.

1eali ng : roles- c£c pI aj\erl
'Tnis a;trlffiS I WeE sti 11 a chi Id wilen WEB alrlea:ly pI c:yi n9 1ea:1i ng ralles, ,

b) Ezt Q szf neszrot,
1

thi s the aJt.r4e3S- £0

meg g~ertek vol t all, ani kor ma:
still child WCE-I wh.en alrleaiy

az lege;,Z orsz 19 i smecbe lei'

the whoLe countr y knew
'rrhis cctr,ESs I Wa3 still a child when the ...mollecountry knew alr,ea:]y'

(2. 54) a) Az lEgyet1en tanber, a,i nan tudQl\,
the only ma1 who not know-I

hogy mikor Itt.hct.jol€ Merit, Jirns.
th a: \Vt1en c en-see Ma:-y- £c John

'rrhe only mQl who I don't koow when C B1 see MfLY is John.'

b) Az tegY'etllen ,ember, cki t nen tudan, hogy Ini kar Ilth et. ,e Mcc i , J toos 4

the only men whan rot koow-I thct when ccn-see May-nom John
'rrhte only rn en who I don't know when Ma: y C B1 see i S John.'

(2.55) 0) [NP & az allitcs [8 hogy (OJ) sZlelhanosl) flelhcOOritotta Jcnost i
th ct: 01 aim th ct he fr aJd 1nfur i aed Juhn-ACe

"1hl€ c1 aim th a hei WCf3 Q fr atd i nfuri ct~laj Johni ."

b)* [NP ce ~ allitcs [8 hogy (Oi) cz.elhanos]] 6elhcboritottamindtEnklt i
th a: 01 aim th a: hE: fr wd i nfuri c;tuj lev,a:yone-ACC

* "llie claim thct. hei wcs a freud infuri e:tJej ~ev.eryonei."

c) a£eri [Sckiti[NP 8l, Bl allites

the men who th ct. c1 at. m

[s hogy (~i) szelhanos]] f,elhcboritottati,elment

th ct he fr cud i nfuri ~ed Iteft
(1<Jenesei End Mu aJZ 1984.,3)
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(2.56) q *Oi nem olvcsta [NPa Ma:i altal Jatosncki kuldott l,EV,el]",et

l1ei not [.eal the May by John-to 5a1t l,etter-ACC
*"Hei h ES rot r,ea1 the letber' Sa1t to John! by May.

b) *[NPa Ma:i altal JtoosncKi kuldott l€V1el].,et tJ
i

nem olva:3ta

the Mcry by John-to sent 1etber-ACC he rot r,eed
(KenE5ei end Mel" aJZ 1984.5)

If we a3sume en uooerlyi ng structurte wi th a VP for l-fung a:i al, then

(2. 56) c. is simply p EC alLel to the \€qUi v alla1t Engli sh senbenc,e, end the

,e<pl B1 etlan for i ts ungr anm .:tic ali ty \\QuId be the s ane cs th ct. oE the

Engli sh senten::,e: the pronoun ~ c-callm B1ds the R,expr,€f3si on John end

thE:.rle[or,e thE: two c mnot b.e coi oo,e<,.ea, by Pr i nc! pl e C of the Bi ndi ng

thEOry. IbweJler, row (2.56)b, in which the canp1ex NP obj,cct prlroEdes

thE: pronominal SUbjtLCt, J:X>ses a pr()bl.an. IE we ~SUlll<: thet. Hunga:i CTI

sen~enJes h aile Q VP a D-Structur e, then we must a3sume th et aentenJ,E.;

(2.56)b is derivlEd through a1 q)plica.ion of mOV,0 alpho, which aijoins

the cccus a:.i ve NP to the S ncx:1e, alc,)ng the 1i nes ouggestej for J q,) cnc=se

scranbling by lbji end Saito(1984). Such Jl a1cJ.ysis pr,Edicts thct

(2. 56) tJ should be gr aml ct.ic b1., 5i roe no c-·canm B1d [lel ct.i on hold~

V
nem olv cst a t j

he! oot rlea:]

S --------8
/~

NP VI)

/'
NP

.....- ...... "k.

~.~ -------..
~.~---

~~
*[a Ma: i al t al J c!oosn ck i kuldot t LeIlel] ."et j t}i

the May by John-to S61t Letber-ACC

(2. 57)

r:I'ht(: J cp mese .E:qui v a,ent of (2. 56) b is gr anm ai cal, a1d thi sis one of

the impc)rl a1t pi.wes of .eJiderc.e which Lea:] Haji B1d Sal to to cooolude

th ct J CP alffil: D-Structurl€S h aJ~e a VP. Kenf:6~i ~ Mer ccz poi nt out th a.
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following Haji ald saito's line of r,ecsoning lleals to the cooolusion

thct the Hungcri a1 sent.eroe (2.56)b is rot deriv~Erl fran a D-Structurle

wi th a VP; r ether 1tis b aie 9mer ebErl by r U1ES whi ch qener a:.e f 1 a:

structurles.

If the undE=! lyi n9 structu[,e of a g1 v,en 1 mgu aje is fl Et, then we

\\Quid tacpect cor.e£er,eroe betwea1 a proooun ald en R.,e<prlession to be

ru1a:l out by Bi rrli ng Condi ti on C rlEg ad1ess of whether the R-tecprlessi on

is in the SUbjtECt or ObjlECt. 'Ih ci: is, Wnerlea3 (24 58 a) contr csts wi th

(2. 58b) i n th ct ttle pronoun does rot c-comm end the R..,6(prlessi on John i n

(2. 58 a), whi le the proooun does c-caran ald the R-,a<prlessi on i n (2~ 58b) •

(2. 58) c. John!' s moth~r 10vIES him! •

b _ *lie
i

lov,es John! 's mother.

Kiss(1985) shows thct., just is I:.JrlEdictErl by a fl et. structurlO cccount,

both of these senberpes a:\e ungc arm ct.ic cJ. in Hung cri Ul.

(2. 59) a. *J kiosi alyj c szec,et \ ~t/proj

John' 5 mothtr lov.Eb him

b. *b/proi szerteti Jrns
i

B1yj ti:

He lovles John's mother

(2. 60) a. *Ki n€k i & a1yj C. szer.eti ~t/proi

Whose th,e mother-NG1 lov,es him
'Whose mother lovles hi m?'

b, *Ki nek i E2 cnyj tt. szer,&i b/proj

whose the mother lOV,ES he
'Whose mother does he lov.E:?'

'!h.e fi n al d a:. Q to be pr.esented in thi s sect! on h aile to do wi th "we ek

crossov,er" senberoe3, which erie ungr anm ct.ic al in Eng11 sh but

grarmctical in Hunga-im.
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(2. 61) a. Johni lov\es hI s, mother.
1

b. Hi s, mother lovies John,.
1 1

c. Who, lov,es hi Si Il¥)ther'?
1

d. *Who. does hi s, mothf-.( lov.e?
1 1

4e. Ev~eryone, leVies hi s . mother.
1 1

f. *Hi 51 mother lovles ~~~..ryonei •

g. JaiN, lovles hi S i rrother.
1

h. *Hi s. mother lov,es JCliN.•
1 1

Engli sh does tLt show up in Hung cri al.

(2. 62) c. ki i I mi ndenkj i / JAt-OS i szet',eti

who-NG1 1,e\1\€:r yone-NG1 JOHN-NG1 lovies
'Who./~eJ.eryone,/JCHN. lO'-'.E:S his. mother.'
III 1

b. Ki tiszer.€t az l)ro i alyj c2

who- a::c loves the hi s moth.~r-NCXVl

'Who, does hi s. mother lov.E:?'
1 1

c. Mi rrl(:;flki t i szer,et & prui alyj ~

ev~E!'yone-0::0 lovlES the hi s mothcr-NG1
'Hi S i mother !C)Vles .eJ.er yonej • '

d. JANOOTj Sz&,et Bl pro j my) a.

JaiN-ACe lovles the hi S IlPtt.er -NOv1
'Iii si muther lov.Eti JOHNi .'

(Mer aJZ 1985)

Bl proi cnyj a:.
the hi b mother

Keepi ng all other CEsumpti ans f i x-ed, thes~ Hung C£ i 8'1 C ESe:\ seen to

show th a: in Hung a i En, the SUbjlect cn:l objtECt erie j n a mutu at

c-comn cn:l [tel Etionshi p. RaJ all th ct s.enbelX)es 1i kte (2. 56) showed Lh at

Sed to cnj fbji' s (Ccount ()f J .:palese week C[C)ssov,er viol Etions a moot

be ~eJ(terrltaj tt) Hunga:l tn. 'lhet is, we Caloot simpl~' Saj thct the
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obj'ECta i n (2. 61) h aI,e been lnov,ej by mealS of nIOV,Et- mph 6 eM ~j()i noo

to S, boo aJSE: thi s \«>uld pr100ict th et (2.61b-d) should be

ungrarmctical. If we lSsume thct whicBelter corrlition ruling out the

week crOSSC"lFr C(Sa) in Engl! sh q.>plil~ in Hung cri en to e. fl a:

structur.e, then we cor[~ECtly prttrlict th ct aenberoes (2. 61) wi 11 show nc>

I wi 11 lEni thi S 5<cti on wi th a canpl 10 cti on which r at ses i nter.esti og

questiOM. Ma: a::z (1986) pr\e5t:!lts the follow! DJ aJdi ti on at d ct: a

i ndic lei 09 th tt. Q 81 j,ooti on (or l~eftnESs) corrlJ ti on 'PI)) yi ng tC) a f 1 tt.

structur,e ati 11 dues f')..)t md<.~ 61.1 of the right pt.Edictions for

Hung cr1 al.

(2. 63) a. Hi nde:nkJ t i szer,et c£ pro! myj t..

·ev.eryune- ~c lOV,Eb tht: hi s mothcr-NCM
'Hi Sj ~)ther lov,es \elj~yonei • '

b. Az alyj it. mi ndalki szeric.--t.i ' Ev,cryonE:i
lov,cs hi.3

i mother'

c. *Az cnyj a ;,) zer: et mi oo.enki t 'Iii s ~)ther lov.es lev,(:£' yone
j

,
i

d. *Az l!Ily It. sZt1'.eti mi oo61ki •Ev.er Y0n<:i loves hi s m<]tha~r 'i

'!he ungr armetic al .6< anples di ff.a- minimtJ.ly fran the gr aTIllttic EJ. ones

in th a:. i ll-formfdnestl r.esul ts \tklen the qu alti fter is pi lC'OO followi ng

tt\e vterb. Ma: a:z' ~ suggestion to c!Cc()unt for these d Et. a 1S Q coooi tion

on tht· 110EflsJ ng of qu tnt! filers in surf lee "tructur1e(i n tJa:tl cuI ec, t n

Halle's 'PhrGBe Strootur,e(PS'J):('lh!a cordition is c.v,ers!of\ ('It

Haik(1981) 'a coooJtion on Indir.ECt 8ioolng.)

(2. 64) OJ cnti filers tr,e lio,alL Ed et PS i ft ,
(1) they «.~gov,ernu.i by 6vE!'b CR

(1 i) they tr.e in the scope of a liC'ellsEd qu enti fi,et
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2. 2. 5 Mel BJ al an

In a ~E!:ies of a:tiel.as in both the GB ald the LFG franev.orks,

I-bh al en h a3 a:guai th ~ Mol t!t ~ an i s best en aly2JOO a3 h a,r i ng du 61

structurle3 a: ,ecch O( the synt ccti c 1,Wtels of r.epr,ESent ct.! on. In the

LFG fr anework, these t"-O t~es of structur.e simply corrl€Sl,X>nJ to tho

cansti tuent Structur,e end Fuootional Structur,e, the t\'K> types of

rlepr,esent ction which LFG pas! ts for all 1 cngu C9es. Wi thi n the GB

controv.ersi el. ~hBla1 leBSErlti clly lel thor ctJes Ha"be's tnEOry, in which

the t\\O types of structl.:,e a:>e termed 'Phr me (or Q)nQti tuent)

Strooturu;' Bld 'lu;!xic tJ. Structur,e .. '

2. 2. 5. 1 SUbj,a::t/Cbj.ECt AsymmEtr i es in Mal cy al an

exhibits subj,at/obj.cct caymmetries. In pccticul«, deta such Cti the

(2. 65) jOOJ;l bJlline swcman wji~~il wecc~ Dulli.
John-nan 8t 11- £0 aelf's hO'lSe-lCXJ et pi oohed

'John pi oohw Bt 11 c:t John' s/*Bi lIs/.somEOne ~elae'shouse. '

JooJ;laal bjl~ sWCQ!:an wii~~il wecc.loul~q:>pe~tu.

John-ins Bill-BJIll self's house-lac d;. pinch-pEes-pst
'8111 WlS pi oohEd by John a: Si 11 ' a/*John' s/*saneooe tels.e:' s housf;J.'

F cots 1i ke these Lecd f.t>h a1 en to cooolooe th ct Mal c5tI aI, an must h w,e

sane riEpr,esent tt.iO'l wller:,e 8ubj'ECt is di at! ngui st.a:J frc.m obj.ect, lei ther

struotur 6l1y, ce in GB tlltOry, or functiontiLly, lti in LFG.
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2. 2. 5. 2 EvideRJe for Q Fl ct. Structur,e in Mal Cf{ cJ. ern

t-klhBlal a:gues thct Mal ajal an hm a fl a: Phr ESe Structur,e

rlepr.esEfltc:tion on the beats of thr~ae types of leJiderc:e. First, he

at ct.es th ct tller,e a:,e no rullES i n Mal 8J al an whi ch rtef er t() 6 VP

cansti tUBlt, ther,efur~e he suggests th ct fOstul cti on of such a ncrle

"\\QuId be a1 unnoti v a:.Ed C[ ti f let ••• (arl) \\QuId unnwess ~i ly

canplic a:..e the \\Ord order phenana1a, obscur i I'¥J the g,en€[' ali z ttion th et

j tis only the 51 ster canst! tuents di rlECtly dan! n cted by S th et a e

order-fr.ee." (1982: 525)

Secoooly, malY of the rullES which r,efer to configur EtJan in Engli sh,

~uc:h lS the bi 001 BJ coool tions arl the j ntaerprtet etion uf qu alti Ei.er

scope, sean to rlef.~r i nste cd to pc.£cooerc e rIel ai ant» j n Mal 8j a1 an ..

Consider the following pllaiig'm (fran ttt)hmal1983:120).

(2. 66) t. kuHi i lWaltei awn C!t"e .nu~p •
chi Id-rK>J1l hi ~ mother- ~c pi nchEd

''!he chi Id pi retied hi smother. '

b. *CWaltci awn t?I,e ku~~i i ou~ ~ i
hi s mother- £0 chi Id-oom pi noh-Ed

I Hi s J1Pther, the chi ld pi rolloo'

c. '" &lCI1i ku~~i yuu~ei anm '?Ie ou~ ~i

he chi ld' s mother- ~c pi nchai
'He pi rcheJ the nhi Id' 8 IlPtller t

d. kU~~iyuu~ei anmcve &leni DUt~i

r:hi Id ' s mother - iCC he pi flChai
''Ille chi Id' smother, he pi oohai. '
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If we w€[\e to CBSlDUe th ct Mal8J a1. an h cs fUlly configur aian a1

D-structu[,es, COO th Et thE: cccus ct.i v.€; ••• noJ1'i n eti v.e 'ttOrd ord·e.r di spl ~ed

by (2. 65) b COO d [lESUl tE:a f ran en cppl i c ct.! on of 'moVle- alph a', ts Hoj i

md S at to h aile a:'guEd for J cp cnese, then ttlese SenbeJlJ,ffi wi 11 h aile the

follow! ng f:)trootur,es:

NP .......

kU~~ii

b. *

(2. 67) s~

/"NP V
poss~ "NP null!

cwa1te
i

anmC¥e -. ·

chi Id-oom hi s moth~r- ~c pi nchcd
''!be chi Id pi ronei hi s ~)tner. '

______ S

NP,

/J\
fX>SS NP

avalt e1 anm atE;

hi s mother - ccc

'Hi S nPthec, the child pi relled '

VP

/"'v
t j ou!!J

pi nctl€d

c. '" S

NP~ ~VP
CWa1i / ~
he NP V

/ " .Qu~l.i
£X>ss NP pi oohed

ku~~j yuqt.ei anm c¥,e

chi Id' s mother-cec

'He pi rollw the chi ld' s npther'
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''!he chi Id' smother, he pi rohed. '

d. *
NP.

/J".
PJss NP

ku~~~yuu~ii annl¥e

chi Id' s mother- iCC

s -...------- s

/
VP

/"NP V
t, null!J - ..

pi nchErl

NO~E: th ct. tIlE pronoun s ct.i sfiles caool ti on B of the bi OOi n9 thEOry

urder .ei thee the fl ct. structurle or the configur .:tiunal structurl€'

hypothesi s, si res in all four c CS~, the pronoun is lei tht;r rpt

c-ccmnarlEd by the R__e(pl.·,ession or is the spool fi.er of 81 NP, tTrl thus

is fCQ€ in tha: NP, which is its gov1erning cct€gory.

'!he probl&6n cti c c cae i 5 ( 2. 660) • In the str uctur,e cbov,e, OOlle of the

binjjng coooitions C['.E:: violctEd, so the sentenc,eought to be

granmcticfl. 1he feet thct. thebird1ng coooitions EB cppli,Erl to Q

confi gur ct.! on Ql structur.e sean tt.) be i nsuff ici.ent f()( Mal tV al an l,~ais

r-bhcncn to suggest thct the corr~ECt ruLe for cor,ef\erIE~e in Mal aycJ an

i s (2. 68) ;

(2.68) A proooun must not prtEOedE: its cntooedent. (1983:120)

If the cor.efterteroe coool tiona in Mal at al an r,efter to prttnaieroe r eth.er

th al dani n cti on r.el. ct.i ons, then sane of tht most convi ooi 09 ccgll1\tEflts

for configur etlon al str l...'Ctur,e6 lrte obv i fDa:). '!hi s 1)rtEOEdEnJ e

rlEqUi [,anent 1~a3s r-bh en en to r.ej'ECt a1 Sl alysi s of the Mal 8i al an WJrd

order f ~ts in berms of mov.anent fran a1 uooerlying configul:' etloneu.
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configur ct.ional structuc,e superfloous.

It i s i nbec.esti ng to moe th ct. Saito does oot i ~lude a J 'I? cnese

StenLeroe pa:alLEl to (2.65)b in his discussion of the corlefer.aue fCCt8

in th ct 1 cngu cge. He crgues th a: a pr.eoaierce coool ticn on cor,ef,er,eroe

such EB r.bhala1's cmnot bf:: sufficitent for Jcpcnese baJaJae senter1C'ES

11 kte the followi ng, rlepea:.ed heoe cs (2. 69) show 6 cLea: cantr ESt in

gramncticality.

(2.69) 0. [NP Kcl\ej-ro ok aa3co-ga gendi-dctta koro]-ro John j

tle-gef1 rnother-rom wel-wCB timE- -gen
Lit: Johnj of the time when his! IOOther WEB well,

=,Johoi a3 he! WCD when hi S j mother wC6 well.'

b.? [NP Kcr.ei-no Okaa3co-gb gerrli-dct.ta koro]-oo kccei

'lhese St:r1terc.es show th a:. i n J tp cnf~e, a proooun c moot c-canrn an j t s

ElltroEdent r,ega:dles~ of lintCL' ()rd,u. So Saito's da.a indicae thct. ~

pr.eoaieroe constr at nt is Il:)t sufficitent for cor.ef.er,eR}e rIel ct.ions,

howev.t;r t.he que=;ti on r.en d n~ whether Q prlECooenc€. const! cd nt i B

neoess cry. A J cP alese fiEflberoe p a: cJ.1e1 to the Mal '!t al an

aootenoe(2. 66)b ~uld provide a cruel al bi t of eJidl€flC)G:, 8i nc.ft in thi s

aenberoe, no C-Cam\ em [tel etlen holds between the prollJun em the

nEOess cry to ruLe the senberoe out. '!he or 001 al J.;p alese senterc'0

\ttOuld be somethi ng 11 k,e (2. 70) •
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(2. 70) K Cl\ei -no h ch a:>y a-o Johnj -g a ai si te i r u (k<.)to)

hi s-GEN IOOtt,er -ACe John-~ lOVIES (f a:: t)
,Hi S IOOtner I John lOVIe5'

Accordi ng to fukui (per son al carmuni c a:.i on), thi s aenterc.e i s

gr anmEtic ale 1he gr amletic ali ty of thj s aenberoe provides ,evideroe

r'81ui r.anent 11 ~e the one which t-bh en en proposes Eor Mal ctI al an.

FUr thermorle, the contr cst between the cbov.e J cP alale sentence, whi ch j s

granmetical, arl the.equivaLB'lt aenberoe in Malcyclan, which 1s

ungranmct.ical, irrlic~ffi thct. it is not J?Ossibl~e to straightforwcrdly

,exberrl Ibji arl Saito's i£count of scranbling in Jc;pcnese t()

Mal t¥ al an.

It should also be nut..t.d th ct S€11terlCt:( 2. 65b) 'ItOuld bt.: i ocor [ltCt ly

pr.ejictJErl to be ungr anm etic EJ. unier al ~count Ii ke the (.)ne gi V,E2!1 i n

thE: pr.€Viou~ section (or HJng a: i al, wt4er,~ the: und,erlyi ng Btructur e WaJ

fl ct i"€t the bi 001 ng COM1tions rleEler r,ej to structur 61 configur atj on.

IE ~a1ceooe h a:l a fl Et under lyi ng structur,e, then the proooun aNal

c-conma'rls the R.,ecpression ku~tiyuuJ,;.(;:, in violetion of biooing

co001tion C. In ~)h al en' 5 thEOry, thi sis rot a probl,an, bee alae he

pr.EOEUeroe t.el ctions arl rot to dan! n ct;.lon [tel. Et.ions.

Although it does sean to be trul thEt ,exbending IbjJ end Saito's

cccount of ser anbli BJ to Mat aj U an i 6 oot suffici,ent to c cptur.e the

f ccts wi thout some sort of pr'EOOOal;e: 00001 ti on, i t should be

tenph ESi 2)ED th ct. the tex! staPe of a );.'r.eoeieroe co001 tion on the

cnteowerce (1«=1 ction does nut providt. a1 ecgumEnt thct. MalBjal an
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sentencES must be flet. If r.t>hcoCl1 is right thet. cor.;ference relctionti

in Mala;alan refer to precooence but oot to danirlct.ion, then the

danina:ion relctions in Malajalan might be excctly as in Jcpcnese, or

even cs in Engli she

lnt €Ipr et a: i on of qu cot 1fie a:. i on al acpr essi ans i n Mal CIJ al an also

dcperrls u£X>n prECaJeoce relct.ions. SentenJes (2.71a end b) cere not

anbi guous: the pr EC Ed! ng go mt i f i er always h a3 wi d er scope.

(2.71) a. ellaSNa-um cilci'e pa:ti aaloociccu.
eN eryone some c;i:x)ut thought

'fur all x, there is sane y such thct. x thought ctx:>ut y.

b. cilcfe petti ellaaNarum aaloociccu.
sane ctx:>ut everyone thought
'Th~rE: is some 'i such tha:. for all X, x thought cbout y.

As in the Ca3e of corefererce relctiol1S, we CCI100t naJesscrily infer

fran th e f aJt th et. pc ecEde~e j breI CV a1t for qu alt i fi ~ i nt erpr E:.t ct ion

thet the structures of th~ ctx:>ve senteooes a-e fla:.. Furthern~)re, a3

Fukui (1986) point~ out, a1 alalysis in which scranbling rules are all

fronti n9 (ES opposed to £X>btposi og) rul(;£), CI1 a1 alysi sin whi eh

scranbling is co instmce of mov,e-alpha is indistinguisheble from c:n

alalysis in which NPs a-e bese genera-Ed in rendom order a1d then rLl1es

of il1terpret.ct.ion refer to linea:- ord~r. '!hus, in the cbov,e sentf::l1Cffi

with qucntificetional NPs, we hale no WEI:;I of knowing (in the cbseroe o(

i naepeooent €.Vidence such Eti crossover judgenents) whether the
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(2. 72) a.

structure i ti C5 shown in (2.72a) or (2. 72b),

~s
pp NP/~V

I \ ell aaN ar urn aalooc j ccu
NP P

cllele petti

b. s

PPi~ '" s
/" ~,

NP P NP VP

ci 1 cf e p ct t i ell acwa: urn / "'"
pp V
t

i
aaloociccu

t.tJh a-lal beli.eves th a:. "clefts of fer the strong,est sup[X>rt to the fl at

structure hypothesis."(1982:526) '!he construction which hE: calls

clefting is one in \"klich the morphene _c::t413, 'it' is ctta::herl to the

verb md Q form of aa, 'be' is cttaJh€d to theclefta:1 or focussa1

constituent, Assuming thct. the subject, ObjlECt end Vlerb cce all

lrranedi a:e dwghters of S allows a simple wEtj of expressing which

consti tuents rna; cl ~ft: all crrl only d alght ~r s of S mat c1 eft.

(2.73) a. kUt ~~i 1 wa=~ joopi nte ku~~i aalaje DUJ..~i • (uncl.r=Eted)
fX.>OO a: John's child elcphcnt pinchEd

'Jor.n's child pioohErl the e1ephcnt ct the pond'

b. kUt~~il wECca~ joor;Unte kutti Ba18je aU~fiy¢~

a:.-i s pi oohErl-i t
'It w.;s a: the [X>00 thet John's child piooha::l the elephent'

13. In these e< anplles, I an usi ng the symtx>l ,~, to repr esent schwa.
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'!he PP, which, uooer ~hcna1's a1alysi sis en imme:ii a:e datghter uf

s, c en be 01 eftEd, but the NP c cnnot be cleft a:3 out of the PP.

r-nhcnCll's CBsumption is thet. therte is a r'lle of clefting which refers

in its structur al deseri ption to pcrticul a: types of canst! tuents.

'!here is no ov,ert mOVl61\ent in these constructions, therefore ~ha1a1

CSSlDT\es th ct thrte is no 9 cp or bi 001 ng ! el ct.i on. However, suppose Wb

trea: these constructions along the Ii nes pro£?Osed hy Blrss, Hale

Perkins end Specs (1986), who tr,ect. a similar construction in NaJaj() as

accseof movanent it Wgical Form. 14 'nlen the feet thct. only

d aJght ers of Seal be "cleft ed" 'ltUuld follow from the gener al

coOOi ti ons on move- alph a. In the C aie of lc..c al "cleft! og", we \tK.>uld

prooict (I think corrECtly, judging fran Mctlala1's exanples) thct th(~

gramct.icality judgements should be pecallel to those for English. '!he

one exception to this is thE: c:boVIE: CeDe of "clefting" out of a

prepositional. phrase, It is well koown thct. ct. l~ctit in the ewe of

overt moVE:rn(:f1t, lcngucgES vccy with respect to the a:ceptcbility of a

gcp within a prep:>sitlonal phrcse:

(2.74) a. (It ww) thej;X)nd thct the child SEW the dog ct e.
b. *(C'etait) l"~cng que l'.enfa1t a vu Ie chien ae.

If we treet. the Mal ajal an "clefti ng" construction EB a ccee of

lDgi cal Form movenent, then i t may be th a:. the i ll-forma:1ness of the

14. In the Nav' ajo construct! on, a focus pa:tJ 01 e j s ctt cchoo to the
focussed cansti tuent only; no alter etion is roa:1e to the verb.
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senterce in which en NP ha3 been "cleftErl" wi thi 11 a PP [,esult from a

more gen~al restriction on the fX)ssible licensers for gcps.

r-t:>h a1a1 (1982) considers t~ other i nteresti ng constructions, which I

think cm also reoeive a1 explmct.ion under a1 LF mOVlanent aJCQunt:

(2~75) a. raajaCftl) ku~~iye ka}:}..a1 aEtJi kC1';la<kaGkki
ki ng chi Id thl ef WCG consi d er ED

''!he king considered the child a thi1ef'

b. raajacwaCf"\) ku~.tiye kal~m aa;i kCl)c:kka.:kkiya:~
ki ng-i s considered-i t

'It wcs the ki og \\ho consi der Ed the chi Id a thi ef'

c. raaj aaN.) ku~~i ~ea~ k ~~ en aati k ~ckk a~ki yet.d
chi Id-i s consi der erl-i t

'It WeE the child thct: the king considered a thi,eE'

d. raajacw) ku~~iye kal~a1 aaji kcr)ckkackkukaya~cey~etJ'

consider(inf)-is did-it
'Wh Et. the ki ng di d wcs to consi der the chi Id a thileE'

e. *raajaa,.9 ku~tiye k~la1a~ a~i kCJ1~kackkiYct.d15
thief-is c()nsjdertrl-jt

'It wcs a thi ef tha:. the ki ng consideroo the chi Id'

In the cb~ence of cdditioneJ. dcta, it \\QuId not be \\Ortl.while f·.)[ mE

to Spt!Jula:e on the cctual formulct.ion of en LF-mOVlanent aJcount (.Jf

this construction. For this pcraiigm, howev.~r, it is \\Orth point.ing

out that. the one senteooe which is ungrarmct.lcal in Malayalan is

ungr alU1\ ct.! cali n Eng Ii sh cs well.

'Ihe final faJt cbout clefting Wlich r.bhErllJ1 brings tCJ becc on his

15. r.bha1tn sta:.es thct a-d ere the only possible clef to for this
string, so I maie up this acanple to canpl!et,e the pa:cdigm.
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flct. structure prop:>sal Eor Malayalan is tha: unlike English clefting,

Mal. at al an clefti ng is c1 alse boundErl.

(2. 76) * arana aa1ajeya~~ [lu~~i e1)rp kut.t:i f'~ EilnEt~.

mother elEpha1t-is pinched tha: child said-it
'It was the elephmt thct. the child said the mother pinched'

(twt ~t ;>•.', fl')

In the Bars~ et ale alalysis of NaJajo focus, similEC localit.y

r.estrictions ere given a1 a:count in terms of subjroeooy, bcsErl up:>n

independent fNideooe the:t. S in Ncwajo is a Barrier. Again, more dcta

\t,Ould be neErled to test wh<=ther such a1 a::count could be extterrlErl teJ

Mal Cft al an.

All my ccrnments on ~ha1cn's cnalysis halle been sp~ula:ivje. '!heir

purpo:;)e hCG been to meKe it cl,ear thet ~ha1a1 has shown thct Malcyalan

might hale a flet structure, but thct it \\QuId rEquire El'guments like

those whi ch hale been gi ven for Hung eri a1 to m~~ a ceoe th a Mal Bj al an

must h ale a fl ct structur e.

2. 2. 5. 3 VSO Lalgucges

In a 1 cngu a] e whose unm ~ked ~rd order i s Verb-Subj,ECt-Obj,ect, such

CB Sanoa1, fungal, Welsh, Irish, Brleton, Chanorro, ,etc, the question

ni£urally a:ises whether such a ImgUa:j,e mctt or must hWle some

represent Etion in which the verb forms a constituent with its object ..

Anderson aii O1ung(1977) considered dEta fran Sanoen, 'lbngBi end

Bret.on, end their prelimincry cooolusion wee thet "In VSO lcngucges, as

well C6 in other types of lcnguQ1f:S, rules e<ist which a-e sensitiv,e to

a structur al di ff er eooe between subj eels end obj rots. " (1977; 25) •
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Sproa:. (1985) uses d et. a from Welsh to a:-gue th ct.

1. VSO 1 cnguc3Jes haJ.e a bcse ga1er ctErl VP, ald the vso ord~..r is

deri vErl vi a a verb-fronti ng rule.

2. '!he recson thct this rule ecists hcs to do with the

dira:::tionality of CCBe ESsigrment by INFI~ ..

3. fue sUbj ect post ti on in VSO 1 cngu c;ges 1s not properly gov,er nEd by

the fronta:l verb.

The third claim disputes the contention of O1ung(1983) tha: da:a from

the VSO lcnguaje Chanorro show thct. the subjECt is properly governed by

the v~erb. In particula:, Sproa: suggests en alterna:ive B1wysis Eor

allegro violct.ions of constraints a.3ainst extrcction from 8ubjEJ:Jt

posi ti on:

(2.77) Hayi. na
1

who LINKER

paleD'co ti un- tungu'

worn en not INFL-2s-know

lna ginin t-um-€t.cngis eil]

CCMP IMPERF INFL(s)-cry+JMPERb'OCTlVE

'·Which girl didn't you realize [thct] hcd been crying?'

(2.78) H~ii siguru lna pa:a u- ginmna ka:era ej l

Who INFL(s) CCMP PUT INFL(3s)-betw:>n thE) rroe
'Who is (thct the raJe will be ~n b~' ] certatn?'

(Sproa: 1985: 209)

Wheree.'B Clung claimed thct. (2.77) provided €.Vidence thc.t the subject

position 1s properly governa:1 in Chanorro, Sproa:. p:>ints out tha.:. siooe

Chanorro is a 'pro-drop' lcngucgle, in which the subj,€Ct nominal mat b~

inverted (~n:1, following the a-ta1.ysis of It ali a1 given by Rizzi (1982),
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a:ljoinerl to VP), exanple (2.77) does rot nooessa:ily show thct. tt.~

subj,ect ,paditioll i'.1 properly gov~elnErl. Instem, the correct structure

of (2. 77) may be (2. 79) :

(2.79) II c:fji. n a
1

who LINKER

pala::>'a1 ti un- tungu'

worn en not INFL-2s-knuw

rna 9inin t-um-~a19iSj ei ] lt j ei ]]

CCMP !MPERF INFL (s) -cry+IMPERFECTIVE

'Which girl didn't you realize [thet] hm been crying?'

As for the 500000 exanple, Sproa: spoouleces tha: this mat aJtually

be a C a:3e of extr aJti on from a1 6(tr 'PJseJ subject ,pas! ti on, end thus

pa-allel to (2.aOg) ra:.her than (2.80b).

(2.80) a. Who is it certain [tha:. the [C()e will be w::>n by]?
b. *WilO is [th et. the r eve wcs won by _l cert ai n?

rrhus, ~roct. a:-gues thct Chung's €Via~e is not cooolusive in faror

of a fl a: structur e for d1 anorro16
• Furthermor e, €Vi dEnC e from the VSO

lap,uSJes which ht: investiga:es is in fa/or of aconfigura:.ional

underlying structure.

It should be not Ed ttl a the VSO 1 ap,u ige Sana en is a p.J8si bl e

counterexanp1e to the hypothesis thet binding of [leElexives il1 a

uni~ersal indica:.or of subj,ect/object esymmetr~l. In the follow! ng

d a: a, fran Ch cpi n (1970), we see th a: the r,eflexi ve morphane may be

16. l\ctu ally, (l1ung i s ~guj ng for a di sti ncti on between consi tuent
strllct\lre rod lelctional structure, cod the er:gumentQ regarding the
posi ti un of subJects gi ven her e h cw.e to do wi lh consti tuent structur e.
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(2.81 SaS03i Ie lome (0) i a 1 ala.

aJX cut nom1l John ccc him sel.A:
'John cut himself.'

Sa sag! lome e i a 1 at a.
aJX cut (~c)John nan him self

'lUmself cuL John.'

.5a 803 i ,e i a llJ./ a Ie) ale •
aJX cut nan hi m sel f (ceo) John

'Himself cut John.'

.Sa tivgi i a J. aJ a e 10 a,f·.
aJ)( cut (£0) hint ~elf nom ,John

'HimQtUf cut John.'

'0 10 cne 8 a sCXJi 0 i Q

'It wca John who cut hi m(1 t, t,er) , or
'It WeB John who cut himself.'

'0 i a 18J6 sa St.>gl e lome.
'It Web hj mj , *i th ct.. John! cut'

2. 2. 6 Sunm a: y uf Ev i derPc

We mC¥ SUJ1Ul\a-izE- the evid~rlJe cov"erErl in the preJooing sa:tjl)n:;. with

the followi og met.r j x, whE1".f; '+' i 001 c et,es th ct: the r el ev tnt t est ~h()\"8

a structur,,~ :symmetry for the lalgucge in questJC\n, end '_I indicae)

thEt the tef'l shows a leek ~\f such ceymnet.ry. W!lere I hale provided n(J

deta, I left a bldlk. rrtle ob'.. jgttory subj100ts test WCti makai with a

question ma:k, ba::aJse wl.1J.e we do koow thct. rx>ne of the l~ueg~:3 hate·

ov~ert ploona3ti C Bubj,R::ts, t her e is fP evi dence th S: I know of

17. O'l45pin, W'",rklng Wlchin the franenork of Fillmort:'s Cas<J Gramu«,
calla the (,cae m«kerd 'cgentive' ald 'Objoot1v~'. I wi 11 call than
'raninctiYE;' llld 'a::custtJv,e' 6impl~' for the s$e of consist1ency with
the other ex an)?1 G-;.
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'83 ca:di ng the passi ble ext sterr=e of null plEDnastics i n the:ie

(2. 82)

ViO a3 Q)nsti tUEIlt

Influerce on 'lh-Ro1e

IdialS

All verbs t.e subjs:t

PRO

War!

?

+

t

?

+

J'lJ Hun

?

+

+

Mal

?

+

B1 ndi r¥J FEts

We* Crossover:

ErP Fccts

?

?

+

+

+

t

?

?

2.2.7 rrtle Dual Representction Ilypathesis

EvidercE: such ai thct in the pra::€ding section, in \'klich a ;..1 a:.

sttucture seans to be requirEd for certain priooiples of the Granmar

while a hier«chical structure is r~irEd for oth~rs, led HaLe(1983)

to proJ.X>se thct. "lexical structure" (LS) be considerfd a representetion

SEPCE et e fran "phr Cl3e structur e," (PS) Si ~e cLecr ly we know th et the

phonetic spellout of a senterx:e di ffers fran tt.e fc'rm whioh r,epr.e'.Jentt3

logical rel «.ion5, it seans pI alai bLe to aep« tt.e the rEpt esent ct.! anti,

a1d allow sane precesses to lpply to lexic al structur e tn.l others tCJ

lI?Ply to phI cse structur e,

a) In configura:ional lalgulga3, the ProjlECtion Principle holds
of the pal r (lS, PS).

b) In oon-configuret.ional la1gucJJes, the Proj'ECtion Principle
holds of LS alone, (Hale 1983: 26)
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t«:>tlce thee thi s bi furc etlan i mnErli ct el~' gl yes us al expl enct.i on for

the possible coocurreoc:e in a lcngucg·e of evidence ()f ~ flet. structure

a1d extensive use of null proraninals: siooe the Lexical structure Cal

represent the ~erb's thana:ic requiranE!lts, th~e is cpparE!1tly I'X> neoo

for null proruni nals in the PS. 'Itl a: i a, we c en cons! der PS to be qui t e

close to the Plonetic representa:.ion in tha. if a \<)rd 1s not

prooouooEd, it is oot nooesslI'i ly representEd 1n PS. ~thi ng ruLes out

lanpty elEments ct PS, but ~ long CB no other pri nc1 pI es rEX)Ui re the! r

preseRJe, the prujootion priooiple c.s st«.OO ctxJve does not require

.anpty pronani n ala ct PS. '!hUb, we "-Ould exPECt R'k)r e fr,EqUent "pro-drop"

in laYJuaaes for which themcpping between LS en:) PS is oot a1

i sanorphi sm.

Hal t; rna nt a. ned th a: fr equent "pro-drop" j s one of a clust cr ()f

surfa::e prope:ties thct. rna; be di aJoostics c..>f Q la1gutgt:'s

norconf i ~ur ct.i anal at a:. Uti • Hal e( 1983) .1 i ata the follow! ng proper ti €.tl

lS being possible di AJoostics of "rPn-confiyura:i(.)n~it':l":

a. "fr ee" ~rd order
b. the use of di ~onti nuous e<pr €Sst ons
c. free or frequent pronoun drop
d. 1a::k of NP RDVEJi.ent tr CI1~formctjons
e. la:kof pleona3tic NPs
f. use of a rich CaiO aystan
g. canplex verb \\Ords or verb-oum-AUX syst ana.

RECEnt resecrch hCti mldf: it cLes: thet. the cbovl~ list dOE£) nc)t

lCtUAlly canst! tut e a "cluster" of properti es whJ ch all nwoos eel ly

fallout frOOl aoole deep p«ane.ter. Saito crd ~lojj, for eJ<anpl.e, hw.c

a:gufd th ~ J cpClleae D-Structurea tl"le fully conEi gur ct.! on al, yet.

pronoun drop is quite frequent in Jcperlwe. We find mcny ()t~ler
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lillgucg.es \tJhich show va-tous cunbina:.ions of the properties. Gerrnal

hcs rich c cae but 1nfreque.nt pro-drop. Spcni sh haa frequent pro-drup

but 00 ov.E:tt ccse. NBJajo ha3 fr.8:;IUent pro-drop, no p1oona)tics, end

ccmplex v,erb \'«lrd, but rigl d ~rd order. 'Itle f ~t th ct. the cluster of

properti es W'lich HaLe's thoory pr.Erlicts do rot in feet form a cluster

calls hi s thEOry into question.

Also problanet.ic is the formal sta:us of the relet:1on which IJnks LS

cn:i PS 1n hi s thEOry. Hale calla the r el a:. 1on "r esumpti on", expr es~i ng

a i;X>:Jsi bl epa:- all el bc.t ween t hi s relet i on m th e r £.1 ct i on be: ween

resumptive prooounti m their birders. if reBLIllption is iooeoo the

sane relttion ai thct which holds, for exanpl.e, ba:.ween the NPs end the:

prooouns in (2.83), then it it) rot cLacc thct t\t,O distioot

r E!pr esent a:. i 005 cr: e nee ega EC Y..

(2.83) a)
b)
c)

My roother, she's alW"IS ye] Ii ng ct mf:.
It WCti John who I 'fIOnder ai whether he Ii ked me.
As for Einstein, the claim thct he slept 10 hours a nigh:: i~ tru~.

~tiCE: further, th a 1 n 1algu cg,t::S wtli ch Ha1€.~ 01 east fi es w

oon-confi gUt ct.! anal, the r el ttion between the vert) tt. LS em the veri)

ct PS is alw6J~ ant: o( idtntity, not r1esumption. 'ItlUti, resuml)tion 1u

strictly a r,el«.ion between N~; ver~s a7e ower relt;tEd by mt:a1S of

r es\unpt1on. r.lhe I)J al Repr ,~~ent ct.! on hypothesi3 pr,aJicta t h et we mi ght

firo Iln3uaaes in which a v.erb WlS r,~resentoo 1n the Lexical StruclUrff:.'

but simply rot tlresent in the Phr c!Se Structur e, It md<ee thi s

1;)rEdiction baJaJse it 1X>sits t\t«) aep«tLe structures with a mcpping

relttion b~weerl than end the J.Xlssiblity thet a given cet~ory m".i bt:

prt:Sent 1n one but oot in the other. Whi Le we do fi nd 9 fPpl ng, wll~rfl~
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the verb Cal be identi fi Ed bECaJse it must be identical. wi th the verb

i n the other 01 aJse( 2. 84 a) I m ther e a- E: 1 «lgu ClJes li ke Hebr €'W i n

which the copul a(or, insane 1 Slgu 8Je3, a verb of (X)ssessi on) may be

null (see RctX>port(1985)), we do rot find a1y la1guaJes in which

roorphology on the naninals freely allows va-iaus ~erb6 to be cbaent

fran the Surfcoe string, such cs the presumcbly im(X)ssib1e hypothetical

senterces in (2.84b m c)

(2. 84) a) Mar y wrot e a TX>v,t=:l aYl Sue a1 (~e) a sonnet.
b) ••1fMa-y wrote a novel Bld Suscn-og (,e) it.
c) ••*1he dog-ulp (e) the small child.

(,e=wrot e)
(e=rea3)
(Ie=ch a3oo)

2. 2. 8 Proruni n al Acg ument Lcngu c3J es VB. Lexi c al Arg ument

L mgU «J es

\JelinE:-k(1984) suggests thct. dUal r€\Jresentct.ions ale unn&..~esf~ary if

we r.evi se the Confi gUt ct.! on ali t Y Per' anet er as follows:

CONF lGURATIONALITY PARAMETER (ext end Ed )

Q. In Q conE! gur «.1 on al 1 a1gu lIJe, Db) ~t I100lj n alb a: e proper ly
gov,ernEd by the v,f:rb.

b. In aW-typ~ TXln-configuretional IlflgUaj€, naninals a:e n()t
v,erbal lI:"guments, but CI:,e OlJtionol. tdjU~t8 to the eli tic
pronouns thet. serve .13 verbal crguments, (1984:73)

Jelinek's sta:oo intentIon is to "pro£Xlse configurtt.ionality

p«aneters \tklich a:e directly OOOl};)ctlble with the Proj'ECtion Pr1ncl1J}·e"

(1984: 43) • '11le p a: anet er whl ch she pro(X)ses c cptur ea the i ntui ti on

thlt the IOOrlhemes W1ich she calIf, "clitic pronouns" (which might

alternetively be termai "rich cgr") sean to be tiufficient to scciefy

the ~erbeJ. thEm«.io ,.£qui r.ant:nta, md(i 09 oVtert BJmi nals extr a insane

senf:le. Hc>wwer, i n thi S SECt! on I wi 11 lCgue lh.:t her formul a:i on uf
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the Q)nfigurct.ionalit~1 Pa:anet.er Caloot in feet both ccpture the

relevcnt pCEant:t:ric vE£i etien a1d mantain the proj,ootiol. principl,e cs

a un! vee s Cal end i nv Cl'i 31t pr i rei pI e.

First, l,et. us consider the l:our logically possibLe wElJs thct. we might

instcnti ete the proposal thct clitia prooouns ser~e cs Cl"guments, with

ov~ert roninals lDting t5 a:ljUl"lCtS. Jelenek refers to those lcngucges

in which eli tic prooouns serve a3 a:guments "Pronani n al Argument

1 cngu~ c::i". 'lht: four logl cally IX>ssi bLe at ructur,es for a a1 mpl e

tr 8'lsi ti ve senteooe ina Proroni nal Argument 1 cngu ClJe C[ e shown i n

(2.85) •

(2.85)
a) / I \

/ \
NP NP VP!S

I \
clitia \
prn I \

prrl V

)

I \
b) I \

NP-prn I \
NP-prn V

s

c) NP NP
v
~

prn pro V
d)

s

/1\
NP NP V (3 rd 1'39. SUB,lBC'J1 ;

:\rd sg ffiJOCT)

Structures a a'd b obey the ProJECtion Prioolpl,e, 'Nhich, tB disCUSBfJi

in the Introduction, ra]uires thct a verb's thet:tH1lcrl<!rICl properties,

i ncludi ng the di atl ootion between its di r.EOt tOO i 001 r,eet «,guments, bE;

given syntBJtic inatcrlti tejon. Using structur,e a or b, we cen malnta! n

the Proj,cotion Pr! ooipLe m ti1e unl 'versa! ~tructur al deft n1 tJ on of

'!lIe other t\tt\J structur es do rot obey the Proj1oot10n Pc i no! pI e, 1hi 8
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point is som€'tlhct obscured in Jelinek's discu~sion of the uni\,ftet'sEJity

of the Proja::tj on Pc! ooi!)le. She quotes. Ma- cntz (1978), who exprl~sses

the intuition bEhind the Proj.ootion Prin=iple 83:

(2.86) Granmetical Rela:.ions must be IeKf)[\ess00 ct surfcoe structure.
(Mer: mtz 1978: 88)

Jelinek goes on to sCtj "A sent.eooe with 00 surfcce iooicct.ions of

grannctical reletions \\Ould be lloj.:terprtet.cb1e." (1984:43) It should be

!anphaiizoo tha:. the hypothesis t.hct granna:ical relctions ae

un! vers ally structur ally deft nee! is centr al to Goverrvnent end ai ndi ng

'!hoory, so when Ma:tntz s~s th.;t Granna:ical r,ela:ions must l.)e

lexptessa:] ct. ::iurf«:e structur1e, this mems tha: the surfcDe structure

..,ust either be abra-x:hing strlJ(~tur,e in which the object is aalster t(J

the v\erb a1d the 5ubj eet j 5 oot, or must be Ii nked t(J such a at ructur e

vi a linking rulps of the type prolX>sed by Halt~.

Si nc.e Gr anmctical ReI a:ionf) a::~ structur ally de:fi ntd j n GB thoory,

the clitic prOfk)uns in the structures shown in the (2.83)0 cn:l d do rot

giVlf.: a surfcce iooica:.lon of Granm~ical Relcti<.>nu, a3 t"hey a'e not in

str'~cturally-definaj a:-gum81t FQsitions ct. surfa-;e structure.

'Ihere(ore, (2.83)c em d Caloot be cunsider,Ed tu seti sfy the Pr()j,rotlun

Pri ooi pie, a1 roe the verbal property of di at! ngui uhi og between the

internal ald .external a-gumentEJ hw BJt been projlECtoo j nto the synl a<

in these struct.ur.ea. 'Ib cssigr\ one of these structur es to sent erces

for some 1 a1gu cg.e~ ~uld constj tut e Q C1 d!'1 th et the Pl4oj.ooti on

PriooipLe opertt.es differently in such Itrlgucgebi Jelinek explicitly

rej.u::ts such a clam. 'Iherefor.e, we must cooolude thct Pronominal

Argument 1 trlgu lIJE:6 h aile structur es Ii ke a or b.
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ForWcr:lbiri, it is possible to C6sign structures lik.e aor b, Ga

long CG WE haJ~e some PF rulle to );Osition the clitia pronounc in the

sECond (Wa:=k.ernaJel's) position. '!hus, we could propose thet Weclblri

D-structurles !QtJk Ii ke (2.87).

(2.87) Wcwirri kcpi-rna-O pcnti-rni yalumpu.
k eng «00 AUK: lsgsubj-3sgobj slJecc-NONPST th cL

'I wi 11 spea- th ct k En3 croat

AUX P
I \

AUX S
k cpi / \

S NP
/ \ yalumpu

/ \
NP S

waN! rri I \
rna V'

I \
o V
Pcnli -rn1

(11 n~cr order i r rlel(."V ent)

Following Jelenek(1984), we em claim thrt. the a:gument positionJ

whi ch proj,tCt along wi th the mar i)( V\erb et D-structur,€ a: e fully

identi fi,oo by the AUX e1anents. '!he uvert nan! nals which cppecc i n th~

Wat Ibi [i 0( anpl.t- cbov.e (['Ie cdjoi noo tu S, whi ch i s a proj,ECti on of the

Verb plus tense. tbtioe th ct. sl rce Wa-lbi ri h cs no 11 necci z ct.! on

con~trcints (cside frorn the let.~r l,XJsitioning of the AUX) , the l'bminal

e1anents mat be aijoi noo ei ther to the lc:!ft or to the right. (Of C()UrS8,

line«1 zeLi()n 1s oot effECtoo a:. D-Strooturc l!Ily'tllf1:i, but the

lim! t a.ions of pEper force the dl aJr an to show a 11 near order.)

It should be anph lSi zoo th a:. the IX>si ti on8 of the cdjoi nEd noml nbls

ece oot really "positions" 1n the trtditloneJ. s ens EJ, thct. is, they erie

not mlde walcblt: tt D-Structur:le by a1 in(i~endent l)rinciple of
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gr amn a:- 1n the Waj th ct a:gument {XJsi ti ons cc.e. In pa:ti cuI cr:, when

these naninalle1anents do rot cppea- on the surfa:e, no prillJiple of

graunCl:' requi[e~ Sl crljoinErl NPposition, ther,~forle, ther,eca1 be 00

tanpty c ~egor i es fouoo i n these post t ions.

A 'IhEOry of c£5e-linking, along the lines of Jelinek(1984) or

LaJghr en (1986), C lfl be cppli a:l to structur es Ii k,e (2. 85), to tCcount

for the well-formEd resumption reletions bEtween the ccae-meckErl

nani n als Sld the pronani nal cr:gLDllents.

'n1e surfroe differ.ercE:~ between Warlbiri end English undfd: Jelinek's

a:::count follow prim a:i ly from the f aJt th ct. nan! n als may cppecc i n

crljoined p.;sitions, becaltiE the clitia prunouns fj 11 a-gLDnent

positions.

In the c.en ai B:],er of thi s C11q;>t er, I wi 11 crgue th a: thi S 81 mplt(;'

~count c moot be mai nt ai ned, for coreept u al es WE:ll C6 anpi ric al

remon'). First, I will clam thct Jelinek's pa-aneter du~s not

corrECtly ccpture the cross-linguistic distiootion. 'Ihen I will tck,e

i~t)ue with the contention thct OVtert naninals in Nwaju ere aijunctti,

showing tha:. the waileDle syntlCtic tests 1rdicete thct. these naninal,3

are in ccgument p:>si tions. '!hi 8 wi 11 Lecd into 01 cpter 3, wher~e 1

i nvesti 9 ct. e the at C:tus of the Nal ajo c13c aanent eli ticti.

Expr1essing the configurct.ionality pecaneter 1n terms of the

lJ/ailcbility of pronanillal (clitic) ecguments plus the option of

cdjoining roninal phrceei seend to mEke the wrong cross-lingul~tjc

distiootion. Consider the fa::t thet. naninals in English rTl8j be

- 190 -



a-guments, modi fi ers, bi ooets, praooic ct:es or aijuoots, C6 shown i n

(2. 88) •

(2.88) a. Mar¥ SBi/ John.
b. I'd 11 ke you to meet ~ ttl end Ri t a.
c. W,e consi der Mary the pest person for the job.
d. Art.ichokesi , I 11 ke ej

Ie. ~ !"Otheri' she!' s anazi ng.

NJtice further thct whi Ie some [,ecders mcy Obj\ECt thct sentences li ke

(,e), in wtliah the naninal is a1 a:ljuoot, ere mcrk.ed in English rod

common in Warlbiri, it 18 not et all aLeEC tha:. these constructions arE:'

mCl" kEd. Q)nsi der the senteo=es i n (2. 89) • 18

(2.89) b) This fJ1aJ.E:, men, I really ha:e it.
b) My coc, r.\al, I thought it \\QuId neller m~e it e,ver h~re.

c) 'Ih ct. guy, mal, W"lCJ duES he thi nk he i ti?
d) My mother, nla1, she's anazi ng.

With the "topic pccticle,,19, th"d€; senteooes sean totally

yr anm a:ic EJ.. 'lhus, th~ pr0lX>s al t.h ct a oon-confi gur cti on aL 1 a1gU 'IJ e i s

on€: in 'fthich pronaninal ,Ed,anents ffiaj bt:: Ct"gLD1\ents could force us to

cl cstii f y Eng1i sh C6 such Q 1 a1gu a; E:.

1hese e< anpl.es of r,csumpti on in Engl! sh mEke j t cl,etr th a: the

i ml,X>r t alt Ji f f er ere e bet wet~n Wa: Ipi r i cni Eng li a1. i S oot t h et.

pronominal clitics ccn be a:-guments which em be further Ill,ooifierl by

rnninal mjuoots. 1he im[X>rtcnt differeooe is thct the prornl,inals cr:e

18. I th mk Mi chel e S; 91 er cni Andy Ba-::)8 for brl ngi ng thE~e to my
cttention. sane properties of these senteooes a:e texplorErl in
Gr eenl>erg (1984 )

19. It wca M1 chellE:: 5i 91 er (pte. ) who sugg.~st Ed to me th a: ma1 i ~ a
topic r'a:ticle here.
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clitics, thct. 1s thct. thf::y ere in sane sens(~ sub-Flirts of a\\Ord (ether

th a1 independent \\Ords thanselv,es. Adjoi nEel lUlU nals a',e not culled out

in Engli sh; whet: is rulEd out 1n Engli sh is for a sub-pa:t of a \\Ord to

sa:.isfy the than,t:.ic r,equir.anents of thct. \\OT.'J.

FJh ct: the di sti n(.'tl on i s not bet WE-en 1 cngu aJle~ th a: h aJ.e aijoi nEil

naninals end those t' I don't, but rether bE~ween lalguQjes in which

sub-pa:ts of a \'tOrd fill a:gument "posi ti ons" m those in whi ch they

do oot is maieclea: if we consider the f~t tha: we(io not firrl

lcngu£ges in w-aich iroependent prorYJuns erie alWajS ubliga:.ory, a1Cl

nani n als may be rojoi nej to S, a1d Ii nkoo to these pronouns vi a the

resumption rIel etlan. 20

Clitic prooouns h8lle the syntectic fea:urE's oE ind.cpend,ent dronoun~,

ald it is reaaoncble to supt')Qse thct the f cct tha:. they at ech tC)

cnother W)[d i ti Q pur ely ph011E;ti c pruperty. '!hus, thE: phorlttj c end

.evidencEd by the f~t eha a pronoun may ()[ m'¥ oot be ~clitjc, end 0

clitia m'¥ or rr.a; oot be Q prollL'un, a3 the exanples in (2.90) show.

(2.90) Q. +prOI"XlUn, -telitic. InuiEjtu 'ell h~l(:rl(). (Spenitih)
insist-Ion to do-it--

'I insibt on doing it'

b. +pronJuo, -eli tic: We s\lil seQ shells.

c. -prcJoouo, +clitia: Juhn '8 hou~e

20. Ihtc t.ha: some Rancnce clitica CClE.\ thought tCl origina:e in a-gument
post tion!:~, but. on the surf cce they cppea: ei th~r ES a sUb-pert. of the
v,erb or ~ a sub·"part of INFL. See 01 ept er 3.
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Si nee the fXloneti c cOO synt c:cti c prop~rti es of eli ti c pronouns a: t:

iooeperrlent, Jelinek's expression of the Configura:.ionality Peranet.er

pr~a:licts thct we should find lcnguaj.es in which OVtert rnninals ar,e not

govlernErl by the v,erb, cOO oon-011 tic prOTX:>uns oblig etari ly fi 11

crgument {X>~itions, thct is, 'Nher,e sentences like (2.91) cc€ the usual

cese.

(2.91) 'ltle childr,erl they a"IEt pl8jing with it the ca:.

To my knowl ~ge, ther e GCle no 1 cngu cges in which i 00 epend ent pronouns

ar,e always pre:ient in the sentt:nJe. '!he la1guClJ:e~ wtlich Halle, Jelin(;tk

end others hale studi Ed sean to be 1 a-gu cges in which the thana:.i c

r equi r enento of the vlerb cr e tieti sfi Ed wi thi n some CCJffiplex \\Ocd (lei ther

the v,erb or the AUX (lNFL)).

If it turns out to be true thct ther,€ is pa:'anetric veri aion bEtween

la-gucges in which a sub-pat of Q \\Ord Cal "be" en crgument end those

in wl1ich it calnot, it is difficult to see extctly how the' projl(£tiun

prl nci ple could be mal nt ai ned in its pr,esent form. As fXJi nted out

cboVl€, the Pr , ,~tion PrinciplfE: requirtS tha:. if a verb sel,oots en

a:gument £f3 a lexi c al property, t.hen th a:. crgument must be r epr esent.cd

C Et. tgori al1x: ct all synt ecti c 1€v~elQ. '!he only WCfJ th ct pronomi n al

clitics mcv "count" CB cc.te.gori f:J.. rcpr,esentetions ct. the syntectic

1ev.els i 5 i f the eli tics te,e det aJhe:3 from the \\Oed et. the synt cetl c

1 evttd.s, ax] only eli ti oi ze unto the \\Ord Et PF, ax] a., I h aJ,E: just

{X>1 ntoo out, i f we allow such a1 en alysi s of Weclbi r.l, we mike the

incorrECt prErliction thet. we will find lcngucg,es in 'Nhich indEpc-ndent

prooouns, th et is, pronouns whi ch do nut h 'l?pen to be eli tics i n
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Phoneti c Ebrm, a:"\e oL)li 9 ct.ory "

Furthermort:, thepr<')fX)sal tha: a sub-part of awrd is serving ES a

synt~tic crgument clec.rly viola:es B1 hYJ:X>thesis which hcs been Et. the

cor.~ or r,esecrch on the 1 nt er ccti on between the Lexi con an synt C1(

siooe Chansky's (1970) "r\ancrks on tOninal1za:.ionn , tha: is the

hypothesis tha: ::iyntaJtlc rules do rot r,efer to tJub pcrts of Lexical

i tans. L~i nte(1981) le<presses a strong form of thi s hYfX)thesi 5 a3

the Gener al Lexi cal Hypothesi s;

(2.92) GENERAL LEXICAL flyPCtrHESIS:
No ~ynt aJti c rulle c B1 [Ief er to a1 element of
morphologic al st,uctU17 e.

Lepoi nt:.e21 (1.981: )

It should bE. notEd tha: thE:: prop:>sal thet. c.llalguege like Warlbiri

hc::s D-Structures with pronominal clitics in a=gLDTlent fXJsitions C6

illustra:.Ed cbuv.e is my own interpr€toc.ion of how the ProJECtion

Priooil)1e might be preserved under Jelinek's vlersion of the

Confi gur ct.i onali ty PC[' ana er. .In her marIe r,t.Cer,t 'MJrk, the st ructur,es

which she CBsigns to senteooes in Pronaninal Argl.uuent LEOCjuajes

i ndic cte thct the Pro)ection Pri na! ple is nut bti ng rnai nt ai noo. For

ex anple, she end Merton SaXlov al g1 ve the folowi 09 structur e for a

21. See LC[XJinte(1978), Al1en(1978), Li ebcr (1980), end KJpaQky(1982)
for discussion of this principle
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senterce in Apa::he:

(2. 93)

'I see the girl W'lO is swinuning' (Smovb! B"rl Jelinek 1986 34)

Willie(1986), claim1n<J thet. NlJIQjo is a ProrlOO\inal Argumalt I..,altJUaje,

gi Ve:l thE; fulluwi fly bt ructur t- for 6 Nw aju cent enc~;

(2. 94)

REL~
/'S REI..

/\" -'~(l
NP ~p S

Di n~ ct. ct:O \
mal girl V

yi zt ti' 'l~

ki tiSOO

s
'- s

\
V

yi yi i It ti ~

3~WJ-3tiSUHJ-s aN

'Somwnc[sic) 22(Wi 11i E:. 1986: 16)

'Ih~e representa:.ions do rot obey the Projoction Priooipl~. 'lhG

person m runbE:r of the v.ecbal crgumoots ~,e cletl"ly indicaoo on thL'

v,erb, but the Projection priocipLe requires thee those ecgum~nts bf:t

22. Jt mDJ tu~ nPrt: ttJpro};Jri a:e to tr a1bl Et.e thi s ~entenCt~3 ca 'ti~!l:iht:,

SlW the mal who kissEd the girl', siooe the v,~b in this CCBf.: cuntainti
the null third per~n tJut)jtet prefix tether then the ioo(:flnite tiubJcct
prefix.
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given aynta:tic instmti a:10n; in (2.91) tnd (2.92), tlle v,erbal

CEguments a:e rot bynLcctically intitlllti etEd, Since Granmet.ical

Rel~ions ere structurally defined in GB thEOry, the repreaentctiont; in

(2.91) cn:l (2.92), in which there is no NP dunlnttEd by VP or NP

(uniquely) daninet..a:1 by S, do oot contain my c~Egori al instcnti et.ion

of Granmaical. R~letionb.

2.2.9 NaJ6jo (N"ert tuninal~) CC~ i .. Argument Fboitionu

I cooolude this chcvt~r with c7l invE;stiget.ion ()f the syntectic ctttus

•of uv<:rt o:Jminal;,) in 1~8JaJu, which is contJidt.roo by ma-1Y tC) bt c.

Pronaninal Argument Lcn:;uaJf:, I will crgue tha: the wailc.ble

synt cct i C ,Lvi deoot. mi ti 9 a:. e;.,i C9 at nbt th~ hypothE:~i s th ct NwaJ(j ()V <:r t

naninals ere a1ju~t~.

First of all l if overt nomlnals crt: in tdjointd p'.lsitioo::." tht:n th(~

pronanin61s 1n the a-gument p:>~itions er,e A-ba- oouoo, m tll~ref(Jre We

would expECt th tJ1l to bt.h alit re v a- i eLl es. Fur t:J( anpl e, Wt: 'MJu] d LxpteL

to tiM wed< Cl'o~sov,er ,eff.~t8, i~orrectly prEdictiny thcL a St;nt.t:ooL'

Ii ke (2. 95) should bl;c ung r anm a. i cal, 'lh e OVI(:t t flCnj n ~l ,16cn A ·lj a'

bl ros both the postle~ive proooun bi. «Xi the prorx;mi n al 1n subj ECt

J.X)bitiun, 1n viola-ion of the bJjt£tion coooition. However (2 95) ici

fu!ly gr cmna:io al,

(2.95) Jami bli-zhe',{ yiyiil'tbi (= Jami bi i zhe'e ( prCJi pru yiyliHQ&)

John nj ~ f «.het" tiEW

'Johni SaN hi f;)i f a.her'

Soo<Jndly ~ lb S Qi co (1984) h aJ l:.oj nt Ed OUt th t; PfC)fX.>b al th a: nt.ni n ~l t,
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cc,c oot t?roperly guv,E:rntd by the vterb prtdicts thtc multiple qu~ati(Jnt3

ohould be ungrannet.lcal in l~&'ajo, siroe mov"3ncnt of t\\O Wli naninald tl)

CG1P would lE;;sJ.e t\tA) a3JuncL trccw. Although Saito s deta seaned t(,)

iooicet.e thc.t mUltiple questions cce ungrannct.ical il1 Nalajo,

informalta of both Ken lial.e ax) myself hw,c said thct. this is nut the;

C iEe, 1V::cordi ng to t hE::se i nfurm alts, S a. to's lex anplte (2. 96 a), i f:)

indetrl ungl'anma:ical howev,er the probl1an is no: thet. thert~ {I:,(: t\«.)

queQtjon WJrd~, out thct both question ~rds i Il'Jlooe a focus pa:ticl~.

Multiplt;· fucu::> iti out jn Nwaju" but cppec+~~,tly multiple questJ(Jn~ art

'11. ann etic al, a3 shown 1n (0),

(2 91))6) *H~·l~ hath: If 1" yiyiUtsf?
who-prt whet-pet ::iaN

b) *J aNI- 9 a' tt' il€d o 9 a I yi yi Utb f
John -pet gi r 1 prt SaN

't" , ~ I' ,
c) llai-la ha' a:'ii yiyiilts~'?

'Whu t:)l)N whit'

1llu~ mw 1ti pi t;" yu~t i un d a 6 p' ov i d ~ LV i d t:nc L th a. J).Jffij n Q1 ~~ ar c- nl)t

ajJuoots in Nal6J(J.
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Chcpter 3

Proraainal Arg\8ent Infixes

In laY:1ucSJ,t~ like Warlpiri or the Salish lalgucg,es thtt Jelinf.--k an

her colleaaues hale consid~.ED to be Prol)..Jl\inal Argument laY:1uCIJa~, thE:

surf a:;,e J;X>sj tion of the eli tic prooouns i 6 on£1 to W1ich the eli tics

might plaJsibly hal,e mQVlOO Et: the le.J,el of PF. 'lhe AUX clitics in

Warlpiri all lppecr in sa:::ooo PJeition, cn.i the clitics in 1 mgu 19 e...,

Ii ke Lurrmi, one uf the Sall sh 1 al=JU4Je5 studi,w by J~li nek cn:l

D611ec~(1985), CE".E: affi xed to Lohe right of the v.t;'.[b stan, Q post ti on to

which they might pi alsi bly hall£: movlaj in the PF can~nent.

(3.1)WARLPIRI;

Wawi r r i k'l?J - en a-O p cnti q[ ni y alumpu.,
k~ CEoa AUX,lsgbubj-3sgobj spear-OONPST th a:

'I will spes: thet ktngCl"()u' (Jelin~ 1984.43)

(3.2) LlJl+1I:
a. t~al-san 'I arriv~Ed'

b. tooc'l-sxw

c. t:.e6al

(3. 3) Q. 1.eJ}-n-09 ~ a-a n

,Sanwne a: r i v~Erl '

'I 6 CW you'

'You SaN mE'"

(Jeli nek end Danuij 1985,5)
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HOWEV.E[, thE:r,e is onE: fecture of AthcDCSka1 1n gala-a} 81d Nwajc) a1d

Apcvhe in pcr:ticul« that mckes it quite probl,anet.ic to ,eKterrl

Jf'li nek' s v.a:sion of the CbnEi gur a:i onali ty Pel: anet er to those

lal3ua;J&3: thct is the fa;t thli: the prefixes whlc~ rna-It grcmnct:ical

fuootiont3 a\E: 4?P~.ently anbErldErl in a1 unstructu[,oo string ()f vtcious

types of prefixal, WIthin the vterbal canp1e<, the order of prefixes i~

OIt •• S••• ~tan, so it is im[X)ssible to stralghtforwcr:dly a3sign a

v,erb-i nbern cal. structure 1n which gr cmnEt.ic al furctions c en b(j

confi gur ctJ onally defi nEd.

Fur thermor,€, the v,t:rb EJ.. pr Lf i X·ES, j n p ~ ti cuI a: the subj,ECt P'·~.f j XL.~,

urrlergo v« iaus phofPlogic al processt:S which uooer tr cd! ti on a1 en 61 Y8e~·j

haJC betn pr,t:~lI1\Ed to tcke pia::: in the lecic()n, prior tC) incerti()n of

the 16'ic61 it.an into bynta<. In all tra:1itianu alalyscs c,lf

Athcba3kc:n verbtJ. morphology, the subjECt end objtCt cgr,eenmt pc,cfixtf:.i

sean to be i n a:=c essi bl e i n the synt ac, aD thus un chI e t() 6 eev e a:i

v.f;:!"b al a:-gLmEfltti.

Scn:1oval aXf Jelinek mention in a footnote certain pCl)bl.en f
.. in

Ap cchecn RPrpholcx;y which must be r esolVloo i n ()rder for thei r pr()l~)tJ al

t~) \\t)rk for tho~e lcnguiSJ~. I belLtV,E thct. this cppa:.mt

ina::cesioilityof the prornninal affix~ to the aynta< is the [)rol)llen

they «'Ie allLrli 03 to. If we lCCEpt th ct cbstr aJt pr,ooic ete-~ a:gLmf2J1l

structure is univ.erbally hitera:chiclll, then if it should turnout that

these Nwajo(md Ap~h«;) pr,efi"es a:.~ nut «:oe:JsJbllc in the tJynta<, we

must cooolude thd; in these lco:jucSJoo the univ,ers6L hi.ertcchical

l:)tructurt: is either proj,tctaj vi a the Pruj.ecti()n Pciooiple tC3(cctly CfJ
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in ~glish, yi,elding r1Ep[>esentctions in ~ich anpty cctE!3()ci 1es Cl"le

lioensEd by rich morphol03Y, or we must £cept the dual cElJresentatic)n

hypothesi 5, cn:i c()oclude th it. the un~tructur,a.i ste! ng of \\Ords j 6

mct>pErl to en cbstr.s::t Lexical Strooture, r,ejlECting J.elinek's thEOry of

prooouns ES a:glJREnts.

In f4!Ct, thE:t.t.: is iooEtJerrla1t tvidscE: tha: the NaJajo pr.efix!ES which

ma:k inflECtional "cgr,eanent" must be infjx8i, thc.t. is, th«. theBe

prefixes must be inserted into Q discontinu()us 16(ical it-an. In the

nE:Xt sootion, I will present a series of a:gll1\tnts to this eff~t. It

should be oola] thct the vi~ thet. AthcbCtikal 19r.aanent I1XJrphaneu a:e

infix€:s is quite et. vce:'>! alC€: with the stcrxiecd view of phoool()jJsts wt)()

hale studi.Ed lhe phorK>loyical rules of Athet.>eukal lCJl3utIJei. In

pcIticul tr:, Rice(1982, 1983) ad Jicrguti(1985) haJ,(j wguoo, foe 81 all

an Sek eni , r e:ip8Jti v1ely, th ct. the ph()oolCXjic cl lev j deroc 1 £::'a18 v er. y

heaJily in faJ()[ of Q JTKXiel of ~rd formetion in wt1jch v,ubal 1)!E.fix£1;;

a.-e aide1 sequenti 6l1y, f[c.J1l the stan LJutw«ds. If ~l¥Jh a saJuenti e.l

model is correct, then the problan of gaining aJcess in th~ synta< tC)

i nf) ECtioncJ. ffi()rphenes is a tieriuus but ~tenti ally j nteresti ng 00(;,

\rt'hich rl~1r,w r,t±l.cting morphosynta::tic strootur£d t.,-) quite dlsaimila

phonologic at strooturas. I wi 11 [Ieturn to a di scussion uf the i RtlUe:J

1nvolvltit oooe I h ar,e pr,esented my Cl:gLmmts tor en i nf! x ttl un mcx:i.l:l t

In the roorphophooologictJ. I1tera:ur.e on infixation, en 'infix' is

<}EnU' Cally df£i 000 es a morphane W1ich is i nse:rtErl j n S<l1\E l.)homl(>gic a1

4envi rOI'11\EJlt, a tV, after the fi rat 6y11 tble. 'ltle ccgummts which I wi] 1

pr~ESent moti v It,t a vi ew of Ncw aju whEt roy 8C1l\l~ of the pr.ef i)(.03 mutit, a:.
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sane LeAe1, be.external to a discontinuous Lexical itan, to be

subs<..~ently insertEd into the: ctfix string. '!he que--3tion of whether

the i nser:tiun ,envi rOr11\31t is phooologic al or rot is 1eft lJpErl, although

the issue wi 11 be di scussoo a. the ~ of the ch 'Peer. '!he a::tu a1

.ee.ECution of a descri pti ",ely aiequ cte i nfi x ct.i(Jn mooel will hale tC)

lWait further r,esea:ch, a-xj is n..> trivi al ta3k. An et.tanpt to d<.) ti(J

WlB maje in S},)e4E(1984), but this profXJsal wee bcBa:1 ufX>n certain

Ctisumptions cbout urderlying oEpr.esentet.ions which seen untena)lle,

esp~i61.ly in Athcba;)kal1alJucges other then NCllcSJd. 1

If en infixa:iun moie:l fot N8Jajo shCJuld turn out t(J bl- correct, then

the serious problan with AplChem fI¥)rphol03Y which Smc)vBl a1d J,elin~k

lUaltJt)noo m.:v rteav,E. a oimpltE.: solution: the prorunjnal ccgeencnt

roorphanes mat be j n erg ummt £X.>si t i OOS i n ~ynt a<, cOO mat 81 mpl y J1l<JV (j

into the verb et. Phonet1 c Fucm.

I wi 11 rot deaN this cooo!usiol1, hOWENtt:. A3 discUtitiErllea-lier, such

a prcJp:)sal \tnuld mc.ke the wrorY:) typcJICXjictJ. pr.ajiction;:i, an w)uld

undermine the im};X)rtcrce of the morphological pr(Jperti es of th€t

affi~~. Furtherroore, eli I «guEd in the prwEdirv] chepter, the

syntectic te:3tti JOOJccLc; th£t NPt3 in NaJajo «Ie oot in aij()jna:l

};X)sitioos, but «e thanaelve'-J in ecgument positions. '!hue, it t{Jf)ca:fi

thtt although the proruninal prefixt €f3 «Ie a::cessible to thE' dynta<,

1. 'Ihi 8 wa; t)rt')ught to my ct.t entJ on by Lesl i e Sa<on(p.c. 8ld (198~) ..
In [)lrticula:, the infixa:ion merlel which I pro1XJsa:l [.eli,oo on the
lS~umption thet ()nly one prl~fix waj Lacteally listed t)etween th(~ ()l)jtct
m 8ubJECt 1XJsitio~. '!his CBsumption is false:, ,€,Vttfl f'J( NaJej(J.
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they a-le rut a=tually a:-gumE!1ts a3 fer C5 the ProjECtion Prirciple is

corcernEd.

After I haJ\e providEd the ir9L11\Ents for infixction, I will show how

this cppa::,ently p«a:ioxical situetion Cal be resolv.oo without weekle.ning

the Proj~ECtion Priociple, by allowing 6 weck jnterpr1etct.ion Le.xicalist

HY[X)thesi ~, 6lol'¥j the Ii nes of BeKer (1986), who aeens in f cot to be

r~eturning to thE: original p:>sition of O'lansky(1970) , thet. sub-peets of

only~ types of canpLex \tA'.)rds a:e incccessible in the synta<.2 I

claim thtt. eDo.,:>ting this weck v,er~ion of th~ Lexicalist Hypothesis

allows us to a:=count for the Nal sjo C aie by .ecterrli 1')3 the defi oi titJn (Jt

a well-formc.d CliAIN, such thct. the hea:l of a CHAIN mC¥ OCCU1JY a

thet lrIX>si ticn whi le the tail of the CHAIN occupi E;;r.3 Q ron-that a

(Xlsi tion, a:; long CB the tat 1 of thE: OIAIN is Q sub-pa-t of Q W")rd crKl

herpe rot 6ubj ECt to the Proj a::ti on Pc i ro1 pI e.

Rep! esent l:ti ons

From thE: W)rk of linguistti sooh ~ Set)j, tOO fbjj\~(1945) HbLE;·(1956),

Stcnley(1969), Kcrj (1973) em YouJ13 COO r-tJrgal(1981), g mcxiel uf the

Nalajo v,erb hcE aRe:"gEC in which jt is possibl!E: in most cC£:)~ to

isola:e irdividual prefix positions within the v.erbal cexnpl,ex. Yet

2. It i~ probcbly marie perspicuous to 88i thct BEker pt'Ov1dES evidEfK.:E'
tha: the dEbet.e o~er whether all infLECtional (tn::l deriv ctionol)
morpholt.XJy is all 'done: j n the Lexicon' ought t<) be r,esolVle in f aJar of:
the p:>s,i ti on th a: i tis rot, a posi ti on which h es been held all al()~

by numerous morphologisto.
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roost Athcbcskalists still 9EnEl"ally beliteJe thct Zellig Ha-ri13 wcs at

lecst pCl"ti ally right when he carmented th ct. "In <Ddi tion to all the

r.Egula: or pa:ti ally r8]ulcr: alternctlons, there a:-e so malY ioolvidual

r,Epl ~enent5 th Et. a set of g.tner al cuLtS for der i vi ng phonanj c forn,s,

like those devisED for Tubctulcbal by SWcDffih m Vo8}elin m for

Mernninee by Blcx.rntJ.E:1d, seans impossible her,e." (Ha::ris, 1945;2463)

3. O. 2 Int~ruptaj Synthesi:;

'!he- Nwajo v·a=bal comple< is tra:litionally dividtd lnto b€tw€m 8 lfld

10 lX)~i tlun cl aJSei, Cti grown i n (3. 4) • E aJh (Xlsi t i eJn C 1 a3S r €pc €Sent s

order (o>f the position clesses rtprESents the (fairly) rigid uCfler in

which the elfi Xtti muat OCCUI:.

(3.4)ADV ITER.

1 2

DIST~ # DIR DEICTIC ADV
PL CBJ SUl3J) * 4 5 6

MODE SUBJ

7 8

CLASS S
'r

9 E
M

1 ADVERBIAL: Menner, di [ECtiun, em ()ther: cdv,erbi al ooti on~. Alt:H)

i ndi r.E:Ct obj.fCt pcoooun mc.ij ClJPE:cr i n thi 0 posi ti on.

2 ITERATIVE: An CtipectuEJ./a:Jv1erbial prefix Jneming "ov,er enj ov,€r"
or "ba:;k aJ ai n".

3 DISTRlliUTlVE PLURAL: Meek!;) plural em also distributive
'.eech one S€pEC a:ely'.

* DIS~T/C~~T BOUNDARY: Phonol(XJic al bouoo a:y.

4 D:IROCTCBJECT. Marks numb€!" en:) peroonof DirECt Cbjl€Ct.

3. OJobe.: from Kcri (1973.2).
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5 DEICTIC SUBJOCT: SUbj,oot i~ ma-k,Ed ha:e if irrlefinit.e ("sana.)ne;·")
or 4th pet'son ("peopl.e i n 9~Bler al" or

"thct. person out of vi (:W")

6 ADVERBIAL: Like potiition 1 pr1efixes, these ma:'k
mVlerbi all csp~tucJ.. rutions.

7 MODE: MEeks perfe:tiv;e, I1nptYf:ectiv1e, progr1e3siv,e, or optet1v,c:..

8 SUBJB;T: Mcrks person em number of sUbj!ECt.

9 CIASSIFIER: In thi spas! ticn cppeCl:'s one of four morphEmES m~ki ng
+/- trmsitive end +/- tetiv.e. While the peccoigm soens
prodoctive for malY v.t.rbs, it is often imfX)ssibLe to
pr,Erlict the Cl"gument structurle of the v.erb fran the
shcpe ,)f 'his morphanc.

Nalajo stems a:-e coniugct.ed f\,)r ~pECt.fc··)t [Kerl 1979) an Leer (1979)

maintain thct this st,en conjugetjon involv,<:s, dj~r()njcaly, ct. It:a3t,

the QuE fi x ctiOd of aip6Jtu al. morphenes to en cbdtr cct [(X)t.) F'()r

exanpl1t:, Young aU f.Lr.ga1 giu1t: tht: fiv.€ stan altt.rncrltti shuwn in (3 .. 5)

f()[ th~1)~tra:::t [,¥)t n,Ci:), which cppea:B in vaic)us verbti h8lirxJ to d()

(3.6) ::ihows a fc.JW e<aTlplC5 ()f v~l)s which C["le OB:'iva:l from the ((.)t

mes. 4

(3. 6) "to roll cround"
,

bin Rml CB "teJ r 0 11 i tin 1 t " ({ tlJ • a chj c ken 1 E:.g j n flour )

(
shlla' njismiJ3 "tl) alene&} )nt's flot"

4. 'I\)we,acanplb alc;; ta<l11 from Young ayj MJrgEn, 8()ln this
pa:ticulcc ca3e, I an followirJj their l)(cctice (Jf trens1atinJ ttle first
person imperfootiv!(. C6 Q ,cltetion) jnfinitiv,e. When I an n:)t citing
thei r tr eru:;l a:.i ons, I will tr a1::il tt e thffie fc)rmB CB 1st pE-t Bon
imperfECtivtWj €g., tile first a<anpl~ mea1f:J 'T an r(Jlling a-ouoo' ..
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yi smce "to 8wi ng j t a:ound ina c1 relle" (,eg. one's h ct. ;
a 1 (80)

(You03 m MJrg en 1980: 427)

'!he list of position C1C6~OO does rot by its~lf constitute a1

a:lequa:.e description of the NaJaj~) Vta:bal systan. In pa:ticula:, still

unecpr essoo 1s the f a::t th ct ther e ~le v a: iuus types of di scont! nuous

dEpend~ies anong the pr.efiXtES; Scpir call.Ed this ch~aJberistic

property of Athcba:;kcn linJucges "interrupuED synthesis."

simple prirciple3 of the Grarmer. For .e<anple, 'Il1.e deictic subjlECt in

posi tion 5 is in cunpl,anentccy distribution wi th the fX)si tion 8

SUbJECt. Pr.t£lD1\ cbly, thi sis due to Q glener al r €qui (t6nE:.11t th at a gi ven

IbwE.Vler, tht::r: e ale di sconti nU(JUS morphan€5 which a:.e marie di EEicult

which c:pp a: ently must be Ii sttrl tCX}cther in the Lexicon a3

discontinuous words,S

For exanple, thE:: v.E;{b 'Nhich mealS 'to talk' is Ca"lposEd of thE:: s~an

ti ' tOO the pos! tion 1 pc efi x 'L€- ~·.~e Jll()rphane-.s do O'Jt cpp~cr

i rrleperxlently in ()ther ~rds, thEY alwevs cocccur.

5. It maj b6 SUgg,ESt.Ed th a: thESE: di scont! nuous ~rds (rlt: i n ocme WfJj

simi 1 a: to ED,311 sh v.erb-pcrticl.e constructions. Howeller, i tis
enti (,ely uoo1ecr whether tIle cor r~ECt at alysi s of the NaJ aju CESffi will
ultimctJely show than to be simi 1 Er to Verb-pa:tic1e consLl~';tions or
not. pcrtic1es mcv vtry thclr positions, Nwajo pr·efixl E5 habe fixEd
positions; all pa:ticles a:-e hanophooous with prepositions, while scm(,
of thE: NaJ ajo prleri)tes eppecc only in one vrerb mj Il¥Jst ECI(~ nc)t
botlPphooous wi th /Sly otller c ct.6Jory.
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(3.7) J~hti'
(yatsh+l+ti ' )
1 8 9 s~an

" I an talking"

Some stans combine: with differ,E!1t pr,efiX4e3 to yileld \\Ords which

diffler substcnti ally in rfleming, such ES those in (3.8).

(3.8) a) hi •••ghal = a-riv.e wriggling

hinishghal "1 ECriv~ed wrig9lIng"

(hi +ni +shtl+gh al.)
6 7 8 9 tit,en

b) ni ••• gh al = fi oi sh l€ eti n9
(of meet)

ni ni shgh al "I f i oi shoo ecti r¥J it"

(ni +01 +sh+l+gh al)
6 7 8 9 st.en
(Young B1d MJrgm 1980.419)

Other stens canbine with difE.er\ent prefixes to yi,eld ~rds which alt.

difEf=['tent but whooe s6ncntic rel a:ionship is morE. tr alSpCC'E.flt.

(3.9) 0) nishdach 'I an sittirg down' yi lshd am 'I [tan ai n bEJ1i nd'

va:ious phonolCJ3iccJ rullES serV,E: to obscur,€ the morphent.-by-morphenl

en alysi s of ITa my comp1e< 'ttUrdti. In (3. 10 a)! tile 911 dey does oot

th et. i r4 (3. lOb), a met et.h B:)i s rul G h CB swi tchEil the ordlE.:c f)E th E:

morphen~ in fOsi tion~ 5 end 6.

(3. 10)
( ,

a. dl neeshd aat

di tni +yi +sh+d aed:
1 6 7 8 stan

'I wi 11 si t down'

b. df zhOOoo aat

ji +di +ni +yi +d Qal:
5 6 7 8 9 S~tIO

'He (4th p) wi 11 81 t down'
(Y()ung ald MJrg en 1980 ~ 658)
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3[1 person subj,ect i s null, C6 is one form of the (6""imper f,eeti vie

mod,E:. If 00 syll chic pr,efi K.ES a".€ idd€d to a gi v €f\ s~en, En lcpenthesi s

rule plus glide formet.ion serve to meke the \\Ord bisyllcbic, 'Ihis is

illustra:Ed in (3,,11), wher.e we find the 'P83' pr,efix showing up in thE:

fi rst cnj thi rd pE:rsons of tne v\erb yi shch Q 'cry', wher,e the v.urd w:>uld

other wi se be mooosyll chic. tbtice th ct the peg pr ef1 x does rot show up

in the sa:orrl pt;~son, which is alr.ecdy disyllc.bic.

(3. 11) a. yi shch d

P83+sh+ch a
l~gS+cry

b. yich a
pcg+O+stJen

3sgS+cry

c. ni ch a
ni +stJen

2sgS+cry

'I an crying'

'S/he i s c ryi og ,

'You a,€ cry! ng'

(Young end M..Jrg al 1980 .. 779)

3.0.3 'Dlr.ee Arguments f()( a1 Infixction Account ()f Ncuajo

Verb furm cti on

3. o. 3. 1 Lexie al Rel et.Edn~s

'!'h.E: first a:gumffit in fa/or of inflxa:ion in Nwajo is a saT\cntic

one, haling to do with Lexical r.clCCtErlnes~. Wi 11i an~(1981) defines

llexi c al r e1 e:t Ednc.:ss B5 follows:

(3.12) X c en be riel ~ej to y i f X ail 'i di ff.er only ina hea:1
position or in tab nonh~aa position.

(Wi Ilj anH 1981~ 261)

Hecrl uf a \\t)rd: we defi ne the heal of a morphologic all y
can31leK W)rd to bE: the ri ghth a1d manber ()E th at. 'ItOrd.

(ibid. ; 248)

- 207 -



tbnhecrl: the highESt Left br cn::h uf a WJrd
(i bid. : 261)

Clecrly thi 5 defi ni tion c moot c cptur e the lJecic al c\el ct.tedness f rots i n

Nar ajo llnless we gi vIe the defi ni tions of hero a-rl .oonh~a1 of a ~rd a

more rostrcEt inberpr~etation. If we 'PPli.a:l Willi ans definitions

di rl€Ctly to New aja, we ~uld meke the i ocorrlECt prlErli etlan th a: pairs

likte (3.13a a-rl b), which diffter only in sbern, Erte Lexically rlelcLErl

whi,l--, pairs like (3.14a a-rl b), which differ only in SUbjlECt morphane,

er,e rot r,el a:..€d, si rce the subjtECt nPrfl1ane i s nei ther the r ightmr)st

morpheme ror the morpheme on the highE-..5t l.eft br cnch of the \\Ord.

(3.13) a. distsOOs
(di +sh+l+tsooti)

'I stat ccrrying it(fla: fl,e.xibLe obj)'

b. dists'QC(d
(di+sh+l+to'qqd)

'I pull it talt'

(i bi d. : 333)

t'
(3.14) a. yCtihtl'

(y cStsh+l+ti ' )
'I an t al ki n9 '

b.
I (

y~!ti ' 'you cr,€. t al ki ng I

TtlE' intuition fGr Ncwaj() is tha: the \\Ords in en jnfl,cctje)na]

p a: a:iigm sooh a3 those i 11 (3.15) ale 1e(ic ally t:lel £:boo, whi 1 e thrJs.e

which differ in oon-infllootional morphanES a:le n<>t nEC,csscrily
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(3.15) so•••di ••• 1••• zi n

di , ••~••• 1i d

, pI 8:1' sodi~zin 'I prCf}'"

~i lzi n •you pr f.fJ I

80011z1n Is/he praj;3'

sozhdilzin 'b/he(4th p) pra/:J'

sOCiilzin 'we pr8j

sodc)} zl n ' you (2) PtO 8j

(i bid. : 689)

di~hrjd 'I burn it'

d(tid 'you burnit'

k~ ~ h ' feel •• a. •• t 1
....

yidiiid 'U/Il€ burns it'
(ibid.; 337)

k.5'Eh Q)ht ' ( 'I r!:til dt: I

k~Ett6t 'f '~IQU rwl d c· I

kefr. a:. '( '~/he r L..gi deG'

kech()j it' { 's/h('( 4thP) r,mi d Et3 t

k.Jlhwilt'( 'Wt;;(2) r~id.f.;'

keUn61lt' f 'you(2) r.t:i.lidt'

k.di:d ttlwi it' I 'we(pl) r ~3i d ( t

k did al(.Jht. ,[ 'yCJU ([)1) r,tsi d ( t,
k.aa.i ttl et: 'l 'they r LSi dL I

ke'~chtJjit'I' ttlCy (4th p) rLdidc'

1lle simplt:::it Waj to .expr E6S the l.exic al r.f:l tLe:ln€os hold! f¥J anong

manbt;l"s of per a3igms such Cti tilt: cboVIE: W'"Juld be tu claim thet ttle!lC:

,ee! ats al·.b~tr let r EpC!ttiEOt tt:ion ()( Q NaI ajo \\'.~d.\3 in which th£::

d1tiContjnu()u~ ~tan i~ listEd without jnfllootj()neJ" nlJ(l)henw end the
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inflla:tional m.Jrphanffi cr,t: tnserted into thE; discontinuous st-en. Und,a

~uch a1 alalysis, the infla::tional affixffi \\Quid be uutside of

dec i v ct.ion cJ. JOOrphanes i n the cbstr aJt r epr esent etion, If we do rot

dE;I'ivl~ thEbe WJrds thrOL\gh infixa:ion, then we mu~t claim tha: speckers

of Nal ajo storIe huge pa: cd1gITIS for fecch Lexie al .entry. 1hi d \\Quid

rlEq\.1ire us to bEd! eI·e thct thE: ltacical canIX>nent of the Gr anmcr ()f

Nal ajo is va:itly di fEer,mt fran tl'ae L6(10 al canpollmt (Jf Engli sh, Wile: e

it is r,ecEOnibl.e to suppose thct leeJcal itans ~'fl stor,oo in

uninflECtoJej forms aU thct the rules of inflaJtional llK)rphology cpply

product! v,Edy. Si l'C,E: tht £X>bi ti on crrl form of the i nfl'fCti on al

rrorpnenes in the N.wejo verb cc,e inva:i ent, the hypothesis tha: NaJsjc)

8pea<er~ simply stc)r.e hugl€- per cdjgmti ~ean~ tu bE- mi sst"9 a1 imfXJrt all

cnj clecc g.ener ali z ct.ion. If, on tne other: h cnj, we 01 aim th a: 1~ aI ajl)

vlt!'b8 CI:'.e dcriv,ai by me-a1S (.)E infixa:,ion, then the le<Jcal comr.x>nt::nts

()f Engli~h a-rl NaJajo \ttOuld diffler minirntJ.ly. Le<icEJ. rlcl.£tJerlntSs in

Nat ajo WJuld be c'l)tur,td bUJ aJse urn nfl,tCted \\Ords could be stor.Ed

irrl~Efi]a1t ()f the inflECti()ncJ. J1'lf;rptunffi, which C[,e inserboo

product! v~ely a:i i nf! X!tS.. Unclt:r tluch en hY[X.>thesi ti, 1,8(io al r £1 ct..Erlne3s

could be univ4f;[sally defined in berms of structur al properti ES, EJ(Jl¥J

the Ii nw sug~wt€d by Wi 11i ana.

It should b(; ootoo in a:ldition thct. the pr,uix,ffi in the discontinu()U8

v.erbs ifl (3.1;' a:e all of the type which Scpir em lbij,er (1967) calla:l

"then ctj c", they do oot h BllEI my meal! ng of th eJ r own COO do oot at t aJh

prooucti v,ely to v,e:rb sbans, r Ether tile d1sconti nuous cOInbi n tti ()ns sh()wn

in tlle lEX ant>l E6 St.:ElT\ to llc a3si go(£) a memi ng ca a 'fA)oll€.
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3. O. 3. 2 f.bje Choice cnj Dershi ft

'Itle 5OCOoo agummt in faJor of infixet.ion in Nwaju 1s a

morphos}'nt a::tic one h 8Ii rg to do wI th a t\ttO pC(X)€SBt"S which a: e koown

i n th~ NBJ ajo 1iter Et:ur,e a.; Per flee ti V,f; B1d i roper f EC t i vIe mcrlt:.l chcX)si 09

cnj da-shift. First I will introouce thESe pheronala, cnj tow I will

ohow how a per tip! CUOU8 (Ccount of then 1s only passi bitE' i n en

i of i x ct.j on mooel.

Wnt;ra Q Nw ajo v.E:!"b i a i nfleeted Ee)! th<:· pt:r f aJti V,t: (J[' imper fccti V,t·,

theITPrpl)ane which so ma:ks tile v,a:b 'Ppecrs in fX)sttion 7 in thb

thr,6(' tormti fur the pe.rte::tiVt;, which I wi 1.1 focus on, ceIL~, l.!, or

nit Mal}' of the edverbicJ. prefixes occur with only one~Jf thesc'

6l1<.Jl\orphs; th.U3€: tJrlE:fi~E:S a.l: call.erl "rncxi~ choosers". B~low a,~ ::i<.11\£..

te<anplffi of pr,efixes which c:J.WajS s€;l~t a pccticul Er moot: prefix,

SomE.. pr,efix,f±) which choose ai-perfectivE: Cl",e shown in (3.160), SC..ll\L

th ct. chOJ-tie yi -per flEeti ve a:-.e shown i n (3, 16b), arl sane th Ci: ch() )f~(

nl-tlerfa::tive a-~e tihown in (3.160). In leech ewe, thE: l.x>sJtion in

which the mcrlle ch()()ser cccurs is irrlic~Ed. ~)st, but J))t ~l, of

th.ese forms eriE. from KC[ i (1976; 220) • I h 81,~ un(ta: 1i ntd the rnoo,f-

6. Mali' descriptions of the VlerbEl pr(.:i~€5 cdd QlL>ther ?,)f-Jition
betweEfl IX>si tion 7 cnj the SUbjlB::t for the per f ECti vIe mtr kier -1 ,.. (()r
mor,€ specifictlly, the perfootiv4 € pr.efix is cnalyzErl CB a caTIfX)und
prefix). Reichccd(1951),Stcnley(1969), fiaLe(1972) m Keel (1976)
.follow thiti pr£ticE;:, But of. Rice(1985) foe aguments that ther·o l~

only one mcxle p.>si tion.
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chooser arl the mode ma;kI~, but hal\e rot provide:) a canpLebe morpllanic

br·eckdown for th€Se e< anpLe:s.

(3.16) a. si- pe:nootive
J:X)Q 1: n a " (£ound cbout" ni seltl 'I ~ c:r ri aj hi m c:round'

(nat-si tsh+lttl)

h a ' afba: , h eehi n1 1zhe€'

-- in pursuit of'?

po::; 6: di 'b63i n' deezb ae..'

ni 'termi n ct.! ve:' neesk '01

b • yi - pB: fj a::ti Vle !! (
p0s 1: n a 'down' neJ. 01 OE:'

'y()U went hunt i ng t

'he Wa1t to WE£.'

'hE:: bI! nked'

'you droppa:1 it'

'I dug it up'

J.X>~ 6: Yl (thtan ct.! c) ~i i its t
yiniltsf
yi yi i its f

'I SaN it'
'You S aN it'
,S/h e S aN it'

c. ni - pa:faECti v.e

(X>S 1: ch'( 'out chI {n(ib~F
hori zont ol.ly~

k,r- , c.pa:-t' \' I
k'linlch'iizh---

po~ 6, di 'olo~urJE.:' bidaHn{' f
hi ' ser i «.1 v.e' hi ni shgh al

'I dro~e it out,8

'I put it on it'

'I tC r i v,Ed wr i gg 1i ng ,

7. Ka:i cites this pr,efix a3 the ha which mecns 'upwcrd', but Ken 1"lal€:
informs me thct ha 'upwECds' onlyteKea Ii pecf,ECtiv€', arl thct. the
pr\efi x in the \\Oro 1i st Ed her.e is cctu alry h Q ' citer; i n pur sui t of.

8. K EC i oi tes thi s furm B3 3rd pet son 51 ~ul Er, but thi 8 i s prc)b tbl 'i a
typogr q,Jhic al luror.
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'Itle question to csk in al et.t.enpt to .expl ai n the seLECt! on ()f 6

l? a:ti cuI a:- per f,EOti v,e morphent is whether the thr.ee m<xi ~ v Cl" i a1ts ~ E..

syoonynDUS allanorphs or wht'ther leech h C5 sane aan entia p[()perti e3

which mc¥ be ael,ECtErl by pa-ticulEr prle:fixtES .. Although the sanaltic

di fftec.eroes allOD3 tne mode pr,efixes CI:',e oot obvious to the ron-ntt! v,e

specker, most reomt alalySe3 iooicctAe thct. the mooe ma:k:ers ffiC¥ b€~

sancntically clcasifi,€rl. Your¥] em fttJ[ga1(1980) sC¥ thct !!!- is

t.ermina:.ive, l.!- is canpl1eti\Ae m ~ is t:ltet:ive. KraJss(1969)

clc:ssifi~ 01 ts mta11ng 'to QPJint' (canpl~tivl€), yi C6 'fran ~

point' (iocEl:>tiv.l:) mel 81 a3 urJncrkEd.

(3.17) YOUr¥3 em fwbrg a'l (1980) :
ni t:.ermJ n eti V.€:

yi canpLeti v,e
si st c:ti v·e

Kr alSS (1969) :
ni 'to a [.Oi nt' I canpl.c.ti Vt~1

yi 'fran a PJi nt'; i rctpt i V,E.

51 urun a kEd

designctt: cl,E:a: s6nentic clCdS~J em sa; thct Q pr,eEix \\tlich chl.)oses a

which ma:kw with one of tllcse (s6naltic or morphosyntcctic) feaUle:3.

IbwE,V.er, ootioo th it:. we WJuld bt: fail i rg to c epturle the di r,aJti ()n (")f

sel,ECti on i f we s1 mply proposed th ct.. cDv,a:bi 61 lJ(t;fi x ffi werlE stC)(,aj j n

th.e l,ecicon wi th Bl i role ~jon of whether they wer,~ allowed to go on

vlerbs whi ch werlE insanE p a: ti cuI cr moole. Consi d,er for ,ex anpl.t" tllft

prefix chIC 'out', which chooses the ni-perfIECtive, CB in ch'(n:U,aaz
-- --_. c,,\

'he drov,e i tout' • It i 6 O)t the prlesefCIe ()f the prlE:fi x !!!.. which

determines tha: ch'f will be: pr,efix,Erl. r a:her, orp.e ch ' [ is prlefix,aj

to the stJen, we then koow th a:. the per ftooti Vte mme mer k,er must l)e IlL.-
"'Iha: i~, crlding thepr,efix ch'! to av,e:rbderiv,w Qv.&b thet. is ()[ th,(
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claas to which nl must be ctfilQa:l. nj goes on berminet.iv4C vlerL)H, end

ch'i crea:.es termincc1vl.e v,E:rbs. We will thus get tile corr.ECt r€Sults

if tht::=mo:lE;mcrker iscootiidd"ltO m infix which is aid·f:d tCJ aVterb

ctter the a:lv,erbial pr.efixes haltebom ctfiXlOO, C5 illuQtrctJoo in

(3. 18) •

(3.18)
t' r ,. II'

ch ' j n lb jll,2 'I drov,e 1tout'

infix ni
(Ka-i 1976.220)

( "ch' 1+i+b tt.~ ------------->
(ch' i+c1 cssi fi t:r+sten)

The pr,wElt:ding discussion indlctt.e:. thet. cTl infixetion ~count em

give tile right a::cuunt of the f~ts ctx>ut perf,ECtiv,emootechoict;.

'!herle is alOthE::r phenomenon in Ncwajo 'Nhich I belLev.e ceo only bE;

a e=ptur,aj urder a1 1of i x ct i un a=count. 'Itl! sis the pt~enaneoon krpwn a:;

db-shift, to which I now turn.

As discussEd cD<Jv\(', som~ prefixES in fOsitions 1 Elld 6 gC) (}nly with a

p a:ticul EC mcde morphane. '!1le ccc<Junt of per flECt! v.e moolE;t cht)ioe i d

further cunplica:..E:d by the feet thct 'Nht::n ttll:: distributiv,(: plur al

morp11 EmE. d a i ti a:ld Ed i n fX)s i t i on 3 tC) VIEt" bo whi ch chO<.)':j G Y!" or .!l!., th l:

merle "swi tches" to s1. (3. 19) shows sane vlerbs which i 001 ude pc c=f i XI(~tl

which rorm ally choose .01. or l!-, but which must t eke sf wha1 the plur cJ

morph Emf: i s aidtd.

I' "(3. 19) q ch' i!!.!-i dlooz ' Wf2 (2) Ite:.i i tout'

ch'{droildl06z 'we\3t) led it out'
( " (I<eri 1976; 223)

*ch' ld mi idlooz

b) h ai ich a 'we(2) cried out'
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ha:l~ichQ 'we(3+) crilw out'
(Kcri 1976.223)

*h cD ai ich c

/ ~

c) k' i i ni c h' i i zh , h €: S aNed i tepa: t '

'" k' [dei ofch' i i zh

I
k'ideizhch'iizh 'thej' SCWOO it cpcct'

(Ka:i 1976;223)

;',

d) ni oool:t> ace 'yC)U (2) pCI:' ke:J it'- .. ,
ooC6oo1baaz. 'you (3+) pakaEd it'c\,

*rrl a10Ul b 4~

'Il'1t= phcnanenon of d trshi ft cl.ea-Iy shows th ct. NaJ aj() vlubs ,~moot

sim,t)ly be deriv,a:] fran tne sban outwa-ds, using di (Critic (()r aancntic:

c()(XJur r.eroe [ie5tr ictions tC) ccme (Jut right. IE the pr,ef j x e3 h ai

1U<ical ,Entri es like thooe in (3.20) end werf: cttcctlOO tt) thE; v,E.1~1) in

sEqueroe fran the soan outwa.-d, the pr,efix £h' ( could nev,er be put on b

plurQI. ~rd, sinet:: tht: }?lurcJ. pr1cfix, which '30Eti on sl perft.etive:;,

w.>uld alr,ecny be etttcha:l a:. the time thct ch,f WoJuld be ct.tecne:1.
I'

(3.20) ch'i [
+ni

d6[
+s1

ha [
+yi

ch a19cD to one which 1s only canp Eti bl e wi th the 81 -per f~€Ctivet REO all

thet. ~JQ is a ma:ker oot only for plur tl number, but alS() for

di str i but! VIE: ('.eech anl: sE}? er a:..ely' ) • It i s pI cuai bllE;t to 8U[Jpose th at

this distributi~~ wpa::t crleEtee the aancnitic ,envirorJlla1t into which

th.e si-perflECtiV1e, which, , cccording to KraJsa(1969), gOES on tile

v.erbs which a"le nei thee gpECi fie ally 1ooEpti Vle ror spool fic ally
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canp1eti ve, mcy be i nfi )Qed.

'Iht:: cruci at pi.EQe of E.Vid~alct: thct. NaJ ojo verbs must b(~ formEd vi a

i nf i x ct.i on r ether th 81, S EJj , h aI i I'lJ the pr.ef i lGes canbi ne f rteel y , wi t h

( (
filters rUling out forms like *k'ldclnlch'iizh on s81lmtic grounds 1s

th e f cct th a: tht: p:>si ti on 6 a"rl fOsi ti on 1 mod~ chooser s whi ch h ailE 1').)

i rdtperrl6'lt mecni ll3 a1d must cpp cr.ently be p crt of a di scanti nuous

11 stir¥3 i n the Lexicon a:.e all lexC eptions to d a-shl ft. 9 Ex anples a:,e

shown i n (3. 21) end (3. 21) •

(3.21)PCSITION 6:( ~

a) bag di 01' Q 'I galle it UlJ to him'
h

' ,
tu- 1m 6 7 (8) otan

t "b OQ d cd i 01 1 t' ~

f

*b QQ d aieet' c;
(

'we 9 BJ'10 it up to hi m'
(Young aU M.:)rg B1 1980; 326)

11)
, r

'I 1 a; my hea:1 down'ni ni nl :3ht' t
1 6 7 8 s~an

nd ali nit t I i 'we 1 Qj out hems down'

*rrl eni ~i it' t. (i bi d. ; 647),

( , I herdEd than to a f.X.>i nt 'c) ni ni 01 i:k ~al

1 6 7 8 sttan

nd ali ni i lk aal 'we herded then to a fUi nt 1

(i bi d •• 647)
*00 ali 8i ilk aed

d) hinishghal 'I ccriv.ED wriggling'
6 7 8 st.an

d etli ni igh al 'we a:riv.Ed wriggling'
(i bi d. : 419 )

9. '!he soure,as cited giv!f:: only the graranctjcal forms.
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*d chi si i gh 61

(3. 22) 'l'H.rW\TIC FQSI'l'ION 1:

0) y aatti' 'He t al~ai'

, 1', •

YcD aattl' 'they talked' (yi)

, t

*y cD acstl '

Th.es€: d a:. Q show th ct. a 51 mplle san cnti c canpati bi Ii ty £count C l.nnot

be right, si me the pr,efiXtES which c£le t6Coeptions to d a-shi ft 8:,e just

those \tJhich must bE- listed in the Lecicon a; pat of a discontinuous

\\Ord. 'Ihus, we f i rrl Q mi ni mal di f f,er,eroe bet.weal 'lOrd 1i kte y aa! t i ~.'

wher~e the [X>si ti on 1 pr1efi x 'i..l::... does rot occur on other \\Ords, a1d

those like k'iinich'iizh, wher,e the pr,efix hcs al irrl£Perrlent mecning

end is found ()O other words. Da-shi ft does not occur wi th thE' pr€Ei)(

which must be idiosyoor ctic ol,ly Ii st1aj wi th i ts sban. '!he mecni ng of

the di sconti nuous \'Ord Cti a whole j s not a f ector in the 'nOrd's st atU::i

is en Ie<ception to d a-shi ft. 10

(3. 23) 6. ,Jll\-SHIFT~

k ' i i nfch ' i i zh 'he f:; &led i t c:p er t '
I

k'ideizhch'iizh 'they sewed it cpa~t'

I*k ' i d.ei ni ch ' i i zh

'I cut it in two'
'I choppED it off'

b. NO m-SHIFT:

10. It should be noto] thct. it is quite difficult to find e<anplle3 to
test the hYfOthesi s th ct than etic [X>si ti on 1 pr1ef i x,es a: e a rlEgul c£
clcss of excEptions to Da-shift. '1\118 is bECal6e the numl)€{ ()( thl'St,
pr.efi XlEf) which roth do I"XJt alr1ea:ly choose 51 - pes: flECti v.e em do mt
cppecr in conjuootion wi th a [X>si tion 6 pr,efl x a:~e limj bEd.
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" .,. ~
yaiaalti' 'they talked' (yi)

(11

*ya1 acsti '

Tne d ct a pr ESentErl so f Er Cmoot be ax;ounted for under a roadlel i n

which NaI cUo v.erbs «Ie bui It up by sequenti al Effi x etlan fran the st.Aan

outwa-d. '!hey r~EOeiv.e a quit~ simpLe iCcount if W~ mike tl)~ following

a3sumptions :

1. '!he bcsic Lexical,€fltries of a Nwajo v~erb rna} inclLrl·e thenctic

pr,efi Xles (1 • e. those wi th 00 i rxlqJerrlB1t mecni ng) •

2. Infl.€CtioncJ. morphel\c.B in N8Iajo ale inEix,ffi.

3. 1lle fleetur e which detJ(?Illli nee which mooe JlK)[pt':~enE:! wi 11 be i noer t8J

i nfluerDefi mod1e choicte only i f mode choiae i S Il'Jt Qlr~eajy

i ndic a:. Ed t In otl1er WJrda, the mu:llC' choice f,ea:.urlffi of a pr eEl x

ate crlda:1 only if tllepriefix is beiD] aidei to aVterb which i:..:l

urunccked for m<.X1echuicE' f,ectur,~,

(hi ,er crolli cal, not 1 i nea:-) (Jed €!' :

Thus, we hw,€: l,e<ical ,tntrLes like thE' following, which incluJtl.

di a::ri tics show! ng which fea:U[I€.G th~ end which affloot mOOte e.-h()iae:

(3. 24) [y (j, •• t i ' ]
(+yi]

~ aidB (+si]
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ale a:1dEd only i E the bcse 'ItOrd is unncrktEd, we get the cOrrtECt

der i v cti 005 :

(3. 25) a. d Q + [ya••• tl '] -----)
[+yi]

(3.26) a. k'f +[ •••ch'iizhl --------->
[+ni]

b. kIf +[d6+ [ •••ch'iizh]] ----->
l+si]

I' "y.:daal:ti'
[tyij

, ~

k ' i i oi ch ' i i zh
(+oi]

I,' fd,EJ zhch' i i zh
[+5i]

Thus, tht: d a-shi ft f CCt8 r rod Vlt a si mpllE' cccc)unt j f Nw CO() V,trbb B.".L

In th(:; ctx)V,~, «:CGunt of d a-shi ft, th( di str i but! ve- l)!ur al mo:=ph Emt ~_~

petter ns wi th thE: ajv,erbi al cn.i a3pectu a1 pc eEi x'€!:) r ether th en wi th t.he:

inf1e:tiuncJ. affix,E:3, in thct. it must be c:tt a:=l.Ed to thE! vlerbal st.EJTl

prior to the a:t cchmwt of the mooe rnorphant:. Tr ~et.i ng the

di str i buti v.e plur al mocphane Cti en cDv,erbi Q1. ,el,6Tlfflt r ether th Bl ell

ajr.e6n.ent meeker provides l10 wi th en .e<pl alct.ion for somc- ot)1E:rwi 8t~

puzzl i ~ f aJts h ali 03 to do wi th numller mcr ki Il3 i n coord i n c;Le a-rl

conmi t a: j V~E: construct! ons.

Consi der th.e p e:t. t.er ns of ajr.aanmt i n the foll owl ng s.mt.eooES 11 :

11. 'Ihwe Sa1tence3 a'ie t Eken frcxll ~ h cndout frcJffi Q 1ECtur,e by K.lial E:,

See eJ.so flal.e(1974)
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I
(3.27) a. Shi nacshni she

I lsg-YIOrk
'I an ~rking'

b. Shl d06 cshiike nj,eiilnish.
I an OOYS pl-lnsg-\\Ork

''!he boys arl I ~le 'nOrking'

~

c. Shi cshi i k.e bl t rrl acshni 5h f\

I boys wi th-than pl-lsg-work
'I an 'ttOC k11l3 wi th the boys'

~

d • Shi yi sh aat .
I lsg-walk;sg

'I an wal ki ng EJ.\:lng ,

I

e. Shi doo cshki i yl, t' csh
I a1d ooy lllti<;,-·walk:du

''!he toy en:] I EC,€ W0.1. ki D3 along'

I
t . Shi CEhkl i bi ~ yi sh' csh

I buy wi th-him lsg-walk :du
'I an walking clang with thetxJy'

numbtr of pctticipaats in til£: verballE.V1Eflt. thE: prooomineu CJJraana1t

fficrf(,er in the v,erb mqr be si~ulcr, dual or plural, the vlerl) st.en mcv

bE= ~i rY;3ul cr, dual or plur al, a'rl tilE: morphenf: do mC!{ ClJpecr in tilE:>

v.erb.

l'tlti c e th ct. i f all thr,E:t~ typbS of numba: mcr ki ng a:tE: consi d er,€d to bE;

aJr,eanmt mcr: ki ng, the Vte.cbs in the cani t cti Vte constr ucti ana (aenterces

c end f) cboVte cant at n conflicti ng number fect.ur.e3. In c, the SUbjlECt

J1¥)rpnane is 1st person si B]ul Er, ~et the plur cJ. rrorphtane d a cppea:s,
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rna:king the subjla:::t a3 plural.l2 In sentencE; f, the stan 1s dual, yet

the subj~aJt morphane is 1st person si ngul a- •

'!hi s conflict maj be r,esolv~ed by di sti ngui shi ng ba:weB1 true

gr anm etic al a]rtaenent crrl number: f ectur,es which h aJ\e to do wi th the

numb€:!' of pa:tic,ipmts i n the leJ,ent signi fi Ed by the VIa-b. For

lex anple, in sent,eooe f, wha:-le the sban is du al whi 1e the subj~oot

morph,ene is si nSJul a, we maj consi de: the du al ma ki ng i n the st all to

b~ a aanaltic mcrking, irrlicet.iB] the na:U[le of the walkir¥j .evlE.nt. A

singula: walkioc3 is a walking EV~Ent urrlertcken by one person alont,

whiLe c. duel wcSlkill3 is a wclking involvi~ Q pair uf walkers. In

&entenc~ f, thE; singulcc ::iUbjtfCt is paticipceing in a pair-wisE::

walkiDj. 'Ihuo, the ill-formErlness of a senberce li~e (3.285) is

sEmentic, per c:J.Lel to tile ill-form€doesti of the English s£fltencu3

(3. 28b-d) • In all of the senteoo€::i i n (3. 28), tne Vlerb simply h cppEnS

to b.e a prErlicae true only of ItV.ents inveJlving tW) pa-ticipentH.
,

(3. 28) a. *Shi yi sh' csh.
I ltig-w al k :du

b. *1 met.
c. *'l11.E metEOr cullidEd.
d. *John ki ssEd.

If we trl~ct. th~ di str i bLiti V~E: plur al morphEme d a ai a gr amn ct.i c cJ

cgrteanent mer kaa:, therl we h alte 00 letpl a1 ct.ion for the c:gr,eement

conflict mali fIesta:] by oentenoe(3. 27)0, wher,e do 10010 £te:s a plur al

subjtECt whiLe sh i rrlic etAes a s1 ll3u1 EX subj1ect.. On the other h crrl, i f

12. th e stan - ni sh i s not mB:' kEd for number.
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we do rot consider da to be a gr anmct.iccJ.. ClJr,eenent ffiakaer, then we Cal

sat th a:. the aldi l..i on of thE: morphane: d Q ch cng,e:3 the vterb from 011E:

involvir1\:] a single pa-ticipmt to one involving multipLe pa-ticipalts.

N:>tiaE th ct d Q mcy be a:ld,a:] to a st,en \\hi ch i s alrtea:1y ma: ~Erl es

plur al.; i n thi seese, d a crlds di str i buti v,e c$paJt.

(3. 29) fbogh en bich' j , nei i k ch
hog a1 tow crd-i t Ipl-w alk :pI

'We (3+) a\e walking b~k towcrd the hagen in a group.

b. lbogh a1 bich' I ' mernf i k ~fu
hagen towcca-it da-lpl-walk:pl

'We (3+) a:e walki~ beck towcrd the hCX]a1 cs a
(sc etter.Ed) group of irrlividuals.

lbogh at bich I ! ' mE!n[ id ~ili
hagen t()ward-it da-lpl-walk:sg

'We (3+) a:.e walki ng one ct. Q time b~k towcrd th~ hog en.
(Young a1d MJrg en 1980,160)

'D1E.Se d ct. a sugg'e3t th ct. d a should be tr eetJerl C6 en a:]v,erbi al or

repectual morphenE: r et11er then en cgr1ti6nent rnc)(phene. '!hus, we hw,o

irrlepeooent (although injirlECt) supfXJrt fc)r our c()ntention thct. da 10

olrteajy pr,c:serlt in the v.urd a: the poi nt a. which other i nfl.roti on al

wi th soens arl a:lv,erbi al rrorphtenes [ ether th en wi th i nfllECti on cJ.

3. o. 3. 3 Ni - cbsorption

The final agLU1\lEflt which I will presmt In faJor of a1 infixctic)n

cccount of NaJ E.jo v.erb al JOOrpholCXJY i s a phonolO]ic b1. crgum€flt:,

involving tht: rullE:- known in the litera:.ur,€: a3 ni-wsorption.
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Ka:i (1976) sta:es tne rule is in (3.30).

(3. 30) CV+nil
C·"~ ,))

/---> cv (Kcri 1976: 245)

'1b at tte tht: CU1_Eo i n ~rds, when.n..!. occurs between a (conjunct) open

syll tble ad the sta6n,13 n1 15 ..,eali zEd m a high tone on tlle vowel i n

tn('- open syllcbLt. tbtE= thet.. thE: ruLe cppli.E:S only when both the n~

aU tne .€flvi rorment oyllet>le a:.e conJuoot pr.efi)(,8:) 1 n1 cbsorptlon does

nut cpply to di~junct prefixes ..

teccq>tions to ni-/i"sorpti()n. I will show thEt. this feet Ca1 be

~countED (or urrler the Et3~umptlon th tt. pusi ti on 6 (cdv,abi al md

inflE:Ctional mJrphEmES.

fvbrpllan€5 l)f the form ~ mat show up a3 aly of the follow! r¥J:

(3. 31) post ticn 8:

£X)bition 7.

I,X)si ti on 6:

[)Osition 4;

I:Xlsi ti on 1:

2sg sUbjlECt

1mper f ecti V·(; m per f ECti v E; mlx."l(;'

mv,er b i cJ. In:1 t 1)an It. i c

7h.t: r ul.(; 91 v.tf\ by Ka; i pc Edi c ts th ft 'Nh enE:V.er: a m<>r lJh an L n!. ~/hi c h j ~1

one of the conjurct pr,efix,f;S ~pea-s wi th 00 atot!: pr~efj xes betwflt:n i t

13. ~rle spECifically, thE:: b'lCk,L~ in the fl.411( rlefert;1 tC) what KeeJ
calls th.e 'null,envirofTnent', thct is, the eben with its Cl83sifi,er.
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em the sttan, i t should be 'cbsorbEd' by 6 conjuoot pr.efi x to i ts

llfJ: t • Ibwev,E!: ,it tur ns out th et. fX)si t 1on 6 ni does not uootergo ni.

cbsorption, CB Qhown by the follow! B3 Ie< anpLes, wher,e aECooo person

SUbj'ECt posi tion 8 ni contr cats wi th posi tion 6 n1. 14

(3. 32)
a) ni shteeh '1 Ii e down'

ni+sh+taefh
6 8 stan

II
b) 01 stsees 'I lact! ngui sh it'

ni +sh+i'+ts €tee
6 8 9 sban

(
01 teen 'you lite down'
j In! beeh 's/he Ii es down

*jI teeh
(Young a-rl M:")rgcn 1980.662)

n(Itae'es I you teet! ngui sh 1t t

yiniitsees 's/he(3s) te<tingui,shes it'
jiniltsEiis 's/he(4s) ,6(tiBjuiohes it'

*y!itse€S *j11tsees
(YoUI'l3 ern MJrg c31 1980. 657)

I !..-fAc) 01S:3\.AJU
'1ni+sh+yo6d

6 8 st&an

'I dr i v,e it' ( ali m) n(y&x1 I you dri v.e 1t t

yiniyOOd 's/he(3s) driv,ffi it'
j 1n1XcSc5d I sh/.E« 43) dri VIE:S 1t I

*yfy~ *jiyood
(Young End M.Jrg a1 1980. 657)

NJte th ct 01 though th~e 46< anp1€6 soow only the aECorn per oon subj u; t

und,ergoi ng ni - cbsorptior" the other per a:ligm etia pr,efj XES urrlergu t,1i s

ruLe c$ well, C6 we see in (3.33), wher,e the ni-imperflaJtivle merle

(3. 33)
,,,

(ji +01 +gh a&l)

'S/h e (4th per son) a: r i Vt€'s'

(ibid. : 657)

, li.e down' i s a di scont! nuous one, oj ••• teen, whiuh i ooludes the pr,f~fj x

14. 'lh.t";t citEd sourcCt) giv.e the granma:iccJ. forms only.
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ni in IX>si'tion 6. FIhe 200 person SUbjlECt tJCcurs in IX>sition 8, so it is

in tne ,eJ'lvi ronnent for ni - cbsorpti on, cnj i nd~aEd, the 200 lJerson

subj.ect rrorphane is 'cbsorbErl' into the syllcbLe to its left. '!he 4th

person (de1cti c) subj,ect occurs in IX>si ti on 5, to the l.eft of the

tn.enet.ic ni. '!hus, in toe 4th person form, the ttkanet.ic !!!.- is in the

lenvironnent to be cbsorbEd. tbw~a-, cbsorptiondoes rot tEkeplcve.

(3 .. 34) ofteeh 'you li,e down'
n1 tni+teeh
6 B stJan

jf oi teeh 's/he Ites down
jitnitteeh
5 6 Stl6n

*jfte€h

AB fer cs ICCll tell, all an only position 6 ni morph61\€S Cl'le

te<ceptions to ni-cbsorptJ ~n. Urrler Q fr atl€\\Ork like Ka-i 's, in which

the cfftetErl morphanffi (.[',(; prefix,es cnj oot infjxtes in the sense uooer

di scussion, i tis nmess a::y to ma-k all IX>si tion 6 01, morptlemes a3

-exceptions to the rul.e of ni-ct>sorption, missing the gena: ali zEt10n

th ct all end only IX>si tJ on 6 ni_ ([',e ,ecotptl on ala

If we tr.ea: the i nflECtiun b1. morphene5 es i nf! XES, WE. C en pr()[X)se at

a::count jn W'lich 00 ~EXo€l)tionti nero to b€ stipulctEd. '!he alert rE:ida

will halte ootiow thct. the .!!!--cbsorption rul.e es it is stEtJEd by Keei

does rot givle much insight into ....net. is r,eally going on; we CCI€: ll€ft

\ttOrder i 03 why 6 n cs c.l plus high vowel \\Quid lem up a3 a high tone on

the pr,ECEterli ng dyll cbll~ i n the fi rst pllDe. Let us suppose to bEgi n

with thtt. the ruLe r,eally only affloots the nESol CC)nsonmt, setting up

en alternction between nmal COndOnalt end high tone. 1.his Clisumption

~uld follow v Er ious rtEOEflt cccounts of conjullJt vowels inN tv ajc), such

cs thct. of Wright(1983) end Specs(1984). '!hese cuthors point out thet.
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with only 316(oEptioOti15 the vowel in Q conjunct pr,efix is alwc;vs

[i ]. FurtherJOOr e, ther:le If:xi sts al i rdeperdently nama:) ruLe ()f

lepenthesis in N8Jajo. 'lher\efor.e, Wright ax] £\?ea3 proposa:l thct. all

Nalajo cunjurct vowels C[te t;penthetic, so tile urd~..rly1ng r.eprtesenta:ion

of a conjuoot pr,efi x does not 1ncllrl,e vowels. '!he prlefj x .!!!-, then,

w:>uld be urOerlyi 031y

(3. 35) n
I
c

We ma.t rYJW st at; t"A.) rultE5; oi - cbsorpt j on ad Ei:.enthesi s.

Ni - cbsorption only cpplte3 to morphanes which h aJ.e rot ~et ul'liergl)nc-

epenth~:iis.

(3.36) ni-cboorption: n /
I ---> CV

CV + C[

.q;>enthesi s:
,ff ---> i / C C

If we sUlJpuse tha: position 6 ni morphanCd a:6 Q ba:Jic pat uf tt)~

1exi c Ql. i tan whi i.E; i of lte::ti on a:~ a: f i X·€.S C["le i nfi )(.€ti, then lh (. cboV,l

15. Ken HaLe, p.e., informs me thet. these thr,6t: cele probcbly not
16Coeptions .el ther. rrhese «Ie the ho- (pos! ti on 4) a:,eal pr.ef ix, whi ch
is probcbly urxierlyinl~ hwi-, the opfctivj{;. o-([X)sition 7), which is
probcbly urd.erlyingly wi (olthough this is OJt cs clear) erd the
irrlefinit.e 'a-(position5), which is probcbly urderlyifl31y ~~.
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rules, cppli,Ed cyclic ally, yi,eld lee a:::tly the right u:sults. 16

(3. 37) ni + ni ( teeh ji + ni (teeh
6 8 5 6

n (t.eEtl UNDERLYING n ( teEtl

-~.-,-........- NI-ABSORPTION .... ~...-. ....... -..

ni [ te:eh EPENrHESIS nl (teeh

nl n (bedl AFFIX SUBJOCT j 01 [teeh
(

n1

(
n1 teE:h

NI-ABSORprION

EPENrH~IS

CXJrPUT

[taeh

j 1 ni [teeh

j i oj LeEl1

3. O. 3. 4 Summ a:y

f alor of i nEi x ct.ion inN aI ejo i s one in which the \',Ords ere bui It up i n

the following Waj; First, the stan plus thanetic pr,efix,ES Cl'.(.'

cuu[XJ::;aj, '!hen, the distributivle csprot (crrl probcbly other a3pECtS)

is lrldErl. Next, prodootiv4E: cDVlerbial pr.efi"es erie endEd, cnj finally,

infLECtional morpnanes cr,e aided. It is \\Orthwhi1e IX>inting out tha:

this modtl is quite pa-al1el to the original description of the Nalsj()

16. I an c$suming here thct the nOOC:t morphanE: is inserta:1 beforE' the::
SUbj'ECt. '!hi s mc¥ OJt be right, but ct thi s poi nt 1 do rot krow ()f eny
evidEn'Je aj cd nst such en EBsumption.
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v,erb giv,en by Scpir a'rl l-bijlB:' in 1967.

(3. 28) (than ct.i c + stan)

(distributiv.e (tnalletic + steen)]

a:lv.erbi al ( di str i buti v.e [then ct.! c + st,en] J BASE

P a:' cDi grn ct.i c ( cdvterbi cJ.. [ di str i but! Vle [than ct.! c + sbem] ] CONJUGf\TEI)
WORD

(ef. Scpir arl Hoijaer 1967)

I hale crguoo thct vcrious phooological, s.anentic en:) syntectic fccts

CI:.e bESt .e<prIESsoo i f the d,a: i v cti on of a \\Ord procaoos such th et the

morphosynt a::ti c str uctur.e h C6 the i nfl€Cti on a1 rrorpnanes on the auto! dE.-

of the\\Ord, \\'hiL€ thephooological structur,eha, these sane afEixlES ro

infixes within the W'Jrd. '!he question which row crises is thio: how d()

the infixes get inserted? Ffuet.. is, whet. is the na:UCE: of the

i nf i x ct.i on f r aIllt:?

3. O. 3. 5 Evider¥J € E(Jr Core ct en ct.i V~ Phoool03Y

In Q r,EC61t peper H~gus(1986) hcs pointErl out thet. toe majority (J[

the a'gL.l1lJtnt~ pr,€S€fltErl in the litera:uc,e in fa/or oE Ul Jnfixct.j()n

~count of NaJ sjo \\{lrd forma:.ion a-.e morphosynt c£tic [Ether th a1

leJideroe whioh cppea: to show thct the prlefiXtES must be ajded in the-

s.equence ROCYr then SUBJECT then CONJUGf\TION then MODE. In other \\Ords,

the ru1es of phooology seen to opec a:,e fran the aben outwa:d, in

sequence.

In tb1s sECtion, I wi 11 'e<anine one of Hccgus' lE:.VidEnJe, showing that
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i t does not i n f a::t provid~ in crgLl1\a1t i n f aJOr. of the affi x eti on

ord~ fran the sben outwcr:ds.

()ne of the phooologic al rul.es of NaJ cSjo j s en unrourxiJ ng rull€: known

cs the 'ho-to-ha' rulle. tt\le vowels~, ~ a"rl !ti..!l. in Nwajo alberna:.e

followi r¥J the vael a: !! (the othogr cphi c symbol for [x] ) • 'As shown i n

(3. 39), which is ci tErl by Hcrgus CB t ~en from Your¥] m M:>rg a1

(1980: 230), the form ish Q- in the pr,e-sban syll chI e, hw- beforLe a

vowel end 00- (=h~) b<:for.e consonB1t-initi al vterbal pr,efiXJffi.

(3. 39) Iho - ! - d~€h/
4 10 st.an

(cr.ec) CL

l~g sh
28g ni
35g
45g ji
Idu iid
2du h-

,,..
ho+shti+deeh
ho+ni +i+d~€h
ho+l:+dem
ho+ji+i+da'€h
ho+i id+l+dGm

f,
hoth+itdeeh

II
ha3hdadl
holda~
haldd€n
hojiideJ6h
hwi i Id,alh
h I Ah "o!dec. = h~ideeh

Hargus SU9gtE£t th ct a rul,e of di ptho03i z ati on plus unroundi ng aMIE'

rte3fXJnsi b1e for the al tern ctjons in the IDov,e p a en! gm.

DlprHONGIZATION(Ha-gus 1986) 0---> wi /v.fl cc V

UNROUNDOO(Ka:i 1976's "ho-to-hc."): 0 ---> 01 h_Co
(\Vherlt ( is thE. stan bourd cry)

Ha:'gus fXJil1tS out thct if we try to cpply the unrouooing ruLe to tlle

di scontj nuous stan an then i nfi x the subjtECt morphane, Wf= C moot

det" i v,e the right forms for aert a1 n C ales in which the sUbjlaJt bll~a1S

unrourx1i ng.
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UNROUNDING, THEN INFIX SUBJF.X::T:
SJbjlECt:;ji

,."ho + (~de€h]

unrourrli n] :
h a + [ideEh)

infix subj:
*h aj i Id,em

S9JbjIECt=i id

h() + (~daEh]

ha + (ldeEh]

*hei i Id efu (a-- >t€ , d dcopo out)

Wi th a deriv etlan fran the sban outwcrd, the right [lesult c en be

(3. 40) [ idaEn]
cad 5ubj:

[i id- [i:d8"Eh] J
cdd ho-:

[ho- [iid- [ldeeh]]]
unrouooi ng :

(id €len]

[ j i - [ IdlaEh] ]

[ho- [ji- [ldls€h) J )

di pthorY3i z ct.ion, vowel dte1etion, I-voie! B3, d-de1etion:

hwi i ld~€h

'Ib sUJl11\a:ize this crgum61t, Hcrgus is s~ling thet. the sUbjlECt prtefjx

'!his a-gumtent js inconclusive though. Notice thct. only thE: fUlly

syll chic subj,e:t pr,efi x.es bLee:l unrouooi 113. '!he conson cnt cJ. 1st person

singulcc do~ rot block the rul,e. In the pEl:'a:1igm giV,En, we hWI€ no

tEWideroe th a:. unrouoo! 03 i s a r u1e which mU:3t cpply eB S<Xln C6 ho- j s

crldErl. 'nlce is, it might be a fDst1.e<ical rulle which cpplies after the

\\Ord h C6 bam put tog~etha:, unrouoo! ng Q vowel which is in the

penultimct.e syllcb1e of the \\Ord. Sttans in Ncwajo EC~€: almost alwcvs

l1Poosyllc;bic, so sooh a view is plaJsible. Hccgus considers this

counberEr:gument, aX! rlejlECts it on the grounds thEt there erIE: af.t.~
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bi-syllcbic ~erb staans. Sl1te pr,ooicts thct if ho- is cffi~ed t(.) one of

these stiens along wi th a oon-syll chic SUbjtECt, he- wi 11 urdergo

unroundi ng. Sh e ci tes a ooun which 't?pecrs to be dar,erb al CB '€\Tid.€:I1CI€:

th ct. her prtwiction might be true.

(3.41) Sam" d~ syll chic stans
-ch'l~dl
-gha1!

~ (
-'idl
-zhol[

( f
-ts'lll

." f
-y&hl
-z[lf
-k' c?zi

fran YM 408 ff .. (tckten from Ha-gus
'to be few in number'
'to be nea:by, close'
'to be brittle, fraJiLe'
'to be soft, plicbl,e'
'to be aLea I tr alSp a:.ent'
'to be Ii tt1e'
'to be wa:m, tepid'
'to bE: cool ( en obj.rot)

1986 ~ 6)

( 3. 42) h c:k' az. 'coldness'

Ha:-gus th€Ory prl~icts thet: ho plus disyllcbic s~an will booomt:: ha +

stlan. '!he post1exic al a1 ays! s pc,Edicts th ct. ho + Jrooosyll c:ble stan

becomffi Ha+stan, but thct ho+disyllcbic stan rlenan::i ho+st.an. Ha:gus

roun lex anple is .61i de!'Cle or her ~count only i f the cia: i v et.i on ()f the

Vt\)rd is:

f , ( ,

hotk' eei ---> hek' eei ---> hck' a:

'!hat is, h~ ccguma1t is vCllid only if the he to ha rultE~ doES not

cpply in oouns. '!hi S EBsumption is SUSPECt, s1 roe we fi nd mcoy oouns

of the form hat-syll cb1e(st.en) (ald ho (hi tOile) +syll chile) but none

wh ct.SO€Vler of the form hotsyll cbLe (1. e., no di syll cbic !'Puns whc)se

fi rst syll cbLe j s ho-).

(3.43) hmhk' em 'yucca fruit, bmcna, fig, d~e'

hcatf~' 'six'
hcstiin 'men'
hok' 4~' 'hi gh poi nt, hi gh pI coe'

hoogh a1 ' hCXJ en, hane'
hoodw 'zone, bolu'Xlccy line'
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I an mcking this observa:.ion bcsa:3 on a secrch of the ~ dictioncry_

UnLess sane cruci cl forms <1,e mi ssi ng fran ther e, we must cooolude th a:

unroundi ng i 8 a 9aler al ru1~ th ct. cppli1es to unrouoo my vowel whi ch

sh crIes palultim cte syll cb1e wi th a VIe! a:.

o ---> Q I 'Ael cr --- syll cbLe##

'Ihe aECorrl phonological ccgument which Hccgus presalts hcs to do with

a distinction between peccdigmctic !!!. prlefi"es in }';X)sition 7 md n1

prJefix,es fran £X>si tion 6. She fX)ints out, I think correctly, thct. tn~

~UbjlECt ccnnot be inserted ctter the pa:cdigma:ic oj pc,efix. '!his mc.y

providt= .e/idE:roe th ct cJ.l i nfl,a:tion cJ. morphanes mUbt be j nserttrl at

OncE, but i t does not cr:gue cg ai n~t the iCcount whi ch I gallE ()r th (-

ruLE: of 01- eDsorptiun cbov~.

3. O. 4 rnf i x.es an eHA INS

I halt: aguEd in th~ precEding sECtion thct vcri,)us ph(Jnological,

s.analtic an syntectic f ccts in Nat cjo a:le beBt te<pressEd i E the

infl.€Ctional clitics Cl'.e infix,ES, In th£:: sense thct therlE must t:Xist a

r~eprIESentet.ion in which they a:'.e outside. of the discontinuous thane.

In the model which these crguments suggest, the phonologic 61 enj

Stan rot! C \\Ord form cti on rul,€B C a1 bE.' vi ewEd C6 'I.Or ki n9 j n uni ~on, for

,fMer.y rule which atgments the phooologic EJ.. form WJrd through

infixction, building a linea- string, therte is a rul.E: ....tlich a.Jgments

the tllan entia form of the ~rd through the ttt cchment of a morpnen<;,

bui Idi og a1 cbstr a::t structurle.
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'!he quffitiun now ccisE.S of how to get tht infix,lS in tile right

positions in the phonoloJiccJ. strif)J. rrtlct. is, whet. ale sorts of

ins,ertion ,mvironme.nt~ will yiield strings of morphents in t11e corrwt

linecr order? It is cruei al thct we constrain the };X)ssibl,e infixetion

fr ane3, otherwi ae the propos al th ct sanE: 1 cngu cgl€S h aI,e i nf!)(t€S whi le

other s do rot wi 11 bE: r,ernE:1:,aj v a::uou~.

Considu: th~ Athc:bcska1 Imgucgt: lecrner, hE:a:ing v,erbs end trying to

,extr eDt the rtEgul a:i ti w. 'nlcr,e a-.e thrloe I?Ussi bl,e throri es of how the

morph (Jl\e ord tr is I.e cc nEd ;

1. 'lli,e mJrpt16l\E. ord,tj[ is totally raldun, end thE: Imgua.3l~ 1.E.. trnc.r

simply manuri Z~J thE: £X,>si tiun cl esse;, lecrni ng sane sort ()[

order tanpla:..E. In this CeDe, thE subjlE.Ct clitia, for ecanplL,

\t,\)uld haJ.e a Lexical ,entry iooluding its syntectic, Stencntic ald

phoOJICl<3iccJ. rectures, aU cdiccritic iooicct.ing is rcletiv,t..

order i n tht= tanpl a:L.

2. rrhE: rnorphant. ordtr folluws (rLln sane genU" 61 morphusyntcctJc or

JlPrph()~ancntic priociplEti, which ale aJailcble t() the la¥]uaJ!c

l.ecrne:r Cb pcct of UniV1E..!~al granmu.- In this ccat, the llE:XiceJ

,Entry of Q pr.efix ~uld i oolude only its synt c£tic, s6neotic coe]

phonologic cl fea:.ur~.

3. 'I1le infix,cs haJ.c; phorlOlogical insertion franES, the:: the tesk oE

the Imguajae Lea:ner is to 1ea-n the corr,€Ct phonological

i ns.e.rti c,n .envi ronnent for .eaJh morphoot:f1 In thi s C CS(:, al BU, thE.'

llecic al lentr Y (Jf the pr,efi x WJuld i ~lud.e only synt aJti c,
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aancntic cOO phonological f,ea:.urES, with one of its phonological

flea:ur.es being its infixa:.ion frant:.

'!he first h~thesis is rot totally implalsib1€:, cOO is .essenti cJ.ly

th(; vi,ew thct. ha; tra:litionally been held cbout Athcbcskcn Jnorphology.

We koow th et. hum alS h aile a r.el ct.! v,ely 1 crg.e c cp a::i ty for manor j z ct.i on.

Manor i z a:i on of thi s systan, hOWevl€t, would [tequi [IE; Q subst aati ally

gr.ect..er aOC>unt of str aight manor i z etian th en Eny other cubsystan of th e

gr emma: of cny lcnguB3e so fa: ~tudL€d. Furthermore, giVIOl the:t thtr,t.t

ale met cthesi s rules which ~wi tch the urder of murpnent::b, i tis rot

cl,ea how the order 'nOuld be lea:- ntrl fran the aI ai 1 c.bl,E input, A1 S(),

C6 PJinbed out in SpeEt3(1984), ther.e is thf; prob1en of the stetU6 uf a

manc)rizErl tenpliLE: CB a linguistic d,t-viet:.

'Ih€: second hypothesis \\\Juld bE:: kJC6Ed on the gr()wing My ()f ,ENicit:r"p,c

th ct. th e ord cr ur meJrph 6ne:.e i s rot si mply r cOOcm, but ffil r rur s thE- (lrd E!

of grarma:icol processes irrlicctJ€d by these morphenL5. Gf;rdts(1981)

expr.€sses this g,Eneralize:t:ion C6 the Satellite Pri OJip} t·, cnj

Bcker(1985) pro[..xJs~s the similcr Mirro! Prirviplc;

(3.44) SATELLITE PRINCIPLE
••• cffi"es ate orderlej fran the r(X)t outwa:d (i •.e.
suffix·E.S CC.€: ordEI,Erl from Left torrghtai1-~reEi>t(£ from right l()
left) a::<::ordi ng to the ordu of the synt aJtic str ct c.a, CB followcl:

initi al to final strctQ17, md downstairs claJst:'S to upstairs
01 alBe3,

(3. 45) MIRRCR ffiIOCIPLE
r.tJrpholLJgical deriva:ions mUot directly rleflrot syntectic

17. Gerdts WaJ w:>rking within tnl. franC\t/Ork of Rwa:.iona'l. Granma-, in
which strctacorr re3pooo to 18/lfd of Ci~rivction.
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deriva:.ion~( end viae viers a) • Bck.e:r (1985a;375)

Both Gerdts an Beke! Qt cte ,ecpli of tly th ct. th €Sf: pr i ooi plIes a",f-'

i nterrlErl to cpply to dec i v Gti on al morphol<XJY, an th at i tis r¥.)t ct. all

cl,ea:- how tl1ey mi ght be 16(t eoj.aj to i nfLecti on al JrorpholO:lY. '1tl e sorts

of rlEgul cr i ti4es th ct. they observ.ed i n der i v ct.! on al Ef fix order B:,e rot

ot)viou~ly found in inflla:tional cffix ord~, cs we Cal see by exanining

the affix orders from seJ,eral other Athcba3ka'l laJ]uClJ€S:

(3.46) Ahtna(Kcri 1979)
Adv,erbi al
Iter Eti v,e
Incorpor ctJed st.-an
Distributiv,e
Di r a::t (1)jlECt
1 pl. SUbj.ECt
Thenctic
IOO efi ni te Obj,oct
3 pl SUbj.€C t
Ar,ea
5t;ri ctive
Con eti V,E;

Inc.€pti VIE

Gerner 1
Gender 2
CXJnpl1eti ve
'l'r ensi ti on al
s-pt:.rfective NEgct.iv,~

~E.

Per f.tCti v E.

Subj.ect
Cl $8i fi cr (voic.e an tr cnsJ ti vi ty)
STEM (=roottsuffix)

Slafe(Rice 1985)
1001 [,oot (1)j,fCt
FbstIXJsition
Adv.trbi al
Di str i but! VIe

CUstom cry
IncorfOr a:,oo stan
Number
oi r~EOt (1)jlaJt
Deictic Subj,a.;t
'!han ct.i c
AspaJt

- 235 -



Conjug a:ion Mcrk&
Mod.e
SUbj'ECt
Cl c$si filL[ (voice a1d tr a1~i ti vi ty
STEM

Sek cni (H crgus (1985)
i?o~tposition

Advlerbi al
locorpor cLW N or V
Distributive
Rev~erscti VIC:.

Irneptive
Di elECt Cbj'ECt
Subj.ect
Der i v cti on al
Conjug a:.ion
Mode
Subj\ECt
Cl cssi filer (VOiCE em tr alsi ti ty)
STEM

Chirlcchua ApaJoe (Hoij,er 1946)
Clitia
l\dv.erbi al
Indi r.ect Cbj.ect
l\dv.erbi al
Itle[ cti V·E

Di str i buti v.e
Di [.ECt Cbj'ECt
Deictic
Adv,ubi al
'Dms.ejtblE:
SUbj\ECt
Cl essi fi.et
STEM

Chip€W'ja"l (Li 1946)
Post!?Osition
Adv,E{"bi al
Iter eti Vle
looorpor eted l'Oun
3P SUbjlaJt
Oi [,ect Cbj'ECt
~1lJd al
Aspect
Subj,~t

Cl CBsi f i.er
STEM
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fbweJ-er, just bEVaJse the ctfix orders va:y saneNhct COO it is

difficult to discov.t,£ thE:: r'El)ula-ities does nut meal thet the ordu j3

r man. In f a=t, ther,e Cl',e v cc i (JUS i 00 i c Et. ions th et the ()cdu j s nJt

rman. For intitace, it hiB bQn ooaervfrl sinc·e the, first studj,es of

thes.e roorphologic cJ. systems th ct. the pr.efi xtS which et:,e lex; ct..Ed closer

to the scen soan i n SCJ1\e 1ntu1 t i v,c t:iE:nse to bL ly:)t ion c.all y c loser CD

well; tile clo~er to the sban a pr,efi xis the Jrorte li kaE:1y i t j ~ tel bt:

obli 9 l:tc)ry.

Furthr ..'mur,<;;, Speca(1984) obscrvw thct.. in NaJaj(), c:t. !(;est, there. iti

,es~€Oti 6l1y one ~si tion on .ei£h side uf the di tijurot/cunjurlJt l:>uurd a y

whee,e 1edc ally li ~taj pr.t:fi x,e:; occur, 18 cni th a:. the ord~r of the

profk)(1\jnal 4)t"+EitmCflt rna-k.ers in the prefix canpl.e< ia in just thE:

mi [cor i mc1J~ of orda: th ct WE: \'A)uld .ecpECt to f j, oj than i n i f they

the pr,ef i)( ord€.r i s pc()b ch1 y rvt r cnjan.

In Specs(1984), it wca P(up.:>tltrl thct. all infixt..b hw.(\ ~ phonc)l<Jqicbl

jnsatiJn fr ane, crd 1nfixet. i on tck<.:a 1>1 cce in order,oo LtVl~lQ, sE:rvincJ

thi as t>ro1,X)s al neEDS .tKtmsi v.e •,e',: .:1i ()n i f SCJ1\ethi ng 11 k.e i tis t()

\«lrk. In pCl'ticuJ a:, a thorough a101ysl a of Neu ajo syll chIle structur £:'

might giv.e ln~:~ht Int.o a corr,~t 8~t of phooolcx;ical insertion

18. 'Il118 9etllcaliziJ:Jon ~uld IJPrf· a::c~lretely be' otet.cd in terms (Jf

lDv,erbiCal m a1pu::tu al Lex! c ally ~ i sew pr.ef i )tOO, s1 roe tiler e ere
\\Ords \tA11ch sean tl) haJ,€: l'f3<iccJ.1 4 "l.iSt.<rl dirloot obj,oots cod l)t:rhC!.)::i
others.
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fr aRES.

'Ihus, the i ~SUE: of th€~ cor [.ECt i nsee ti on fr an€.::) Eor Ath cb csk en

infixes r,anains open. Whet is clea:, ho~eJ.er, is thet. ther.e mUQt 16(ist

some r,tprlESentction for NaJajo v.ert,.s in which thE: infl,ECtional

IOOrphanes Cl"~e outside of the sban m ldv.erb1 al Jrorpnanes. 5anthow, we

must be cbl,e to [.el et..e thi s cbstr a::t structur.€! to the str i og oE

pr,efi x.es plus stem.

ABS'IRA.CT STROCTURE(3. 47) STRING CF MmPHEMES

1nfl.€Ctional
distributivL

a:lv.<£bi a1 ,
Pi, P2, P3, P4••• ~tan tnanct.ic dtem

Oi cgraning thE: probl~en in this WBj bringo out tht: otriking peL allt:l

between the problan th a: we fi 00 j n l~ aI 'DO mJrphology em the pc()bl.un

of cnnfiguret.ionality in synta<. Halt's dual r,tpr€Sentction hyp<.>tJltSlS

is pr.ECi ~ely the hypothesi s th tt. et. the synt ccti c l~£v,el, cbstr aJt

strootur,(; is to be d1 st! ngui ~hE..d from th~ (po~~ibly structurlEd) str i ng

of phoJ'¥)loy i c al ~rdti.

3. O. 5 Argummt Ibsi ti ans

In thi S sEJJtion, I \«}uld Ii ke to propose a solution to the cpptl',tfltly

pll'aioxical stttus uf the NaJa) prefix·Efj, On the one hm, they SG61l

to be hiler «chic ally structur,Ed outsidE: of tht:- Vlerb them£;: Et SCJml' l,(;:v,tl

of r,epr.esalt t.tion, whi Le on tile otller h m, tile leJid€:fl::1f.t i rrl!c e;tbs th at
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they a:.e rot synt cctic a:gumalt~.

I claim thct mopting this week v.Ersion of th.e Lu<icalist HypothtsJs

allows us to a::count for the NaI ajo C (;be by ,6(~errling the defi 01 tion of

Q wt:ll-formEd CHAIN, such thct. the heai of a CHAIN ffiC!{ ~cupy a

thet a-posi tion whi 1e the tail of the CHAIN occupi.es a oon-thet a

pasi t ion, CB long Ed the t at 1 of the CHAIN i s a sub-p a- t of a \\{)rd end

hero€: rot SUbjl~t to the ProjlECti on Pr i ooi ple.

Bckt:r(1986) con~id(;[s the probLans [X)std for the Strict Lexicalist

Hypoth&sis by certain ~rphological processes which cppecc to aEf.tet

synt ccti c r,ep(.e:.;ent at! ons.. He CI)pl Les t() morphology the Bugg,esti on of

GrimshaN(1985) thct Q 'cCJn[X)na1t' should be tEken to be a set of rul0~~1

or rl€pr1ffientetions d,efinro over aacrtain vcxcbulccy end g()vcrnro by

prirciplc=s of a certain type r a:her thal a set of ruLed or upE:!" et:iuns

which cct Cti ablc)Ck in theordcnizct.ionof th6granmcc. T3y viL-'WJng

themorphologiccJ. 'canp.Jnent' in thewBj thet Grimoh&lsuggf=f:its, it is

}.JOssi bIt: t(J gi V·E;. a noJul cc £count of those murpholo;]ic 61 rul €s whJ ch

f:aeen to cpply 'in thesyntac', without cbcrrloning a form lJf tho

LexiccJ.j~t Hy[X)thcsio. SpecificQlly, we mcv cd(Jpt ~ strict form of

mooulerity wher.EDy theprirPiples francanp.Jnoot Xma; n.>t r\~ter tl)

properti,et) fran cunPJnent 'i. fur ,EKanplle, priooip1es li~e those in

(3.48) ~uld be im[X)ssible:.

(3.48) a.f X mutit c-canmcnd Jts trene if X is a suffix.

b. ~ (X+Y) i 6 a valid canpourrl structur.e only 1f
X cas! gns a thet Q roLe to e( lCtly one NP.

(B~er 1986: 18)
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lJl)tit of B~er's c cae studi,€S h ailE: to do wi th do: i v cti on al morphology I

but he mekes ae.ller al poi nts cbout the i mpl i c at! ons of hi s ~r k for

i nfl,ECti un al rrorph()logy. Fi r ~t, the i ncorfXJr et.i on ph\a'lCJl\a1 a whi ch he

studi.Ed l6Cbensiv.ely in Bcker(1985) suggest thct "ccnoonical

inflif:Ctional ITK>rphology is a:lda:1 to \\Ords in or cft.er the syntCJ(,

rether thm befor,c."(1986:18) 'lhus, his da:a supl,X>rt the view of, .€g.

AnclerQOn(1982) thct. infl'E.Ction it) ae.pa:a:.e fran da:iva:ion, contra thE:

vi ews of Li,eber (1980), Br4esJl en (1982) aX) Wi IIi ans aX) di SChullo (1985)

thet lecical itans a"le inserted into the synta< with all infl,ECtional

IOOrphenes ct t a::hErl.

I wi 11 alopt thE: I,X>si tion thct thC' phorologjc al cOO morphologic a1

propE£ti,(~~ of CI\Y Lexie cJ. i tan ire 5€pa: eLe fran its synt OC.lC (eni

sE:Jnmtic) properti,es, 'Iht: syntc:ctic propa"ties of. my mor.l)nant:: or

Lexie cJ. i bt:Jl\ i oclude tJoth i ts tiynt aJtic (0 ese, thet a, .etc) f~t::a.Ur:les aid

its ceLt-gory. In ::itcndad cncJyse:J, Q morphene:: (ur If.Xjcal 1tan) with

ftea:.u[,C'S uf p~~.Jn, number, cCSt:, ,etc. mBj be .e.i thE:!' en NP ([J(unJun)

or en i nfl ectlan al mOrpllUT\t;. '1ll ct is, the f.€.'a:.u[,€::) of a murl)henE: tr e

irde:perrlent of its c~egury lcbEd.. An inflECtioncJ. murphanema; 4?1:.H:.'Caf

ei tner ett aJhEd to some other c ctEgory or ina held INFL.

With this in mirrl, we mcy pr0l,X>se a solution to the cpP£l'Ia1tly

p a:- cdoxic al 51 tu ct.i on in New aju, \Vher\fby oV'ert NPs beh aJ.e B3 though

they wer,e i n ergument (r ether th en ajj uro t) post t ions em pronan i n cJ

a:gumento «.e sub-pC['t~ of a \\Oed, j\et NPs mC¥ bL fr,eely ani tterl em

the pr.efiXles which ma:k SUbjECt m objl~t ajr,uanent cr.E; outside of the

v.erb thane; in some rEpr,c;sentetion.
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To begin with, l,et us sey thct the r.eprlesmtction in which the

cgrteement pr,efi X~ a;',e outsi de the \\Ord i s th~ morphologic al

[.epr e5a1t ction. Although thi s r f:.Prt~ia1t etian ma.t h aI,e intern al.

structur €, it dOe:i not exprt€6::i synt cctic properti es such a3 a:-gumtflt,

thet a ro1 e, letC. lbwev,er, rothi ng incur r4ent theor':l forbi ds the

principll€f:i of one canponent (in the Bck,()r/GrimshaN sense) fran being

st a:.Ed in sooh a Waj ES to i nterpr.et r.t:.prte5mt ctlons in crvtl)\7;r

CUllIX>nUlt. To tcke Q simplle la<anp1e, the sallmtic principl,€S which

i nterpr.et the scope of qu cot! fl.er s do so on the b eei s of the ;;)tructur al

configurction in which tll€y find thlJsequcntifiers.

N.:>w consider the well-forma:.inE::Ss co001 tions which Chansky (1.9866)

(3.49) CHAIN CONDITION:
IE C = ('1' ... ' an) is a ma<im eJ., CIIAIN, then 9,
OCCUlJi e;; i ts un! qu e thet a-potii ti on cn:1 ~ i ts un! qUE:

CC6E:-mc.rklEd J.X>sition. Chansky(1986b:137)

its syntiCtic propt:[tit~, then we prtErlict theA: a sub-pa:t uf a w:)rd

wi 11 be' fr~eE: tu form a CHAIN wi th my other lEX! cali tun, d3 long f13 nu

'!he cordition on CHAINs disallows my CHAIN in 'nhich thE. heal is in 6

thet Q posi tion a3 well C6 my CHAIN in which tat 1 i sin Q C ea~ mcr ~C;(']

position. As 0100\sky(1985 a) discusse3 et. some length, the CfiAIN

Corrll tion follow::i fran tll~ i nta: aJtion of i rrleperrlmt pc i 001 pl(,:s of th~

Granmcc, in pa:ticula: from the 'lh,eta Criterion cn:1 thEJ Visibility

Corn! tion.

- 241 -



Si rce the CHAIN Cordi tion follows fran i rrleperdent pr i rei plea of thll

Gr amn cr, i f ther.E:: wer~e sane. ci rcumst en: e under whi ch a CHAIN could b6

fOlmoo which obei,aj all other priociples arl in which the h~ai wcs in Q

thet Q ?Jsi ti on whi 1e tht:. tail Web ina C ESe fOsi ti on, nothl ng ~uld

rule this CHAIN out.

I suggltSt th ct thi sis pr&ECi sely the sort of CHAIN which is formEd

whm en cgr.aanent sort of cnteoaieroe [Iel ct:j on holds between en

a:gument fX)sition end a sub-pert of a \\Ord. 'lhu~, in a Nwajo sent.ence

11 ~e (3. 50), which h ES the structur e shown i n 3. 50b), a CHAIN i s f()rma~

between the proromincJ. GgrtlE:Jl\Ent maker, which is morpholCX]ically

within the vlerb.-------
(3. 50) 0.

1"
At '~aEd cohki i yi zts' QS
girl buy yj~-kissed

obj-subj-st.tm

b. S (=V")
/ \

NP V'
at ,.a8] / \

NP V
cohkii yizts'~s =

'SYNTAX'

[ J! [yi [ts' as )) J

I MCRPl-lOlOOY I

(3.51) CHAINS,

'Ihus, by considering morphological propertil£:f3 to bt~ ind.ependent of:

synt a;tic propertilffi, which Lecns to the vi f!W th a: the morpholCX]ic 01

properti1es of a1 cffix do rot nECI£ssa:ily [Iroda:' it inlCCESsibte to all

synt ~tic process~, we c en aa<pl ai n the t~ aJ c.jo f ccts which uooer ut11er

- 242 -



a3sumptions seanErl p cr moxie ale

It should be ooted th et. al though I an CEsumi ng th it the Verb is the

heed of Sin Nal ajo, thet is, thct therle is 00 INFL canst! tuent, I

beli'€Vle thet the iboV_E: cnalysi S \\QuId hold, rout! smut endi, if j t shou.. '

turn out th it the NaJ ajo SSlteroe is a proj1aJtion of INFL. If these

cgrleanmt clitics CI:,e cctually in INFL, they a::.e sti 11 Q sub-pert l)f. en

X-zero cct.6jory, nanely INFL, em this imfX,>rtcnt descriptivle feEt must

bEl ,~pl at nEd.

In tht. following, axj final, chcpter, I turn t<.) a1 ,ocaT\ina:.jon of

certain tiyntc£tic fa;ts which hal,e 100 t() thec<Joo!usion tha: Nevaj{)

ov,ert runinals ale in aijoinw £X>sitions~ I will claim thet. thEBe

f ccts do rut obvi ct.e the .61ideroe pr,esented in Chcpter 2 thct. ov,ert

nomi n Qls du rot beh aJ4€ synt ccti c ally Ii ke aijuncts. Further, therl£ crlt

sane curious rlE.gul cri tLes in the r;e1eJ cnt f ccts which erie left

unexplaincrl uoocr thE: l'll.Jl\ino1.s-co crljuocts hypothesis. Whet. I will

:dhow is th cJ.: the constructions in questiun erIE: j ntecprletaJ ES

'Across-tht?-oo a=d' contitructi cns.
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An krOt)s the Boa:d kcount of Nat~u ReI et:i ve Cl i11SUi

4 1 :ntruduction

Tn t... Nw bJU 1 a1gu r.c; l. comLti by i tti st et Uti Ct3 a "nonc()nt i gur et i ()n cJ "

1 cngu cg e ciCJnt=Wh ct i o.:1i r e.ct ly. It had nev er been arguEd t 11 et NaJ o.J( I

1 tckti a VP cootiti tuent end the WJrd urder of NCN e:ju i ti qui t f· l j gi d

NJe is the rlch sY::itan of vortJal afEi XE.S di scussoo j n the previ()u~-~

ch q.>t <.:( th €: pr i mary feet VJhi ch h Cfj mot i v a Ed Q nuncc)nf i 9 ur r.c i (;n al

tCcount oE NaJ ajo, Ra:her New Q~o h ct;; be~n cl aJsi fi cd a3 Q

nUI1C()nfjguret.ional lcngUaje by lialt.(1981 1983 1986) Jllf::nek(1984)

WilliE;-(1985) and Sandoval end Jelenek(1985) l)€CaJse(Jf sOIllecuril,JU.5

fcctti cbuuc. the interpreta:ion uf pronomInal t:.lunc:nt:3

:~n pgrLlcular, Halt: hes enphesizoo certain contitructions in NcwcUo in

WhlCh viola:ionti uf Binding Principles ~Juld result if the tientc:ncc j:3

cas! gntrl a r epr esent ct.! on wi th enpty pronani nals. S1 net· the ProJ €;Cti on

Par ant-ter propusECI by I-Ial.c(1983) (co w811 ai the W*/X bee tYLJOlogy ()f

Hale(1981) end the Projectic)n Paanett.:r as r~isoo by JE:!lenek(1984))

allows a sentence to be resigned a (PS) representa:ion which contains

noenpty pronominal::), the birding violc.tions which mIght be found in
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the Nalajo ccse~ discppt:ar if NwaJu is c!a:isifioo (tj a

nuocunfiguretional la1guaJc WE mC!{ siml?ly ~tct.(;.· the rel€'Valt binding

condi ti on over PS, et. whi ch no null pr(.lntllli nals cppear

'ltle bPlCi (ie (~dnl)1 ( <.'1 l ttj l)y fiale is the follow! ng

(4.1) Ad.{~ i$' cshkii ct I e~ yi yii Us ~(n)· fr yi doots I 'ttl
yest erd at roy gi r 1 ~ aN REL wi 11 ki 55

'He/she will kiss the girl thtt. the roy SaN ycsterdaj (lialc(198150)

Lett" in this chij;.JtE:[ I will discuss Nwaju rela:iv~ claJtiE'S in mort.

detail f it. this point, I will just explain the particular: prc)blan thct

Hal~ wee illu~tra:ing with this oentE:OCf' For thiJ b~ntenct~ 'iklich

cunt ai ns Q typi c al I~aJ gJ{J 'i nLt~rnally ·heeded [el ct.! Vf:1 cl dlse(sec

Secti()n (4.2.1) for dE.tail~) th~·rL (xists agranma:ical reeding in

which the ~UbJECt is en anpty pronaninal which is contitruoo t.J:;

CUrefL((.nt with en rWwhich is internal to tht rela:.1vc·c]wse rn)i~

r eaii ng end i ts structur e EC e gi vt:n i n (4 2)

(42) 11et will kiss thE:- girl tha: tht: l:x)yt S~V yesterda.y
1 1

s

~
~VP

/

Atl 't~ 9.~' a3hki i 1 ct. e yi yi i Its ~(n) · It

.. v
yi dcx)t s ' C(s

This [E;rolng is Q viola:.ion uf Condition C of thE: binding thE.()ry

whi ch st a:..es th et. R· expr ~ssi ans mUot be f r e~. '!he EIll}?t y pronLXlli n al

c cummQl(]s a1d 18 coreferent with thE: R exfJressiun .~y thus £X~y ib
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bourrl in violct.ion uf Principle C Althou<)h th<: sentenct:· structure is

dr awn wi th a VP node, i t should be poi nt,ed out th ct. th~ subj ect WJuld

c commend tll~ R expressiun in this Cebe even if the sententi al

structur.E: wer,e fl a: :

(4 3) HLi will kiss the girl thtt tht= 'x>Yi baN yesterdctt

NP
pro.

1

~

Ad a&i a'c;i whki ita: ) eid yi yi i lts a( n) ~ et-
c., c.. 1 "" Co ...

v
yidouts'ua

l

It is ca:ieti likt.. this une which lE:rl liate to cltbsify NaJajc") w on(: ()(

the 1 cogUaje~ which hCti a dual r.€!t?r.l::sent a:ion, end thus whuse PS

cont ai nEd r.o anpt y pronc.mi n al s Und t.r Ii cJ. f:l S t h EfJ( Y WE ITl ctt r £pr eS ent:

the senterce in queston cs in (4.4). If we ffisume thct: Bi OOi ng

Condition C is dcEinLd over PS f thm 00 violct.ion rL;:.lult:3 in this

senteoce. BECaJse the PS repre3entct.ion d()0S not contain a)1' anpty

el.enents no E!~ ib }?resent to bind thE: R expres~ion therefore th6

R-expr essi un ~h~~ ~_ i s fr ee it PS

(4. 4) PS

r'E.~umpti on
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Urner Hale's thwry, the solutiun to this problan in NaJajo WCt3 a

con~tquenc€.· of the m\..del th et. he dEVi sed tu deal wi th qui t E: di f f €r ent

problans for Warlbiri md other lcngut33e:i. 'lllus, it seanoo tC) provid..:

SU1Jt>Ur t for th E;; du at r epc es ent et. i on hypoth esis.

In the r anai nder of thi s ch cpter, I wi 11 consl dEr the NaJ ajo c cse i n

mu! € det ai 1 'Ih e probl an \Vh! ch Hale oi ted i S onl y onE ()f En

inter est i ng set of problans i nvolvi n9 riel a: i V'e c 1 a.tS~S inN aJ ajo. I

will ecgue thct if Wt: e(anint: thE:- fX)ssible interpretet.ion~ of these

relet.iV\e claJseti, whet. anerges is a curious pa:allelib1l\ constraint

thtsE: sentmctB ece interprettrl a3 thuugh thE. mct:rix B1d rela:iv,f:;

claJ~~ were parallel, in s(~e sense t(.) be merle clear,er CE we proceed.

n1is 0btiervtrl parallelism wi 11 lecd mt:: to givE.' B1 l\crUclti the Board

cccount of th·e d ct. a. Such en iCcuunt t urns out to b~· qui tt::

straightforward CCl)tuting all tht:: fcctB. Including CCt:i~ti YJhich

preJiuus cna1yses hwe fcjloo t() explain.

Bt=[ol.e turnin~ to th(: reletivf.'! claJ~E· constructions thE:J1lselv,t'S 1

will outlin8 the r,eleJcot fccts cbout Nwajo sentoooe structure. I

will thE:n prE:st:nt Lhcparc:digm to be c:ccountErl for end will explain

why a1 ATB aJcount :i66nS to be mati vet 00.

Once I halle bhown how the ATB ~count ccpturE:s the observ.£d

parallelism constraint, I will turn to a discussion of the stauB of

ATB representaions jn a restrictivE: tha)cy of phrcsE;; ma:kers .. '!his

will involve a reJif!W of the thrlet= sugge~tions which hcwe been ma1E'

within G3 thwry Cf:) to the origins of ATB representa:.ion (1 €.,

Willi ans(1978), Goodall (1984) end Haik(19R6)) as well a3 a1 explura:jon
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of the consa:.Iueno~s of considering the ATB leffECts in Nalajo es arising

from a constr ai nt on extr a::ti on or C6 a canstr ai nt on coi ndexi ng,

Along thE! Waj, I will pr.esent some intere:sting da:.a from two other

lcngUajes, Bella Cool a end Ibpi w-tich 8how a parallelism efflt:Ct

similar in malY WajS to the one in Nwajo. I will also €\1aluct.e end

r ej,aJt sever al recently proposed alterncti VE: cccounts of the

constraints on coreference in Ncwajo.

4" 2 Ncwajo S(:ntenc~ Structure

4. 2 1 Si mpl e Sent ences

A'd discuSciEd in Chipttr 3, thE;.: Nwajo vQrb is highly inflECtEd, and

includes prefixes merking person a1d number of both subjEct cod

objECt. Nwajo NPs are nut morphologically marktrl Eoe cree (()( Ev,en

number, inmost i nat ~es), cs shown i n (4.5), wherE: ¥.Ord order alone

indica:es thE:. gramneticQl function of th(; overt NP.

(4. 5) a) At I e'~ eshki i yi yi il:ts ri.
gi r 1 toy s/hE::" S aN-hi miller

, 'Ih e 9 i r 1 S aN the boy'

b) Ashki i ct '.eoo yi yi i its {
boy 91 r1 s/hc-saN-him/her

''!he b,y SaN the ':);rl •

The: \\Ord order shown cbove, SOV is generally t~en to bE: th~

unmcrkerl bc$ic ~rd order. How~er, When toth subject end object cce

thi rd person, the verb mcy cont ai n a pr eEi x i n the ObjlECt slot whi ch

iooicetes thet the 'NOrd order is switched. AlthrJugh the NPs in
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senterces (4.6) a a1d b a:e the sane, the interpretct:ion of granma:ical

relct.ions is "switchai". In (4.6a), the (JbjECt prefix is x.!-, end the

\«)rd ord~r is SOVlin (4. 6b), the obj BJt pr efi xis~, the the 'IX)rd

order is OSV. "switched" due to the objoot prefix.

(4. 6) a) EBhkii Et. I :~ yf "yi ilts a.
boy 9i r1 yi-saN t-

'The boy SaN the gi r1'

I'L:J 'b) a3hki i a:. 'l€ttU b-i i hs~.
gi rl boy bi SaN

''!he 91 r 1 SaN the boy'

Both ~ubj ECt cOO obj €Ct mCfj be null i n NaJ ~o, a3 i n (4. 7) :

(4.7) a) yi -yi i its a.
yi SaN "

'S/he S aN hi m/her '

b) b-iiltsa
bi -s aN

'S/he SaN him/her' (talking cOOut him/her)

t'( r '1"
c) shllnlghaid

(shi +yi +ni +gh aid )
me+perf+you+shook

d) ni'{gharo
(ni +yi +sh+gh akl)
you+perf+I+shook

you shCXJk me

I shook yoU l

e)
". I' ,

yi gh aid
(~+yi+Shtgh aid)
hi m/her+per [+I-i·shlX)k

I shcx.>k hi m/h er (YM p.170)

Although atht:r Subject or Cbject (or both) ffiq{ be null, cs shown in

(4.8), the interprleta:.ion is rlestrictoo wh~n both arguments are third

person.

1. '!hi s form alSC) ffiE:COB "he/she: shook you". sh- drops out by a
phonc)logical rule, rna<i ng the form anbiguout:i.
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(4.8) a. At ',e'~ yi i :tts €-
gi r1 yi -SaN

'Sh/he SaN the girl'
NOT=''Ihe gi r1 SaN him/her'

b. At'tef:ij b-iitts~.
gi r1 bi -SaN

''!he girl SaN him/her'
NOT= 'Sh/he SaN the gi r1'

In simple ccses Ii ke a end b ct:xJV€, we m3{ s8j simply thct the

senberoemay not interpr,eterl a3 though therle wer,e a "gc.p" betwef:n the

NP a1d the verb. Pla:ero(1978) formalizaj this observa:.ion cs the

NP-PRO Const r ai nt ; 2.

Np··PRO CONSTRAIN'r; IE PRO i nuneji ct. ely follows al ov.ert
noun phr ese NP', it must be cur,e6erenti al wi th NP'.

(PI et.E:ro 1982.288)

'!hE; NP-PRO constr ai nt ffictj be thought of cs a1 oblig etory contrul

rule. 3 '!hi::; cunSlr a nt rulES out en enpty pronoml n.:.J. atec en OV,t:rt NP

ba::a1se the enpty elanent, being l+pronaninal], must be fr,t:e in its

gov.E:rning cdejory, by Binding Principle B. rrhe NP-PRO constraint ~)ltld

aJtana:ically coindex en enpty object pronaninal with en OVlert NP, in

violaion of O)ndition B. f'bte tha: if thE: verbal morphology identifies

2. Plct.ero usErl the lehel PRO as Q generic anpty elanent lweI" rrhe
anpty cet.83ory in these ca:;es seans to be small pro, siooe it is a
sister to the verb. As Wulli (1983) pointed out, it 1s difficult to
tell whether the sUbjECt position is gov,ernoo by the V1erb or not, so
under the cssLDnption thct. ther~ is 00 ov,ert INFL in Ncwajo, Jt is
di fficult to t ell whether the anpty subj ect is PRO or pro. It i s also
not cl,ear \\het.her myth! ng of consequence dEpends on the di sti nctj on.

3. PI aero's NP-PRO canstr ai nt i S ,essenti dlly identi c at to the
Generalized Control RuLe (GCR) propose:l for Chinese by Hucng(1983). In
Bootion (4.5), I will discuss the possiblity uf cpplyilYJ Hucng's theory
of anpty obJects to the Ncwajo da:a, showing thct. it is insufficient
for the mor e c<JIllpl ex c cses.
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a1 ObjECt a:i reflexive or ra:iprocal, then the obj~t mC¥, in feet,

must be enpty. (4.9), wh~r~J t:h~ verb is not reflecivt:, Is

ungramlet.ical, while (4.10), wher,ethE:v,erb is reflexiv(~, IS

gr armct:ical. 4

(4. 9)

(4.10)

Ashki i yi yi i ~ts ~
*tx>y i he-a cw-hi mi

*,'Ihe OOV s lJtI hi m • 5
.I i i

Ashki i mi i its 4-
tx>y h e-s a,.t-hi mael f

, 1.'tl e toy 5 aN hi ms el f ' (PI et era 1978: 108)

tbweler, Plet.ero soowEd thct: the NP-PRO Constr aint WEB intrl,~uct,e for

v cc i ous tYi!BS of moe e COOlp1ex EX anpl es. I wi 11 be focussi ng t tent ion

on one of Plet.ero's countera<anples to the NP-PR() constrcaint, nanE:ly,

sent alCes i n \ttli ch une of thf: ecgumentb i:i a reI it i ve 01 alse. In thE:

following subsection, I will descril)e rela.ive claJSE:s in NaJaju, md

then I will shCJw how they fOse aproblen for all existing th(~,rj~~ ()[

Nal6jo gr armetical relct:Jon assigmlt::nt. 6

4. :':t i a rot obvi OUd th a. thee e really i E en anpl:Y a:yument i n thE:
r.eflexive caae; we might Saj thet th~ verb£ll nPrphology r,anoves the
obj ECt thet a ro1 ~ i n tiOIlle wCtJ. Howev,e~, see SlI(on (1986) for sane qui t c
conviooing Cl:"guments tha: allEquivalcnt constructIon in Dogr1b, enother
Ath dJ csk en 1cngu 8}f:, does cont a n en ani)ty pronani n al whi ch i s alS()

cn,phoric.

5. '1\1i5 sentalCe 1s 9[anJT\e:tical on the disjoint rea:lil'Y3 where eshkJi 16
the objECt, i.e. 'Hei SlW the bolr'

6. In wha: follows, un1ess the bi- vlerb forms tI',e explicitly mentiona:1,
I will generally be restricting my discussion to the yi-= \'-erb forms,
where SOVorder i s besie.
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4. 2. 2 Rel ct.i ve Cl alses

In the preferrE:d form for a relct.iv,e claJs€: in NaJajo, the NI) which

is coostruErl ea the "hea:l' of the rela:ive claJse is l~a:Ed within thie

[lelct.ive clwse itself ct. su[f~e structure. 'nle relc.t:ive clwse

itself is "naninalizai" by mealS of a definite da:erminer -~i~ (-tf~,

-cfa). 'lhese hal.e been calle:'! "internally heajoo" rela:iVte clwses.

(4. 11) (Tl 'le~ cf4' mhkii ~h ~~' - ~~J y (cooXt i h •
1a;t ni ght roy SJX>[Ie-REL wi 11 : speck
~'Ihe toy whu Wa3 ~nurj ng lest night wi 11 spe~.'

(PI a:..ero 1974: 204)

Fbr sane specker:;), (4.12), in which the r el eti ve 01 alse do~ti h ate an

ext.ernal heaj ct sur f a:e structur e, \'K)uld also be a::cept chI e. (of.

PI et era 1974, 1978)

I' , " ,,,,. I f"

(4~12) (Tl'etrltt~' q.fh~~'-~~) cshkii ya:)ooftih.
leat night soore-REL roy will:speak
-. 1:hE: toy \Yhu W~ soar i Il:J 1cst n1 ght wi 11 spe~.'

(Pl ct.ero 1974)

I will tenta:ively csbume, following Sa-ss, Hale, Perkint3 ald

Specs(in pr(Ss) thct the logical form of a1 internally heeded relettve

cl alse i s deri va:] by mO\llenent7 extr ccti ng the reI ct.i ve NP end

a:1joini D3 it to the nan! nali zed cl alSea em lewi ng a tr cce in the

7. '!his :ssumption is tentetive, bECaJse I beliwJ2~ thet there is
evideooe tha: the null ObJECt ina aenteroe Ii ke 4.12 i S oot a1 A-l)ar
bound tr ECE:,

8. In the d.:>se~e of a campI et e theory of New ajo phr cae structur e, I
will 1ea,re open the preclsf' leniing site of the heed NP, end casume
tentttively thct it is O1om~!'v-c.djoinerl to the naninalized S, resulting
in LF repr.esentttions a3 in (4.,13). If the NP moves directly into l)~ed

- 252 -



source crgument pos! ti on. 'nle Wgic al Form represent a:l on of (4. 12) ,

then, would be (4.13).9

(4. 13) ;" " , L....:J
[Tl',e6:1t'~' t i q\'h~~'-~r] a3hkii i ydlooltih.

1 cst night snore-REL boy wi 11 :speck
''!he boy who wcs snoring lest night will tlpeck.'

For mali' speckt:!rQ, movEment i n LF j s not 11 mi t Ed to pa:ticul EC

~guments, so thet: internally-heaiai relEtiVle claJs~s er:,e anbiguouf.i,

'Ihe stri ng 1n (4. 14) mCfi mecn ei ther 'the mal 'Nho roped the horse' or

'the horse thEt. the mm roped', d~ending on which NP is interpr,etEd as

the hem (i.e., depending on which NP is mov.€d ct LF,)

(4. 14) h a3ti i n iff' yi zloh"'~t
mal horSE he-ropErl-i t-REL

LFi [t iii, yizloh-ee) ha:3tiin: i ( , ( ..
OR

LF2: [h cst! i nt, yi zloh-,ee:) }{l'
1 l , \ ,

'the mal who ropErl the hc)[st:,.'

'th~ horse;. thet. the men ropEd'

Recall tha:. the claJs~internal surftce [XJsition of the NPs cm be

confirmed by l)la=ing m cdverb in thE: subord1na:.eclaJse, CB in eKanl)lfJ

(4. 1) •

position, a subjiJJency violet.ion should result. However, if we alopt
the structure of S' proposEd by Chansky (1986a) end Eesume thet the
[leI ct.i vi zer is bcse-gener a. Ed m the heai t~f CP, then the spec! fi er ()f

CP is wailcb1e lf3 a Iming site. Alternctively, the rela:.ivizer
might be tht; hem of a cunpl ex NP. '!here Steens to be j nd€.pendent
erideooe thct. Nalajo r,elct.ive claJses a:,e cctually canplex NPs(Hale,
p.e. )

9. See Barss, Hale, Perkins m Spece (forthcan1ng) for discussion of
the Iming site of the rela:.ive NP. SeeWillianson(1984), C'.o1e(1985)
end Brocdwell (1985) for di scusai on of LF lTK)venent for thi s constructi on
in other lcngucges.
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4. 3 PCI:' alleli SIn i n ReI ct.i ve Cl aJse Con::itructi ons

A set of unexpocted prot)lans anerges when one of these anhiguous

internally-hecda:l relceive claJses is embErldErl uooer a trcnsitive

verb. In whet follows, I wi 11 di scuss the pa: cOlgm of judgements dr av.rn

from P1 ct:ero (1974) , (1978) ald (1982) .10 P1ct:ero exaninErl senteooes

which contained t\\O overt NPs, a trcnsjtiv~ relctivizoo verb end a

tra1sitive ma:.rix verb. 1l1e relctlvizoo vlerb itself is naninal, end

mcy cct a3 81 a:gument. 'Ihus, in the: pacdigm sho'Nrl in (4.1~»), there

a- e thr,ee nan! n als ern four f.X)t1enti al Cl:'gument pas! ti cns.

Consequently, one of the four crguments i s alwa,ys a pronomi nQ1.. If Wf;;

r epr.esent thi s pronani n b1. crgument wi th en anpty el anent I2ro, thi s pro

may f.X)tenti ally occur in cny one of the four pas! tions shown in

(4.15). Pletero tested all of the logical possibilities, end (4~15) is

the per: a:Ugm which anergC:i. 11

(4.15) Trcnsitiv.e relctiv.e claJse + tren::iitive mttrix verb:
(Pl ct:ero 1978: 12~(152) ..

h lSti i n li t' yi zloh-EifJ yf 'dii ti d
mal horse he-r()p~-it-REL h€--'l)r crrled-hi m

10. Plctero wee \ttOrking within a frane,.ork in which empty pronominal
elements wer e deri ved fran overt NPs by meens of a pronani n ali z ct.i on
tr Cilsform ct.! on, so he should not be cons! d er a:l r espona! bl e for my
exposition of the regula:iti,es exhibite:1 by the dct.a which he ex ani ned.

11. For conv.enience, I hWE; anitted interpretctions in which sUbject
uXJ obj ECt C!::le 1nt erpr1et Ed es 11 nk 00. '!heae ~uld all be
ungranmetica!, since the v.E:rb I an using is not mCl'kErl tB reflex!v,(J.
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horse ropoo ]REL] br moo

a) 'Hei br moo the horse th ct the ffim! roped'

b) 'He/shej br moo the horse th it. the mcoi ropE:d'

c) 'He/she. br e.ndErl the ffim th ct. ropErl the horse. '
J 1

d) *' It i br moo the mal th a: roped the horse! '

i i ) mal ([ pro horse ropoo ]REL] br mdEd

Ie) ''!he mali be ended the horse he! ropoo'

f) * ''!he meni br mded the horse he/shej roped'

g) *''Ihemeni brcnded theonej who roped the horse'

iii) ([ mal horse roped] REL) pro be moo

h) 'The mal wtl0 ropoo the horse! be moo i t i '

i) *''Ihe men who roped the horse! brcrrlcrl him/her.'
. J

j) *''Ihe hoesf: thit. the meni roped br med himj'

k) *''Ihe horae thet the ma'li roped brmErl himi .

i v) * man [(hc>rse pro roped )REL] br ended

1)

m)

n)

*''ltJe men. be end 00 the horse thet ropErl him. '
1 1

*' 'ItI e ml.lli br mdEd the hor se th it. ropEd hi m/hLr j ,

*''lhe mmi brmdcd the onej thit. the horse ropEd'

As this paliJigm sho~, the tittiny is l,X)tenti ally 14 WEt:/5 anl)iguous,

but only five ()f the possible reajings ere grarana:ical. These fiv<e a:e

i sol ct Ed i n (4. 16) •

(4.16) GOOD READINGS:
a) 'tlei br md Ed thE:: hor se th ct th e mali rapa:) ,

b) 'He/shej be mded the horse th it. t.he meni roped'

c) 'He/Hhe
j

be mdEd the mal th it. roped the horsej ,

e) ''n1e men! br endoo the horse he! rapa) ,

h) '1hE~ men who ropEd the horse! br mderl i t i '

Although the full pa:-cdigm is quite intraJtcble, we find al
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i nter,esti n9 pettern in the C a3es which pose thooreti cal problens.

'!here ~e t'tO problen structures, which 1 will discuf:)s in detail

below. In both c cses, therle i S a1 anpty pronan! nal cppea:'i ng ina

pasi ti on wher e it ought to be rulErl out, crxl in roth c cses the

interpr\etctiorlof this unexpected anpty pronaninal 1s [.estricted. In

pa:-ticular, the crguments of the the ma:rix crxl relctivle clcuse are

i nterpr,eted as though they werle pa- aile! crxl colooexEd aJross the

boa:d.

'Itle first CCEe tha: presents problens is (4.15.i), where the relctivt

claIse is pccsErl cs the objECt, a1d the subject is en .anpty pronaninal

1he st r uctur c for th i sis shown i n (4. 17) •

(4.17) STRUCTURE (4.15.i)

meo

/5

NP/ ~VP

pro /' ''"''S-rel V

/"" brmEd
NP VP

NP/ ""v
horse roped

1his ccse rc.esents two problens:

pro = mal

pro¢. horse

OK

1. Wh ct cccounts for the gr arm a:i c glj ty of 'He! br moo the horse

tha: the menj roped' (rem! ng (4.15. a», wher.e the empty

pronaninal prooaies, it; coindexErl with crxl c-canmur]s (therefore

bioos) the [.eferring expr.ession~, in violct.ion of stma:d

cor ef er eroe pr i ooi pLes?
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2. Why is thi s exoeptional cor,efer,erce r,estrictErl to the anbErldErl

SUbjECt? 1.hct is, how cen we rule out lIt! braldErl the mm who

roped the horse.' ((4.15.d))?
1

String (4.15.iii), in which the rela:.ive claJse is interpretoo a3 the

subject of the whole senterce, predents a simila- pair of problans.

(4.18) STRUCTURE (4.15).11i)

______ s ____

S-rel ~ VP

/" /'"NP \fP NP V

men / \ pro br cn:ied

pro :t:: men

pro = horse OK

NP
horse

V
ropa:]

'!he problEm::) with this strocturc a-e:

1. Why is a null object allowerl here, in violct.ion of the NP-PRO

constrcint: '!hit: is, whet ~counts for the granmcticality of

(4.15.h), 'rrtle meo who roped the horse! br moo i t i I?

2. Why is thi s null obj e:t restrictErl, bei n9 !)ermi tted only i fit i s

corefer.ent with the objECt in the relctiv,e clw::1e? 'Iha: is, whet

aJcounts for the ill-forme::lness of the [Iea:li ng which mecns I '!he

horse thet. the mal r()ped br moo him'?

W,e mcrt sununcr:ize the pro\:>1ans taisOO by this pcr:a:)igm cs follows. A

ma:.rix null obj,ect is eccEl:.tionally permitted only if it is coreferent

wi th the anbe::lded obj aJt, aoo a meeri x null subj oc1t may except! on e:.lly

bi 00 only the anbEdded SUbjlECt.
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Pla:.ero's pro£X>sa:1 solution to this problan wcs a pErsing algorythm

which cssigns Granmct.ical Function8 to NPs bcsoo on linecc order. '!he

,effECt of this pCI:'sing strctegy is to insur,e thct. if a givB1 NP is

cssigned a granmctical function in one of the cla.u;)es, it is cssigned

the sane gral1Il\et.ical fuootion in the other.

(4.19) INTERPRETATION OF GRAMMATICAL RELATIONS
In a1 overt str! ng of the form

(1) NPa is alpha obj if the object ma:ker is alpha yi

AND
(i i) NP

b
i 5 alph Q ()bj i f the ObjlECt maker is - alph a yi

(Plct.ero 1982:296)

'1lle IGR is sensi ti ve only to phonetic ally-real! zed NPs, end ml ght bE

thought of a3 a rule mcppiny phonetic form onto ccgLDllent structurE-.

'!hE: pa-sing stra:.egy, unfortunct.ely, is not without problans. As

WcJ.li (1983) points out, thE: most serious problan with the persing

strQ:.E.gy io tha: the constraints on interpreta:ion which it is dusi<jned

to pr€dict hold EV~E:n \Vhen there ere 00 oV,Ert NP.:) in the sentence. 'Illet

is, (4.20) has only the interpretction shown.

(4. 20)
".

yi zloh~f(T
he- roped-hi m-REL

,..
yi 'di i 1i d.
he-br en:) Erl-hi m

Hei br aldOO the onE; th c:t hei , ?j ropOO.

S€Condly, it must be stipul ct.ed thct the 'X' veri cble in the cix)v,e

rule C Q'loot be en overt NP. If the v a:i cble could be en overt NP, then

sentencES like (4.21) ought to hWle the reeding in(iicctoo in a, but
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(4. 21)

thi S [temi ng i 5 impossi ble.

cshki i irlz let. a:. '.e'el yi zts I ~s of- (n) ~e h irloolg aazh
boy WCJna1 girl kissa:1-rel (( scr,eanoo

a)*'lhe girl \tilo said thet the boy kissEd the 'tOlla1 screaned.

b) '!he boy who said thct. the WCJnm kissed the girl screancrl.
c) '!he \\01\a1 the boy said kissErl the girl screanErl.
d) rrh.~ girl who the toy said the wancn kissai screantrl.

(Pla:.ero 1978:45)

Unless the pccsing rule spECifies thct. t.he va:i cble Ca100t be en

overt NP, we \\QuId expect the pa:si og rule to be allowecl to cpply CB in

(4.22). In this exanple, the persing ruLe cppli 1escyclically, with the

lowest c1 alse pa:soo Ei cst, EOd the ~rd ct ',eErl h a3 been des! gn ct ad cs

the va-i role by the parsi ng algorithm.. Si nee ct'IE;a) is dt:SignaEd ~

the veri cble on this cycle, the string-inlt! al ~rd cshkii is pcc~ed as

NP2, end ther,eforle is a3signaj the subj6Jt granma:.ical. function, end

thE: sECond W)rd in the string, cdzacn is pcrsEd C6 NP1, end is

therefore cssigned the objECt granmet.ical function. '!hus, the lower

c1 d.lse \\Ould meal 'the boy ki sse:i the wan en' •

(4. 22) cshki i a:1 zaen a:. , e'Erl yi zt~'os n{ - (n) ~ hcdoolg Ciazh
~

boy wanal girl ki ssed s ai d-r e ser e anai
NP2 NPI X V LCW EST CLAUSE

NP V REL CLAlJSJ~

NP V MAIN CLAUSE

a) *'Ihe gi r1 who sald thct. the lX)y kissed the ~a'l screana:1.

Recall thct the pa:sing strtt83Y does allow the subjoot of a mctrix

senteooe to be wi thi n a ccnplenent 01 alse, so unless i tis stipul a:. ej

thct the veri Eble in the persing rule Ca1not be en NP, the: derivct.ion
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cbove would be perfECtly a::cept cble.

'!hi rdIy, the IGR must ope! ct e fran ri ght to 1eft. Whi Le such a

str eLegy might cert ai nly be fOssi b1e on the C6sLUllption th a:. we hecr end

store whole clalses before cpplying a1y p~sing rules, it is a:.

veri aooe with malY aJallrole models of pa::sing, which generally pa:se

A more serious objtt=Ction to the right to left pErsing procErlure is

tha:. it ccnoot simply a3sign my structure which is canpa:ible with the

general principles of granma:- (ltg- the theta criterion, projtECtion

pri 'ooiple, etc.). Insttea:l, it must oper ctJe right to left stappi ng

irranEdi etely CB soon cs it recches my overt NP, md a3sign thet. NP some

pa::ticular granmaical fuoction. 'Itlct. this is prublanctic.~ is

illustra:Ed by the following contrcst.

('1..:1 ( I ~ "
(4. 23) a) Ashki i a:' eEO yl 'deesool-~r deezgo'

boy girl whistle-reI fell

''!he buy who i 5 whi stl! ng Ei: the gi r1 fell'
'The girl wbu the boy is whistling a:. fell'

I~ (I, r
b) At'eed Yl'daesool~~e ashkii deezgo'

girl whistle-rel' boy fell

''!he boy who is whistling a: the girl fell'

NOT ''Ihe girl who the boy is whistling a: fell'

(4. 24)
fr ,., (,

heatiin et.'eErl yiyiilisa-(n)lee cehki1 yl'd. ,sao!"
mal girl saN-eel l '-, boy whistle

a) *l'hemm is whistling ct the roy who SaN thegirl.

b) '!he men who SaN the girl is whistling a: the boy.
c) 1.be girl thct the mal SBiI is whistling ct the boy.

(Pl~:t.ero 1978:27)
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As discussed ,earlier, interncJ.ly-he.:rloo rela:ive clcuses a-le

anbiguous, ~i Ie ecterncJ.ly-heaioo rel cti ve 01 aJSffi a-e unanbiguous.

In (4.23)tJ, the subject of the intrcnsitive verb is en

.externally-hecded reI ai v.e 01 d.lse. 'Ih a:. i 5, the enti r e stri ng ct 'Ie~

Y['de~li; eshkii is pcrserl es a constituent. fbwever, in (4.24),

the structurally identical string a:l~€d ~i~iilts~(n)~~ ashkii ccnoot

be PCI:'serl a3 a uni t. Instea:l, the IGR must oper cte so cs to stop a3

soon cs it reaJhes the NP cshki i m cssign it the obj~t gr anmctic al

function. '!his discrepmcy between the pa-sing of en tra1sitiv,E; EI1d en

i ntr alsi ti Vie senteooe calls the pa:si ng str et83Y into question,

A fourth problen wi th the pCLtii 09 str a: egy i =» th ct. it must somehow be

pr4eJente::l from cpplyi og to sent eooes wi th cert ai n types of canpl anent

clalSa3. In pcrticula-, c:s Pla:ero £X>ints, out, the IGR must be

allow&) to fail to epply in cases like (4.25), which hcs en

interprf:t.ction in whien the a-gum€:nts of the mc:trix verb ecb dJsjoint

from the ~guments c)f the embErlderl verb.

(4.25) 0) Ashkii a:.'e€d yfdeelchid-go yizts',?s.
ooy gi r1 toucha:1-COv1P ki sse:]

'When the toYi touched the gi rl j , he/shek ki ssErl hi m/her1 • '

'When the toYi touched the girl" he! ki ssed herr I
J

'When the ooYi touche:) the girl" he! ki Sf:ied hi rn/h er k • '
J

NOT'WhLen the toy, touched the g1 r 1 . , she, ki asEd hi fii · '1 ) J

In thi s C a3e, the IGR mat ::;i mply fail to epply, 'Nherea,3 the pcrsl ng

ruLe is obligctory in the relctive clwse cese.
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r:rhus, we sean to haJe a pa:- cdax: '!he repr.esent etion wi th ,anpty

pronominals , \'k}ich ~uld be rEquired by the Projl€Ction Principle,

violctles both Condition C of the Biming theory cod the NP-PRO

constraint, 'Nhile the pa:-oing stra:egy \tJhich obvi ct:es the need for

enpty pronomi n als mckes the wrong pr Erlictions for structures other th an

reI ct. i ve cl alS es I a1d c conot c cpt ur e th e cur1OUB pCI:' al.1el i 8m canst r ai nt

exhi bi t erl by the the carteE er erne f ccts. '!he a:>oVle obj rot! ons should

not be tc:ken c$ a:glDllents thct NaJajo hcs no pccsing m€Chalisms.

Clearly, all lalguc3Jes hale pa:sing procEdures of sane sort.

Woolford (1986) proJ:X>ses thet we view Pla:.ero's IGR a3 a1 altoscgmental

mcpping rule, mcpping ov,ert NPs onto gr armct.ical fuoctions. Her

insight is tha:. a1 altosegmental mcpping procedure ffiC¥ be the right

formalism for ccpturing the rela:inship between S-Structure an PF.

Howev~er, it is not ct all clea:- thct the evidenc<.~ (~3teblishf.:s thct

Nwajo v~i,es pcranetrically from English in the dB3rae to which

9 r anm a:. i c at Eunct ions a: e unspECi f i Ed a:. S-St r uctur e. As I wi 11 a:-gue

in the following sa:::tions, the f~ts of NaJajo mCtj be ccpture:l without

sUPJ:X>sing thct NaJajo hcs a la1guEge-particula- p~sing stra:.ejy to

compensa:e for some underspeci fi aj synt aJtic structlJre. I wi 11 comment

on Woolford's in-:er,esting proposal in section 4.6.

'It> aJcount for th~pa:-allelism effaJt which wereobserv,EO in Ncwajo

senteooes with relct.ive clwses, I will proJ:X>se tha: we tc.ke the

obserV,aj parallE:lism literally, a1d try to give al cccount in which the

meer! x end rel cti ve 01 alses cc,e represented in pcY allele We get the

right anpirical results by ESsuming thct. the ma:rix end relct.ivfe claIse

cce rlE.~)rlesenterl in the Ac:ross-the-Board(ATB) representct.ions used by
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Wi IIi ans (1978) end form ali zed by Good all (1983) for coordi n ct. e

constructi ons, cn:1 th ct extr ccti on fran th ese r epr esent ct:i ons i s

r.estricted Suel1 thct. if extrcction tckes plaJe out of one claise, the

pccallel constituent must be a:trccted out of the other clalse.

In the section which follows, I wi 11 show how the anpi ric al [lesults

are cchi.e.J\a:], Wiile renaining sanf?Wha:. vc33ue cbout the formal

properti es of the ATB [Ieprlesent a:.ions bel ng used. 'Ihe formal

properties of these representctions a-e not well understood, a1d the

throretical st ctus of a::ross-the.-oocrd canstr ai nts on lextr ection is

controversi all '!her efO! e, I wi 11 fi rst gi VIe the ATB cccount of the

Nwajo fc:cts, cn:1 then in Section (4.7), I will discuss the th€Or~ifJal

stct.us end formal properties of Am representct.ions ct.. sane length.

4.4 An AcrO~b-the-Boc.cd Treetment of Ncwaju Relctivo

Cl cuses

In Se.ction (4.3), I obsErv·€d tha:. the paralLelism in interpretct.ic)n

of gramletical relctions in Nwajo sentences with rela:.ive clalses

suggests th a:. we tr ea:. them C6 Across-the-Bo erd construct! ons. Rec oJ.]

thct the Logical Form of these internally heeded rela:ive clwses

involvES construi ng one of the Cl'glD1\ent NPs a:; the heed NP a:. LF. In

this sECtion, I will go through the NaJajo Ca3es to show how the ATB

cccount 't\Orks, bei ng CE nonconmi t al C6 fX)ssi b1e cs to the pr eel Be

na:ur e of ATB ,eff aJts.
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For f?Xposi tory purposes, I wi 11 i nst mti cLe the ATE forma: by pulli ng

the subordincte clBJse out of the senterce end plc:cing it pa-allel to

the rnct:rix claIse. In my di ajrans, I will a:bitrerily write the ma:rix

cl aJse on top. '!he gener al descri pti Vte constr a nt on Arm construct! ons

mat be st et erl a3 follows:

CONSTRAIN!' ON A'IB INTERPRETATION: In a pee allel strooture P,
male up of canponent senteooe~ 81 GIrl S2' the SUbjECt of

8
1

axl the subjoot of 8
2

must be cO[.eferenti ai,

end th e obj oct of 8
1

GIrl the obj ~t of 8
2

must be cor ef er ent i al.

Ie whet follows, I will represent all null a-guments (i.e. all

aguments except rna) end horse) a3 'pro', Leserving judganent on the

question of v.h€ther sume ere cctually veri cbles rether thhn

pronani n cJ.s.

I wi 11 cssume thet: the f\TP-PRO canstr cd nt is a canpl€'tely gener al

control rule, which alwBis col rrlexes B1 anpty pronani nal. wi th Q

c-cCXlUllcnding ov,ert NP. '!his will rule out both of the ccses with pro in

ObjECt posi tion et. S-structur.e (repea:a:l her,e cs (4.26) end (4.27).

(4.26) * men [sl~orsf2pro roped ]REL] brald,aj (=4.15iv)

(4.27) * [smErl horse roped] REL] pro br mdEd (=4.15i i i)

l'bw I Cal limit my ,exanina:ion to t\\O parsings for the string: ()nE: in

which both overt nan! n als a-te inside the r el ct.! ve 01 alse, eril one i n

which men i~ outside the relctiv.e clwse md horse is inside. If Wf::

.express both of these possibilities in ATB forma::, thct is, l'JY writing

the ma:.rix clalse on top of the relaive claJse, we get tWJ J:X)ssible ATB
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representa:.ions for the string in question. Let's (:onsider elCh of

these in turn.

'!be ccSe in \-klich both ov.ert NP~ a:e within the rela:i~e clwse Ca1

be rlepr~esentErl cE (4. 28) •

(4. 28) ptO
men

pro br adErl
horse ropEd-r el

'Ihe Constraint on ATB Interpretettan [.£qUires thci:. the sub'J~a"ts a1d

objECts be coi rdexa:! cs shown in (4.29).

(4. 29) brmEd

roped-reI

At LF, ei ther NP mBj be construErl a3 the hem of ttle rel eti vie

claJse. B8:'aJse the Constraint on ATe Interpretetion mmet.ef, tile

coi ooexi ng sho'tJl'l, the coootrual of a 91 v,en NP Cti the heed of l he

relet.ive clwse will determine the position of thct. claIse t5 Q wholc=.

'nlis 15 b~aJse construing a giY,F::fl NP a3 the heed of the relet.ivt.

clwse effectively identifies thet NP with the claJse C5 a whole,

setti ng up a pr roic eti on reI et. ion. 51 nc e th a: NP j s alr e«ly i d enti f i Ed

with en NP in the mct:rix claJse, the prmicetion relct.ion wi 11

aJtancticcJ.ly also hold of thet pcrallel NP End the rela:iv·eclaJse aJ

wt:ll. So if the subj~t of the relttive cla.aae 1s construoo a3 the

heai, then the relttiv·eclwsE=- is identifiEd with the subjl;Ct of the

mci:rl X, COO i f the obj ECt of the r,el tti ve 01 alse i s cunatruEd ce the

hem, then the rel tti VIE: 01 alae j s identi fi Ed wi th the ,*,j1xt of the

met,r!x. '1ll! s yi ~ld~ the t~ reedi Il3S 91 yen in (4. 30) tIld (4.31).
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(4. 30) SUBJEX:T AS HFAD = RELATIVE ClAUSE AS SUBJ&:'r

proi proj br moo

t i horsej roped-reI malj

l'l1le mal \ttlo roped the horsej br mEd j t j I (=4.15h)

(4. 31) CBJa:T AS HFAD = RElATIVE ClAUSE At; CBJOCT

proi proj brandtd

mali t j roped-reI horsej

'HEi br cOOEd th~ horse tha: the meni roped' (=4.15a)

(4.30) is the sUP,"-"soo viola:.ion of Plc:t:ero's NP-PROcont>trant, thEt.

is, the interpretetion which seans to allow a gcp in obj~t position,

but wi th the ATB form et, ther e is no vi 01 tt:1 on; we construe the

rellt.ive cl:iJSe cs the met.rix sUbjElJt ba:::aase the subja::t of lhe

relctiv€: claJSE: is construoo C5 the heed, which is alreaiy identi fi Ed

with the pceallel constituent in the mtt.rix senteroe. At S-Structure::,

~'he[e the NP-PRO constt'aint cpplies, there is f\.) c-canmcnding lexical

NP to col roex wi th the pro obj a::t,

(4.31) is the ccae which seane:~ to viola:e stcn:icrd coreference

priooiples, thct is, where Coooition C of the Biool~ 'Ih€Ory seaned tC)

be viola:ed. But in the Am formct., there is fK) C-COO1llenl relttion

bet ween th e ref er [ i BJ expr eas! on mSl crrl the p['onani n al , 80 00

vlo1etion results.

~w we turn to the p«s! og in \\hich one NP is in the metr! x 01 aJse

crrl the other is In th<-: reltt.ive clwse. 'Itlis string goes into ATB
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form ct. cs (4. 32) •

(4. 32) mal

pro

pro

horse

br cOOEd

ropa3-rel

Howev.er, this representct.ion ought to be rulai out, booaJf:ie tl?plylng

the NP....PRO constr ai nt cOO the Constr at nt on A'm Represent et.ions wi 11

result in B\ impossible coindexing, W"lerEby the met.rix objLOOt pro will

erd up coiooexaj with both mm m horse. Or, IOOr~e simply, we rnBJ sfJj

thet. this representction is rulEd out booaJse one of the canponent

senteooes is ill formed, violeting the NP-PROconstrant,

'Dle ~ross the bo«d formct t.hus gives us all m only the reeDings

which were problenctic in for ettli er thoor1 ES. '!he other three

well-formoo reeDif'¥Js Cl"e excctly the ones thct we get if the strings

at" t gl vlen rorm a1., non-Am r epr {;:Sent ct.1 ons,

From (4.33), we ga reeDings (4.34) or (4.35/' depeooing on which NP

is construoo ES the heed of the relet.ivl(: claJse.

(4,33) pro (men horae roped]-rel be aK"lerl

(4.34) Hej br cn:1e::l the horst! thct the mmi roped. (=4.15b)

(4. 35) Hej br moo the mm who rope::l thE:: horse
k

• (=4.150)

'!he NP-PRO constr ci nt tppli es to the other ptl"si 09, cr.>i ndex! ng t.he

enpty Embedded subject pronaninal with the metriK NP 6ubjoot, ES shown

in (4.36), so the only possible gramlttical reaiing of the string jt:3

(4. 37) •

(4.36) mEl'li [proi horse ropf.d)-rel br cn:1e1
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(4.37) '!he mali br COOed the horse thct he! roped. (=4.15e).

All other rea:JirJ3s in the pCl"ajigm Cl:'e rulEd out by ioo~errlent

priooiples. I repe;=t the p«cdigm here to mEke this clecc, noting

which priroiples rule out etch ungrarmetical rea:liBJ.

(4. 38)
h cst! in Ii i' y1 z!oh.,ee yi 'di i lid
mal horae he-ropEd-i t-REL he-br cOOed-him

horse roped ]REL] br COOed

a)

b)

c)

'Hei br aldErl the horse th a: the rnmi roped'

'He/shcj bralded the horse tha:. the mmi roped'

'He/she, brcnd£:d the rom thet roped the horse. '
J 1

d) *' It!

ji) men

br aldOO the men thEt. roped the horse, '
1

Rul Ed out by Bi OOi ng Corol t i on C, cnj rot
9 ener cble i n ATB form Et.

[[ pro horse roped ]REL] br mdOO

e) ''lhe mali br m:lEd the horse he! roped'

f) *''lh~ mmi br COOed the horse he/shej roped'

Ruloo out by NP-PRO constr Bl nt

g) *''Ihe mmi be mded the onej who roped the horse:'

Ruled out by NP-PRO constr ci nt

iii) (( mEn horse roped) REL] pro braldoo

h) ''Ihe men who ropEd the horsel br ald<rl i t 1 '

i) *' 'lhe mm who ropai the horsei br cn::Iai hinv'her j ,

Ruled out by NP-PRO constr a1 nt; rot
g,ener cblf: i n A'IB form ct

j) *''lhe horse tha:. the mmi ropai br.n3ai himj'

Ruled out by NP-PRO constr ai nt; oot
9 ener Eble i n A'IB form tt
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k) .''lhe horse thct the mal! roped br endea bim! •

Rula:l out by NP-PRO constr al nt; not
genU' cble i n A'IB form ct.

i v) * mal [(horse pro roped] REL) br ended
RuLed out by NP-PRO constr ant
in all interpret ct.ions

1) *''!he meni br ended the horse th ct ropoo himi '

m) * ''ltle ma\ br Ended the horse th a: roped him/her j ,

n) *"lbe mali brcnda:l the onej thct the horse roped'

'IhiQ ccc()untti neet.ly for all of the f~ts in the pacajigm, end does

rot generet.e my ungrarmetical remi~s. '!his iCcount alsoccnccpture

the fa;t thct the restrictions on inlerpretct.ion ere e\l,C;.fl stricter for

senteooes like (4.39), in which there ere no overt NPs •.

(4. 39) Yizloh~~e yi'diilid.
s/he-roped-i t sh/.e-br axled i t

IS/he braldEd the one thct. s/hei,?j ropEd'

'Iher.e i s c)nly one EXlssi ble pcrsi ng for thi s senteooe 'which obeys all

indeperrlent principles. 'lha:. is the pa:sing in which the ncminal

reletive clwse yizloh-ee is tcKen C5 the mctrix obj~t. FurtherJOOrE;,

unli ke the C aJe i n whi ch ov.ert NPs 'Ppea: I whee e sent encffi cont ai 01 ng

proper n ane::; Cal be constructErl to prove the exi steooe of alt erncti v e

interpreta:ions, the ATB interpretction of (4.39) in which the reletive

claJse is identified with the SUbjECt, (4.40), is irdlsti03uishcble

fran the interpre.tction cbov,e.

(4.40) 1.he one who roped i t i br mErl i li •

I hale SU9(~estoo en ~count of Nwajo reletive clwses usirlg ATB

representetions such cs those profX)sai for English (~onjuoot:ions. Of

course, the Nblajo constructions tha:. I exanine:1 a-e nut cc,njurx;t~,
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rether, they ere lanbeddErl constructions which I said vtguely were

"pulled out" of the mari" clwse. '!he feet tha: such en alalysis

seans to yiteld a str aightforwcrd cccount of the f a::ts r al sea a set of

relct.Ed questions cbout the properties of ATB representctions:

1. Urrler whet. circumsta-ces do ATB r,epr,esentet!ons a:ise?

2. How mat these rEpr,esentct.ions be formalizErl within a restrictiV1e

thEOry of phr a3e mcrkers?

3. Precisely ~ich priociples of Gramncr:: opercte "ccross the

be> ccd"?

4. Why do these ald only these pri 001 pI eti oper ct:. e "roross the

be> crd"?

'Illese questions wJ 11 be ajdressErl in 8ootion 4., 7, where I wi 11 aloo

r,eJi'e'f/theonly existir)CJ c:ttanpt to formalizeATB representctionfj for

coordina:.e constructions, i.e. Good6l1 (1984), arl wi 11 present SE:.V.(::I" a1

other rECent ATB a::counts of non-coordincte constructions,

4.5 on the Ina:lf:CJU~Y of a Simple Pro-drop Account of NwaJE

In this sECtion, I will tttanpt to gjv,e en cccount of the N8Iajo

fecta without [,esorting to the use of ATB representct.lons. As ~lith

Plttero's original cccount, this cccount will \\t)rk for simple

senleooes, but for relctl\Ae claJses, I will show thct the rule ()f

cor ef er eoo e for anpt y pronomi n al S W1i ch ~uld be neoo ai i s tot all Y a:1
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hoc, m seans to miss the importcnt gener ali zct.ions observ.ed in the

d ct. a.

My cccount will be bcsErl on the \'tOrk of Jilla1g(19S.1), who outlines a

theory of the pa- aneters whlet, di stl ngui sh 1~u cges which allow

lext ensi vIe cr:gument -drop f ran those whf ch r equi r e OV,eJ:t expr esal on of

c£guments. Humm 1. E03u cges v cc.y in the ex.tent to which cryuments

required by a\\erb m8j be left unexpresse:J in the surfcce

representetion. At one extnan(~ a:e lE03ucges like En31ish crrl Freooh,

in which all gOVlerned aglDllent fX>sitions must be lexi(~ally fillEd. At

the other ,e,xtrane Cl'e la1gucges like Chillese, Jcpales~~ m Nalajo, in

which anpty NPs a=e allowoo much rrore freely. Lmgucges like Spmish

a1d It ali 81
12 which mEfl omit only the Hubj€Ct seen to fall somewhere

in bet ween. An i nt & est! ng ObSE'[V ct.! on al f cct i s til a:. we fi rrl

lcngucges \tklich cppea- to drop subj.ect only cn1 lCO:JuaJes thct. cppecr

t.o allow both subj eat cn1 obj,ECt to be dropped, but we do not fi rrl

1 ms.J aJes \'kli ch allow Obj.ECt dro~) only.

Hucng's thEOry, which is a1 et.t"anpt to cha:ccterize f()rmally the

noti ans "d! scours~ ori ent,aj" m "sent ence ()r! ent Ed", i E\ deei gnErl to

tpply to ImguaJes which hale either no SUbj91t CI3[,eanent or very rich

subj,~t cgreanent. He supposes thtt. lalgucges with rioh obj\f.Ct

cgr eanent should f all outside hi s thEOry, end he 91 ves s<:me d ct. a from

Pcshto CB en ex anpl e.

12. Rizzi (1985) ccgues thct. It ali «1, but not English, all()ws nu11
obj ects i n cart al n construotions.
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In this section, I will exanine HUalg's proposals to see if they

provide us wi th a set! sf aJtory alt ern ct.i ve cccount of the NaJ ajo

fa::ts" Although Nwajo hc$ subja::t cnj object ajreanent merkers, it

shows sane surprising simila:ities with Cllinese in the restrictions on

obj oot drop.. I wi 11 ex ani ne the consequeoces of ext em! ng Hu alg' s

en alysi s of Oli nese/Portug ese type 1 alguCIJes to NaJ ajo.

4. 5. 1 Hu alg' S Propos al.

HUalg notices thct. in O"linese COO IUrtugese, which cppeec to allow

~anpty objaJts, we find thct. the distribution of zero objects is more

restricted then thct of zero subj,ects. Olinest=, for exanple, allo'NS

qui te free ccgument drop in simple senten)€s, C5 shown in

(4.41) (liualg's (19)), yet 5ubj,ECt/objECt csymmetries show up in

exanples like (4.42) (Humg ' s(22)).13 j

(4.41) a).e lei -le
cane.-LE

'(He) cane'

b) Li s1 hen xi hu en .e
Li ai V,try Ii ke E:

'Lisi Likes (him) very much.'

13. Hualg's deta hcs been diapute::l in vcr:ious pllDe3, including
SGt.i stell a(1985), m hi s alalysi s of the ~anpty obj,oot in Chi nose ee a
va-i cble hcs been que:~tioned by Xu Liejiong(1986). Xu conclooes thct.
cert ci n anpty c c:t.egori es in Chi nese simply do oot fi t into my koown
typology of anpty cetegories, I think thet. the issues rased by Hueng
in hi s ct.~anpt to 9i va a synt cctic ch ~ ccteri z etlan ()f the notion of
Discourse'Ibpic a:-e interesting, end further, the Generalized Control
Rule which HUalg proposes is almost identical to the NP-PRO constraint
suggest Ed for N1Jl sjo by Pl et era (1978) • '!her efor e, I an usi ng Hu Gf1g , S

theory cs Q btckgrourrl for 51 malys! s of Nal ajo which does oot use ATB
r epr esent a:. ions.
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c) Zh a1CJs en shuo 1~ bu r enshi Li si ]
Zh a1CJs a1 S8j not know Li si

'Zh al3s a"li sat d th ct. hei , j di d not krow Li s1 '

d) Zhmgsal shuo [Lisi bu renshi ,e)
Zh a1CJs al sa; Li si rot koow

'ZhC03SCI1i said thct. Lisi did rot koow [himy *i]

(4.42) a) ZhC03SCI1j xiwcng lei key! kcnjim Lisi)

Zhmgscn hope Cal see Lisi
'Zh C03s coi hopes th a: [he!] c en see Li s1 • '

b) *Zh a"¥js ali xiwalg (Lisi keyi kcnji Ell ei )

Zh al35 a1 hope Li s1 Cal see
'zhmgsa'li hopes thet Lisi cm see [himi ]

Hua1CJ sU9g cscs tha:. general principles of binding th€Ory end contr()l

t hEDt Y conspi r e to prahl bi t anpty pronani n alsin obj,ect }?Ost t ion, In

}?crticuler, his rule of control, the Generalized Control Rulle (GCR),

requir1es Q coindexing which will alw'!ts r,esult in Q viola:.ion of

Condition B of the Biming 'Ih.oory, which he formulctffi a3 the Disjoint

Ref er ere e Rulie (DJR).

(4. 43) OCR: Coi 00 ex a1 anpty pronoJui nal wi th the closest
nani nal. e1anent.

DJR: A pronoun must be free in its gov1erning ca:.egc)ry.

In Engli sh, the "closest nani nal elanent" ~uld be the Cf3J:' eanent

elanent in INFL, which is always co! ndexed wi th the subj.€Ct. In

C11inese there is no overt INFL, so the subject itself \\Ould alWCfts be

the "closest oomlnal elenent". Since the GCR is obligaory, it hcs the

leffa:t of erecting a violction of Pri~iple B of the BlrrliBJ 'IhEOry

(the Disjoint Refereooe Rule) \fA1enevler it epplies t(l prc) in obj·oot

positie,n. In English, this violction occurs booaJse the ObjECt P1'O
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\\QuId be oliga:orily coirrlexErl with INFL, which is in turn coirrlexed

with the subj1ect NP. In O1inese, the violction occurs beccuse the

obj8Jt pro \\Ould altana:.ically be coiooex~j with the subjECt NP. '!his

violet.ion Cal only be aJoiderl in a Imgucge which hca rich Obj'ECt

cgr eanent on the verb which c en serve ce the "closest ncmi n al

tel anent". (Hu eng g1 yes Pashto as al ex anple of thi 5 1 a3t type.) 'Ihus,

null subjECts in Chinese end in stenda:d "Pro-drop" lcnguilJes ffiClj be

anpty pronaninals, while anpty obje::ts in the lengucg~es urrler

investiga:ion ccnnot be .anpty pronaninals.

Hu alg a:gues th ct O1i nese anpty obj €ets Er e c:ctu ally v ~i chIles, bound

by anpty oper a:ors in topic posi tion. Urrler thi S 1I1 alysi s, the

ungranmc=tical. ccse chov,e is a crossov,er viola:ion. Hueng first giv,es

irrleperrlent .evideooe tha: lcngucges like Chinese aU RJrtugese mat haJ,e

,anpty oper etarsin topi C fOsl t ion bi 001 ng v a- i chIles i n ObjlECt posi t i -:>n,

so thet (4.42) mat be r1epresented C5 (4.44).

(4. 44) Zh C03smi xi wmg [ OPj [Li s1 keyi kmji m t j]

Zh cngscn hope (topic) Li 8i Cal see
'Zhcngscn hopes thct. (cs for him,) Lisi Cal see him.'

Since a topic is alweris neN informa:ion, the nl\ll opera:or in

embeddEd topic posi tion wi 11 cJ..WajS refer to sanoone other th en the

alrecrly-introoooeO mctrix subj,ect. '1herefore, coindexing the mct:.rix

subj~t with the obje::t vcri cble \\QuId be ungrarmctical, haling the

f 1 aJor of a crossover vi 01 ct ion.
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4. 5. 2 Ext emi ng Hu mg' s An alysi s to NaJ ajo

Humg did rot interrl his malysis to exterrl to lalguc31es which har,e

object igraanent, c$ Nwajo dot3S. lbwever, it turns out thct the

si rnpl er d et a inNaJ ajo c en be cccount Ed for qui t e nea:.ly uoo er Hu mg , s

proposal. First, I will show a Hucng-sty1e aJcount for the t\\O types

of si mpl e tr alsi ti v,e sent eoot..."3 i n Nal ajo. I wi 11 then lex ani ne the

rela:ive claJse ccees discusse:l cbove m shc)w thct. the wxili a:y

st ct.lanents nEOe3S ~y to bri ng these d ct a under a Hu eng-styl,e cvcount

CI:\e so cd-hoc as to require re~..xanina:.ion of the entire a:::CQunt.

k:3 mentioned cbov,e, Nwajo c:ppec:rs to har.e obj.ECt BJreenent, so ther,e

i s no a pri ori [eason to C5sume th a: Hu eng' 5 cnalysi s of Chi nese should

be extendcble to Narajo. However, if we aJ0l)t the a1al.ysis of bi-",erb

forms pro[X>serl by Hale, Jeame m PI a:ero (1977) arl Perki ns (1978), in

which such forms involv.c topicaliza:1on, thera the pa-cdigm to be

lexpl ai ned for simple senterces looks very much li ke the Chi nese d ct a:

(4. 45) a) NPi NP t i bi-V (4. 46) a) NP NP yi-v

b) e. NP t i bi-V ttl e NP yi-V
1

c) lei e t i bi-V c) e e yj -v

d) *NPi Ie t
i bi-V d) *NP Ie yi-v

'!he cbov.e pa=a:ligm pa:allels the Olinese filJts in tha: (unless both

SUbjoot c:nj Obj.oot ere dropped) sUbjoots a1d topics mat be ,anpty, but

untopicalizoo ObjlECtS ffiC!! not. An cccount of these rwt~ in Humg's

fr ane'nOr k \ttOuld go cs follows.
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(45) a is a str aightforWad c cae ()f topic ali z cti on. NJ anpty

pronominal is involv,~. In (45) b, en enpty operctor is birrling a

v a:i cble in ObjlECt posi ti on. Si BJe therle i s no anpty pronani n al, no

coooition B violct.ion results. In (45) c), W,e must cssume thet. the

subj oot lee is pro, whi 1e the obj ect aJ i s a v cri a:>le, si roe Nat ajo does

not h81\e the O1inese option of mUltiple topics.

/~ I / /

(4.47) *cshkii, a.:'eoo bizne'e, biiXtse
boy girl his/her fct.her Wa3-seen by

'As for the toy, the girl wcs seen by his fcther."

(45) 0, then, is ttc C81onioal ccse of a null opera:or binding a1

object va-i c;ble, but the SUbjECt is pro, pr,esumibly a3signoo

i denti fic a=.i on al fea:.ur es by the "strong enough" AGR.

(45) dis rulErl out urrler a Hu eng-type a1 alysi s by the Gener ali zed

Control Rule (OCR) end the principle of Disjoint Refer,ence (DJR) (i.e.

principle B of the binding theory). The pro14in subject position

~uld, by the OCR, h QJle to be co! ndexa:l wi th the topi c ali zed t'W, but

then DJR is vio!et,oo, so the representet.ion is ruled out.

(4. 48) *NP,
1

pro t. bi -v~erb
1

Notioe thct. the contrcst betweell (4.45) c a1d d indicct.es thct. the

OCR seems to be c:pplyi ng only i f there ... s a Lexie a1. NP close eoough to

cct c:s the controller of pro. 'I11 a: is, apther pro doeo rpt c1?pecr to

count E6 a closest nominal elanent in Nwajo. '11116 probLem did not

14. As di scussoo eer:li er, the evidence C5 to whether enpty prom mi n ale
in Nwajo Ere PRO or pro is iooooolusive. In whet: follows, I simply
use pro to i ndi c et e a1 tmpty pronomi n al, wi thout c1 fA roi ng to h a1,€ alY
answer to this question.
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a:i se in Oli nese bEe aJse of the al ai 1 chi Ii ty of ITOr e th en one topi c

posi ti on. (i • e. the SUbj,ECt 8J could also be a v a-i cbLe.)

'l\1rni ng to the yi -verb CEBes, c cse a is a str aightforwccd tr £Osi ti Vie

sentence with both crguments l,exically filLed. Ccse (b), where the

SUbject is ,anpty while the objECt is lexically filled. is a stax1crd

pro-drop configurction. Presumcbly AGR in NaJajo is btrong enough to

identi fy sUbj oot pro. Cc:ae (0), in which both sUbj,ect ald obj ect a" e

droppErl wi th a yi -~erb lems us to beli eve thct. the objlECt ajreanent

m~ker in Nalajo is strong eoough to identify en anpty object. Again,

inc a3e (0), we fi nd th ct the OCR does not r'€qUi (e coi ndexi n9 wi th the

subject if the subja::t is pro. In ccse(d),pro is forbidden in obJect

pasi ti on when the 5ubj'ECt i s a ]-6<1 c ~ NP, a.:l a n suggesti n9 th ct the

OCR requires a pro to be indexed with nea-est l,exical NP.

'lhus we see thc:t we Cal axount for both topic all zoo end simple

Nwajo tralsitiv.e senteooes using HUc31g'S GCR plus DJR, if we CBsume

tha:. the "closest naninal e1anent" for Narajo includes Lexical NPs, but

tha: anpty pronominals do rot count for the OCR.

4. 5. 3 '!he GCR vs. PI cbero' s Pa-st ng Str a:..egy

Hucng's OCR ald Pla:ero's NP-PRO constrant a:e almost identical. As

menti onerl cboVje, PI ct. ero [tej.eot Ed en NP-PRO canst r a\ nt a1 alysls of

NaJajo in faJor of a discourse interpret.iv\e rule.

'!he Ca3es thct. leirl Plctero to [leject the NP-PRO constraint will be

reviewoo below. '!he tw::> sets of faJts to be considererl involv,e NF's
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wi th pc>ssessi v·e eli tics a1d the i nt ern ally-heajaj rel cti ",e c1 alses

which werle discussEd in Section (4.3) end given a'l ATB a::count. First,

I will show t'.ct the pc>ssessiv,e ccses do not haJ,e to contain en empty

pronaninal, becwse the overt fOssessive clitic is aTailcble, sirc!e

this clitic, unlike the v~erbal prefiXtes, is not anbejded within en

unstruct urtOO stri ng of morphenes •

.According to Plctero, senteoces such a3 those in (4.49) ere

counter,ex anples to the NP-PRO constr ai nt, bED alse the possessi ve PRO i s

not require:] to be coindexed with the inunooi ctely pr,ecErling NP(although

i t C a1 be) •

(4. 49) cshki i [NP PRO bi zh~'e] yi yi i lts ~

boy hi s-f a:.her s cw

''!he roy SaN his. ),/her fa:her,15
1 ,

'!he faJt thct: PRO in the cbov.e exanp1enea:J not b~coreferent with

the mj 'Cent NP S6611S to be a counter ex anple to the NP-PRO canstr ai nt •

Howev~, such e'<anples a:e aproblan Oflly if ther:e cctually is aPROin

the Nll, Plc:t..ero essumes tha:. the poDsessive PRo.exists beccuse of

,exanples such C6 (4.50).

(4. 50) cshki i
boy

bi zhe' e
hi s-f ether

yarti'
spe£k

''Ihe boy's fct.her is speeking'

15. Under a di fferent Pel's! ng, thi f3 se.ntleooe c en alAn Ulc~al ae/she. SaN
1

the royj 's f ether' •
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Howev,er, if we suppose tha: the f:.X>ssessive clitic pronoun bi _16 mC¥

be + or - «gllTlent, then we neEd oot cEsume the ,exl steooe of PRO 1n

th ese ex anpl,es. 1llus the pc eBlJ1\Erl count er ex at,pi f' i s rot J prob~ en

b~aJse its S-structure is eli shown In (4.51)

(4. 51) cshki 1

boy

I ,/ ,

zhe',ej yi yi i its a
l.

hi s f ether s Btl

''lhe boy SaN hisi ,j/her fEther'

'ltae proooun ~ h.'lst be free ~'1 its governlng c~03ory, which it ie,

siooe Jt:s governing cctegory in this ccae is the NP.

'lho only [lanai. ni ~ set of c:ppcc.ent counterlex anples to the NP-Pl~O

constrant ece those ccs~ diooussaJ in detail cbov,ei the sentences

wi th i ntee nally-heajEd riel ct 1v.e 01 alsea. '!hese cppea- to viol tt e It'lC

pasing constrant by allowing lenpty obj~ECts wit.h yi-v,t~:rb forms.

Let us go through the set of fX)ssiblf~ reajiDjs for aceta 1)«s109 Ol

this senteooe ald consider the implica:.ions for the ldcpta.ion of

Hu mgt 6 thEOry which we propol:ioo in the prl w10us sooti on.

CClSe \ ,,~:: pro [mal horse ropoo)-rel br cndoo

In Lhis pa::s~ ng, pro ib the subj,aJt of brcOOoo, ald (mal horse

ropEd]-r.el ia the CJt'~a::t: of brm£d. Either!!l!!! or horse m'ft be

i ncer9rettd lS the heaj of tl'.e r.el «.1 va 01 aJse. Ht. eng's OCR \\QuId oot

16. 1lli sis th~ only earn, of the thi cd person FUssessl vIe proooun; ther e
i S fX) yi - eorm

• 279 -



cppl~' to pro in thic ccse, sirce none of the lexical NPs c-coovncnjt3

pro. 'Iherefore, 1JI:0 is free to refer outside of the senteooe. Since

pro is free, we could also get the c me where prel end ~ h q;>pen tC)

cor ef,er, but 001y i f we lSsume t h it (booi t ion C of the bi 001 ng t h tOr y

does not hold f)[ NaJ ajo. As di scussErl mVle, thi sis a probLan whi ch

ism a:te ,ev.en J1X)r e swer e by the puzzli ng f Let th a:. pro, bel ng fr ee,

ought to be tble to refer to the anb£rl,'oo ObjlECt, but it calnot. Under

a HUlJ1g-style ala1.~'s1s, we \tl:>uld hale to supp1t:ment the definition of

"closest n:ninal elenerlt" In Nwajo in the following wEfj:

CLQ3~T NCNlNA.L ELEMENT(NQlbjO) X is the closest naninal .eLanent
to Y i ff Xis a lexical NP, ald

x c-ccmnms Y
OR

i f ther e 1S 00 ~"P th et a-cOllIn aldJ 'i,
Xis ate! og·· alj aJent to Y"

Ccs€ b): men [( pro horse ropEd ]REL) be cnjaj

'!hi s pcrsi ng is canpletely well-boo aJOO wi th r Eiloot to the NP-PRO

constr al nt; pro must be corefeclent wi th the subjoot of the sentence, no

metter which NP i 5 chosen cs the heaj of the rael £t.i ve 01 iJJse. We Bee

then thct my iea:ling in ~jc:.;h the anbEddErl subja::t, pro, is the hem

of the r.eletiVie claise ccn be ruled out tB a coroit.ion B viola:ion,

bECaJse this pro is coooexerl with the mttrix SUbj!ECt.

Ca:;e c): [( men horse ropEd ) REL) pro br erda:)

'1llis is the Ca3e tha: Pla:ero considers to be elideooe tl3anst the

.existen::eof the NP-PROconstralnt. He lCgues thtt alooe.anpty Obj.ECts

sEenai to be rula:l out in the simple c cses by a cCI1\bi nttJ on of the
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NP-PJlO constr ci nt cnj the pri nei plle of ,11 5j01 nt r.E:fer.encc (bi ndi ng

prlrciple B), the sane constraints should conspire to ruLe out this

interpret ct.i on.

Pletero is ccceful to show thct it \\Ould be wrong to suppose thct.

this p«sing lCtually is ruled out, em its tpptrent a,railcbility is

only due to the fa::t thtt there fee t\tA:> possibLe English tra1s1ct.ions

of p «s1 ng b. Although PI ~ero rK>tes th et the judg.anents on thi s

pCI'sing a:-e difficult to elicit, he provides aidltional evideooe thet.

the representtt.ion must exist. If the NP with which pro is coreferent

i s a proper nane, p cr ai ng b i 5 un", a 1cble, sl no e proper nanes c moot:

heed relet.ive claJses, yet the &enten::e is still granmctical.
, I ( , ~t'

(4. 52) Asd zam Ki i ya' n1 J:t sood ~~ yi ch' cnooshkeoo
1fK.I1lB1 Kit 3-fed-3-REL 3-sc:>ldoo-3

*'l11e \tOI1\al scoldErl Ki i \\tao she fed.
1he ~cn who foo Ki i i scoldErl himi , *j

(Plet.ero 1982:293)

Pl et ero' s other pi ~e ot E.Videroe til ct. the r epr1esent Eti on wi th Q

r.eletiv.e clwse subja::t m ,enpty ObJECt must be aJailcble is ,even In.Jre

carolus! V,E:. Hea:lless rIel ct.! VES wi th bi -vlerbs, unli ke those wi th

yl-v,ecbs, ere unanbiguous cs to which NP i 8 to be construErl ea thE.!

hem.

(4. 53) a) t(f I dz acneez yi zt ar.,~~
horse mule yi-bit-REL

'1hE:' hors~ thet kicked the mule' OR
•'1lle mule th a:. the hOI'se kicked'

b) IV I dz acnee'z bi zt at""\~
hor ae nUJ1.e bi -ki ok -REL
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''!he horse thct wcs kickEd by the muLe'
* ''Ihe mule th it. the horse WC5 ki aka:! by'

If we ,enbEd such a rtel a:~ V'e c1 aJse urrler anther verb, we C a1 get

only the reeding in which there is al anpty obj,.a::t.

(4. 54) l (f • d zaSleez bi zt at:-i~ yi shx Eh
'horse mule bi -bi t-REL yi ..bi t

''lhe horae thct was kickEd by themulei bit iti

*''Ihe horse bit the mule thct it Wa3 kick.Ed by'

Sltch evidence th a: thee e must ex! at a p«at ng of riel ct.i v,e 01 aJses i n

which there is a1 anpty objECt leeds Pleter() to cbcnion the NP-PRO

constrcint in ftilor of the discourse interpr,etction ruLf::. We em b(1e

th it. thi 6 senten:::e also vi 01 etas the Hu Erlg-Htyle a::cuunt th ct. we h aI.t.:

profX>SOO so fcr:, since th~ naninal with which the pro ends u£'> coindexai

nei thee C-COO11lms pro oor i s str i B.] a:ij Cl::erlt to pro.

Sioce the 8(istence of this p«tiing for a senterK:e containing a1

iternally-heaiEd r.elttive claJse is the any pime of .e.Jiderce ajainBt

the NP-PROcon,straint, ap:Jsfjible solution to the pl'oblan might be to

.ex.enpt r.elcti v_e cl alsea tcan the NP-PRO constr ai nt t ftVtice th tt ct

S-Structut'e, en internally-heedEd r,elct.iv.e claJse hca jut:lt thc=: OVlert

structure of Bl S', oot of Bl NP. ~erhtps tt.t?~~~e [.elai",eolwses do ooL

count lfj a Closest lobes! ble ~i ned..

In the C lSes th a: PI cS: era consi der t:d probl an cti c, the obj,ECt pro 1a

oblig ctori 1y c. ->ntrollai by a NP which does rPt C-COO1ll cni it. 'Iller efor e

it meets the birxiing re::luiranPJlt, aiooe it is not co1ooexai with a

c-cOO11lcn:3iDJ II1tc:cooent. It Also meets the "ontrol rtqu1ranent, 61oo(~
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it is coi rdexa:i wi th the clusest nan! nal. .e1an~t.

Howev.er, bee alse of the pCI:' alleli SIn constr ci nts found i n the

int.erpretction of the .anpty pronaninals, this option is incrlequa:.e. It

r el ct.i ve cl a.1ses wer e exanpt from the NP-PRO Constr ant, Ot" if NaJ ajo

simply dido't hale Q 0-00011\ m r equi [,anent a:; p«t of its control rule,

coindexa:.ion of pro with the other ran1nal .e1enent should alS() be

permJ ttaj; the only c01 mexi rag th a- dhould oot be permi tt Ed i 8

co! ooexi 0'3 wi th the NP whi oh is construoo a3 the held of the reI cti VIC

cl aJse, si roe percol it10n of fectures of the highest NP node \tt()uld

caJse pro to be bound. Howe'Vet, the following senteooe is not

9[ aTmct.ical:

(4. 55) a3hki 1i

boy

ct',eoo yiy1iltsEl1~T prOt yizts'qs

g1 r 1 a aN-REL ki saed

''!he 91 r1 who the boy! SlW ki aaEd hiln i '

PI a.:te(O Wai mSLDl\! ng th ct my col rrlext ng of pro const! tutes bi ooi ~.

However, C6 h a3 been lX)i nt Ed out i n Ol,.r,sky (1984 01 EBS l.ectur es end

.elsE!\\'herlE:), it cppea-s thtt.. the strootural recjuir\anents for birrling tnli

control a:-e qui te di ffertnt, 81001 ng cLea.-ly rEqUi r~.5 c-caTmalcl,

wherecs control mt!( requi :e simple pr.oo£deooe. As e. lest resort, lE;t

us try to mantan lJl lCcourlt in terms of the OCR cnj DJR by revising

our definition of "closest nanlnal telanent" In Nwajo.

(4. 56) CUl3fl)T ~ INAL ElJlt1ENI' (N CfI ajo) for X • fi r at Lee i c al NP llrlECa::1i ng
X in the string

'Ihis definition seane macjmtJ.ly simpl1e, yet I"Ptice tha: we must now

sta:e fa l«JJu19,e-sp~ific tdden:Jum to the Generaljzaj Control Rule for
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(4. 59)

Nal ajo.

(4. 57) GeR. Coi ooex al ,anpty pronani nat wi th the closest
nan! n cJ. ~e1anent.

(NBlajoonly): if there is 00 closest nominal etanent, a1

,anpty pronani nal rn8J optionally be colooextEd wi th m imnooj CC4ely
followi ng nani n al .elanent.

DJR: A proooun must be free in its gov.ernill3 ccbSJory.

'!his rule is canpletely a:l-hoc, en:) furthermore, it seans tha: th~

original. probLan thet. Pletero set out to solve is still unsolved on

thi 5 cccount: i. e. why must a null subjl€Ct be (lei thee tree or)

condexe::l wi th a1 .anbeddErl subj 8Jt crd fa null ObjlECt wi th a1 ,enbEddoo

obj.tnt?

Furthermort:, If W~ llX:>k Et. con::3lruction8 other thm relctive claJs~3,

we fi 00 th ct thi s hY?Jthetic al control ruLe 91 ves enti nely wrong

prErlictionti. In a senterce like (4.58), which c()ntain~ a1 aijoinErl

01 aJse, we see th ct. col ndexi BJ for control c moot oper a:.,e on a simpl c:

line« string, 'lhe cbov,e control rule \\QuId prooict only the Q

reaiiJ'¥3, when both a m b cce perfeotly grannctical.

(4.58) H{;StUn deezghal-go nfdii Ina'
men he BtOke-cCMP he got up

a) 'Wl1en the mali a,.,oke, he1 got up.'

b) 'When the mali a.o.uke, Hej got up.'
(Pla:ero 1178:15)

(oord1 nlt.e constructions also f all to obey the eboVle control rule:
II ( ~_,-_ ~L (I' LL

Ash k11 4 'teed yl 'dE:~l (0300 h a3t i i n yi yi 1a: t s ~ duo deezgo'.
boy '31r1 whistJe:) a; m mal SaN en:) f~ell

''l''le 001'1 whistlEd ct th~ girl, hei SaN the men «Xi he! fell.'

(P 1978i66)
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Plc;tero's insightful observetian wee thct. no mct.ter how the sentence it;;

pccaErl, the: NP which is ste! ng--cloaest to the verbs must be the object

of both v,erbs. So, surprisingly, reajing (4.15)j), rcpea:a:t here, is

i rn£X>ssi bI e.

4. 15 (( men horse rop~J) .ee] I)[O br moo
h) ''!he mal who copa:l the ho[sei br moo it} ,

i) *hl ffl1her j
j) *'Ihe horse thd: th .. mali roptd bran€rl hlmi ,j'

It is pr,eciaely this observet.ion which is ccptured by the I\TB iCCullnt

pr esent Ed i n sECti on 2.

4. 6 01 Mq>pi ng OJnventions

If Plttero's rule for intetprEting granma:1cal rela:.iorls(the IGI~) is

pa:ticulac only to l~al6jo, we hcwte reCSClO t.o be suspicious of its

.exi st eoo e. fbw€v cr, Wool ford (1986) prof-Os (~S th e:t. "i tis not nee: ess ar y

to cppeal to lextr c3J' annette cd prCXJe5s! ng atr ct8;]i es or glob a1

canstr cd nts on tr cnsform a.i ana to ~count for d", a of thi s sort ••• i f

one fairly simpLe pa:anet:.erizoo ~ubsystEJll, Mcpping, is cdd€rl ••• MllJping

Conv,enti ona pI aJe rESt r !(Jti cns on the casool et10n of lex! cal 1tans wi th

t.ermi ncal .xx:tes in constJ tuent structure trees ct.

S-Stt uctur e." (1986. 301) ~flle Mcppi og Cbnvalti ons whi cb she proposes a c

giv,en in (4.60),

(4.60) PARAMETERIZED FCJtMUIATION OF MAPPING CONVEmJIONS

A. Ea:!h l.exical itan in the string must be mcppaj to!wsooi ctoo with
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a unique t..erminal ct S-Structure.

B. N:> csocx:=ia:ion lines m8j cro~s.

c. Mcpping proceoot;> in a ~trict'.ly unjdir,EOtional mmner with respoot
to ct:rmi n al nodes wi thi n the sane mcppi ng dan at n, unl e~s thi B

\«>uld vi 01 ct e Conv·enti on A or S, ()[ unLess m'Ppi ng j s blockErl
by a qualifying fectU[le clcsh (determinoo in ec£h la¥3ucge on
the beE! S of post ti v.e eviden:1e).

(1986; 322)

Ml\PPING OCMAIN: 'l\-.o ncxies x a'¥3 y a: e wi thi n the sane

m~i l1<1 dan ani f xffi ex a'¥3 .;n ex ar e cont ai ned i n all
of the sanema<imal proJ,ECtions (ESsuming thet. VP is l'X)t Q

macim al projlECi on, or i fit i s, excllXli ng VP.).. (1986; 305)

'!he i1ea, then, is tha: mcppiBJ conventi()nA c()nstrain the pa-ticular

S-St ructur es whi ch mt!I be reI ct E.d to FF st rings of 't\Ords, di & all()wi ng

.anpty MAS i n post ti 005 whet e a mcppi ng dan ai n 'ttt)uld be inter! upt ai.

Woolft Ird gi V,Et) cvid,E!X::t from Engl! sh, Fr ench, Ir ish ald 'lbb Q Bet Ek t()

ccgue th Et such co conv,enti ons may epply i n p E€ anet er i zed forms

cross-Ii ngui sti cally. mmy 1 algu cg €.s. '!hi s 1ti a1 i nt er e~tj nC] q)pro a::h

LO the prob1an of [,eleting phonetic strif)3s to S-Structure3, howev',er, r

beliEvt: thct. theL€: (;[E: anpiriccJ. CD well (;t:j cuoceptual problans with

it. I wi 11 di scuss the ~enpi ric £.1 problans which h ale to do wi th

NaJ ajo, a1d the:n wi 11 ague tha: the constr at nts on the post tion::» of

,anpty .el..anents which Woolford 01 aims a: e due to the Meppl ng ceJnventi anb

a:e indepeooently walcble without such conventions. 'Ihus, I support

Woolford's clam thct lextraJramlttical devices a:e unnooessEry, en:) I

di ~pen~e wi th spec! eJ. m'P[)! 09 cony Ef\ti ons CI3 well.

'ftle fi r~t problan to be aidr et)s h C5 to do wi th the tr E:etment of lht~

'yi/bj' EJ.ternltion 1n New "jo. Although Wo(')lford ~resents the

- 286 -



followi ng PEl' aiigm17 to i llul=itr ct.e the neoo for a set of Mc;ppi og

conv,cnti ons for NaI Eijo, she provides en ,explici t cccount for the

sentences in (4.61), but does not do so for the senteoo,es in (462).

(4. 61) a. ashkii ct. I:~ yi ztsl~S
boy girl 3-kissed-3

'1he boy ki ssai tile 9i r 1 '

b. (Npej et I.a~ yi zts'?S

girl 3-k1ss(~-3

•HeVshe ki ssed the gi r 1 '

C. [Npel (Npe] yi zts''{s

3-ki ssEd·~3
'He(she ki ssed hinv'her'

~/

(j. *et'I~Ed (Npf:] yiztf.i'~S

girl 3-kissed-3
N()'l\ ''!he 9 i r 1 ki sse:) hi nv'her '

(4.62) a. a3hki i et. 'le~ bi Zt8'~8
boy 9i r 1 3-ki saed·"by- 3

''!hf: boy wee ki ssed by the gj [1'

,
b. (NV£:j ct.1,e€d bi zts''(s

girl 3-kissed-by-3
'H£Vshe WCB ki BSed by the gi r 1 '

c. (Npej (Npt:] bi zt s' 'ts

3-ki ssoo-by-3
'HeV she wt13 ki sserl by hi nv'her

17. I an mcintaining Woolford's glosses here, although a3 dlSOUSSOO
ea:li.er, the bi fc)rms Cl"Ie rot really pCBsi v n , crrl the prefi x order
within the verbal canplex is O•• S•• stan
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/"
d. * ct:' eed [NP~) bi zts'~s

girl 3-kissed-by-3
NOT. ''!he girl WCB kissed by him/her'

'nle mcpping convfntions a:e sup{X)scd to opercte from right to left in

all of the c:bove senten::e3, ruling out my ccse in which Ql,anpty

elanmt cppe~s between B1 ov,ert NP end the vlerb. Wool ford i llustr ct. es

the operet.ion of the mcpping conventions in simple sent.eooes with the

yi -v.erb CCBes, wher e the mcppi ng convent! ans serve to rulle out anpty

pronaninal obj,ECts in the preserue ()f En OVlert subj,ect.

In the bi -Vlerb senteOJE.:::i, the \-Urd or(i~r is Cbj<:et, SubjlECt, Verb.

'!hi s meB1S thct. ina sent.toce wi th a bi -verb end only one ov,ert NP, thE:

NP mU8t bb c()nstruEd ED th~ subject. 'lllis feet is ~anE.awhEt. ()bscuraj by

Woolford's tralslctions of the bi -sentc=nces ~ pa3siv,E.s. If we insteal

follow Perkins(1978) in trcnslet.ing bi- senteooes cs wtive3, Lut with

different anpha:i~, tht: cbovL bi-sentenct=6 will be traltileted a3 (4 63)

a-d.

(4.63) 0. a5hkij ct',~ bizts''t!s
boy girl bi-klssed

'1llc girl kissed the boy; (talking ci:xJut the lxJy)

~fI"

b. (NPt:) a:.. 'lea:! bi zt s '~s

91 r1 bi -ki ssed
''nle girl kissed him/her' (talking ax.'ut him/her)

C. (NPe] (NPej bizts'~s

bi -ki ssed
'He! she ki ssoo hi nVher

d. 'It a.' ,e'Ed [Npe] bi zts' ~s

girl 3-ki~sed-by-3

NOT: 'He!Rhe ki ssa:1 the gi r l' (t al ki ng cbout thE: gi r 1)
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If these ere the corr,ect tr EIlsl a:ions, then we must <.31 SCOVler a Waj to

pI event the mcppi ng shown in (4. 64) •

(4. 64)

NP
*

One I,Xlssi bi 1.i ty would be to cssume th ct. ther e i 5 a tr aJe i n obj'ECt

position in the bi-constructions, which is visible to the mcpping

conventions, end therefore is mq;>poo onto the obj.E:Ct fX)sition, es shown

"et.' eed

cbout hi m/her )

NP

S

NP / '\ s

proi / \

VP
/ \

NP V

I I
(ei ) bi zt s ' (-lS

'Th E;: gi r 1 ki f:iSOO hi m/ht:r ' (t al ki ng

i p (4. 65) •

(4" 65)

fbwE?\1.cr, thi sis pr,ECi sely the en alysi s which I LJrofXJfo1crl cbove for

simple sent~es, following the prol,Xlsals of Hucng in ~jch trcces were

cccept cb1e obj,ect 9 tps but pronani n ala werle rot:. r.Ih a:. lCcount di d oot

need my extram'lJping conv,entions; the c.ppea1 cnce of anpty pronaninaJ

objtoots WEB prohi bi ti a:1 by i ooapeOOent pri 001 plea of bi 001 ng em

control. In Woolford's systan, these principlec of binding a1d cuntrc)l

«e also iooeperdently neceSSfl:YI I maintain thct they provide ai
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iCcount for the ccses for which her mcpping conventions a:,~ d~slgnErl.

1'btice further, tha: for the mcpping of the bi·-ccses to work ,tn

Woolford's syst.en, the traJe in ObjlECt £X)sition in bi-sent.eooes must be

a1 NP trcce, left in a1 unca3ena:ked £X)sition, rether thm aWH trcDe.

'!his is ba::aJseWH traJes a'te rot visible to the mcpping c()nv,entions,

cccording to Woolford. Howev,et, ther,e is little if my evidenc,e tha:

the moVt81lent i nvalvErl i n bi - senteooes i nvalves £bsorption of

cccus et.i ve c we. For ()ne thi 09, the subj,ECt shows no 81 gn of lusi 119

its thet a role, ax) also, Nc3I sjo 11CB a di fflerent construction which i s

more cO[(aJtly tr IDsl a:.ed c:s passi v€.

'lhus, i t seens th a:. th<: bi -vlerb ale best iCC()Unta:l for wi thc)ut

mcppi 09 conventi on~, end si nee th.~se wer ~ the v,cry c a:;es th ct

origi nally suggest.a.i such conventions, we must question the n~essi ty

of the rncppi ng comfAlnent.

As furt\ler IEVidence thct. the ffiq?pi n9 conv,entions really only serve tl)

rul.e out lanpty proncminal obj.ECts, which ought to be ruled out be

indepE.1nd€:r~1 'Ir'incipll€s of binding en::) control, consider how the mcpping
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conventi uns ~rkin (4. 66) (Woolford's (4 a) ) :

(4. 66) ashkii [NPe] a:.'.e'&3 yiyiBts~fe yizts'~s
boy gi r1 S cw-REL C ki ssEd

''!he boy! kissed the girl tha: hei SaN'

I,
I
I

I

ki ss€dSaN

~5

NP ." ---------- VP

b NP~ "'-v
I 5'/ "'N
I ,
I 5

I NP/"'" VP

I ~ NP/ "v
I I I

I i f
girlbuy

'!he rn cppi ng conv.enti ons st etc th Gt mc:ppi ng proaErles right to left

within ecch mcpping de.main. '!he imtx>rLent feet to notice here is t.het:.

although the t WJ NP nooes wi thi n the r.el ct.! Vie 01 alse cr e in the sane

m~pi og dan ci n, thee e i s no [a:jui r anEnt th a: they both be cssoci at €d

with en NP. In this rl€C3a:d, themc:pping conventions cce strikingly

di fferent from phoO\.>logical mcppi ng rules, which a,"le gener ally thought

to obt.:y a well-f()rmtDness cordi tion which st Etes th a:. on alY g1 ven

cycle, ewh e1an€flt )n one tier is cs::ioclcted with a:. lecst on~ element

on the: other. '!he In eppl ng conv,entions, on the other h aXI, rn '!t stu,t)

before they r.:eroh th·~ lest phonetic NP end the lest Nfl nexle in a

mepping danain. considering the lextent to which the efftoots of the

mcpping prirx.dpl~e; parallel th~ effects of indEpendent binding B"ld

control prj rei plts, it 1s uooesi [ cble to propose a set of rules "Jhich
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trle of 6 f ani 11 CI: sort but which cpply in en uncxpfCt.oo wUJ.

Another COfCEptual obj.a:::tiun to the introo\£tion ot a m(l>l)ing

canponent hcs to do with the sta:.us of the trees onto which lexictJ

itens a-e mcppoo by Woolford's convt::ntions. In her locplica:.ion of thu

proposal, she mcps order.Erl striB]8 of Lexical it:Aans onto trees which

cont ci n c a:. egory i nfotm ct.i on. Ibwever:, i f the ~rk of Stow(!ll (1981)

ax) others is corrla::t, then the btee can(Xlnent does rot genet et.e ;;ny

tr~e:i wi th ca:e.gory i nfor.netian cont ci nui in thun; r ether c ttajory

informet.ion percoletes fran lexical it-ens. Furthermor~, CD WeD

discu::>suj in OlC{JtCt 1, the ~urfa::~ urder of lexjcal itanti is currently

thOUgtlt to follow from pa: anet,ers uf thet a role cssigrment to:) C CSE:

Ctisignmcnt alooy with pcrantt~clzed lrlJl.Ct..ncy r,E..~UiranU1tti ()n tht:ta alCl

cme assignnent. In GB throry, striBJs of ~rds hale: tht:lr uurta~t·

urdt:t in virtuf;:of tht:Sl:J,JCl"ant..t.eCti on tht: Cf)sJgrmtflt ()f structure}

rlela=.ions. A prol:unu.l to mll? O[dECW strir¥js of w:,)[ds onto stL'uctU[l:~J

i s thuD not j n kt:cpi ng wi t h CUt" rent CS:.:HJffi!Jt i ono,

'!he issues involvi~ the rela:.ionbhip uf phonL:.tic form to ~ynLa< teL

f« (ran clE.:a:. '!he i nterLSti ng thi n<J cbt.JUl III alg' ti 'H)rlJcch is thtt

he provi des i rrleperrlent .t.:vi derce f.)[ the lexj at erPe ()f thEj a)~tl' a::l

topic fOsitionti. If tht.~6 fX)sttiOI1S Br·e indL1?~ooL~tly mCJtivaoo a~j

serve to \~plcin the dct.a, then idd1tioncJ. prirclplf!f:i «~unoaJessuy.
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4. 7 Ebrmal Properti es of Am Represent aion~

In my Across-the-Boa:d cccount of the NaJ~o f£ts, I WCti

intentionally vcgue 8x>ut the prooise ncture of the A'IB re.pr,esentet.ions

tha I wee using. In this sECtion, I will ~explCJre sane possible

sou[ces of these effects,

4. 7.1 '!he: Qx>rdi ncte Structure Cbnstr ai. nt

'Ihe Am forma: lJropotioo by Wi 11i ans WeE designEd to c4?tur,~ the

observct.ion male by Ros~(1967) thct the CoJrdind.:f: Structure

Constraint (4.67) could be viola:Erl in some ceseo.

(4.67) COOIDINt\TE S'lROCTURE CONSTRAINT
In a coordincte ::itructure, 00 conjuoct mcy be rnuvul, our ffiev
illy element cont ai nEd i n Q conjuoct be moved (Jut of th ct
conjunct.

'!hi s canstr a nt m'Y be- ci rClI1lv,ent Ed by Cl)plyi ng somE:' tr B1ofc)rm ct.! ()n cJ

rules to conjoinEd structures" ccrc)ss-tht.-"boecd", which mems thet j f

tht: rule tpf.>li 00 to one conjur)Ct, it obligctori ly tppli Ed to all

conjuootd. Whi le the: Coord! ncte Structure Canstr ai nt ruLed out the t)

c cses below, in whi ch extr a::ti on h w t d(en pilOt: out of one conjuoot I

th~ 6CltieS a:'te grarmct.ical, bECaJSE::,extrtCtion hce td<.en pla::e

"i.Crol:)s-th~tx>a:d'•

(4.68) a. 'lUll pickoo, m I weshoo, m aJzi e wi 11 prepare, the::ie
9[ 'Pes. (-£baa' ti 4. 120b)

b. "'Tom pjckErl, m I wa:.ht:rl sanE: turnips, cOO SUzi e wi 11
ptepa:e, these gr cpes. (mRoSti'f:i 4.121b)
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(111)6.
b.

(4.69) a. Wren did you get tcck m whet. did you bring me?(Rosb'b 4,138e.)
b. *Sally's sick end \tAia: did you bring me?(Ross'c 4.139a}

Although R>ss h a:J 1i ttle to S 8J cbout the form al properti es uf puch

r ul es, he: poi nt Ed out th ct "c:c[OSS~,tht..- 00 ccd rul,es oper et. e i n such a

WEIJ cs to r.anove ,e1anents fran conjuoots, whi i.e rules 11 ke pcssive,

pcIticle movanmt, extrcposition, ffld mcny others like than which could

be ci t.Ed mer.ely rea:r cng~ i tens wi thi n 6 conjuoot." (1967; 178) 18

4. 7.. 2 Wi 11 i anti (1978 ) Am Fb rm a:

1\) c4Jturt: tht:; Am ~ff€Ct~ notica:l by Rutiti, Wi IIi an~ !)ro1;XJaed "thct

conju~ts ina coordi net.e structure be wci tten un tf)l) l)f ecch lJthef,

md ttl a. (ector Ii nL~ th a bpI i t coordi n a. ~ st ructuc t::S bt dr ewn 8() Cl3

to sfJlit ell conjuocts l)f tha: structur~."(1978~32) '!tal: D-StL'Uctur8 ()t'

18. R>bb al tiC rot i c t.d C tl t ai n nJn c()njlJl ntrl c Cb (~ti t h a. tihuw L) ~ t i ttl A'llj
E::f f ~t~3:

(1) c.. CJcsha is gobblin\3 down blintze:) taiter then I em rehLa~

than. (=Roso' s 4.154,)
b.??'lh~· blintzes which Su>ha j:, gobbljng dlJwn tajter then 1

em reheet iCe extranely testy, if I dr) Sej SO. (=RoSE'~ 4.155c)
c. * I think Anlta ffic¥ hcwt: [nisonErl the fishbcl18 which

Sesh a i s gobbli ng down bIt nt zes f tat t::r th a1 I C a1 r ehu a •
(=ROSd'S 4. 159 c)

(1i) E.. I went to pe:ruse thct Cl)ntra::t bt::fore filing it
lWflJ. (=a:>Sti' s 4.154b)

b. 71 8Uo}?ect thct the C{>ntrlDt which I wmt€li to peruse
befor e f i 1i rag aN Cft math lJ/ e sane loophol €S. (=PDSti' ti 4. 155b)

c. "'ll1 e dea:1 \ttli ch I wmt ll) per use th a: cant r tOt befor e
filing aNCfj is probcbly a forgery. (=RJss's 4.159b)

Fr 00 tor e the curt at n i n roll! n<J j t up. (=Ross' s 4.1540)
rrhe curt at. n whi ch Fried tor e i n rol11 ng up wee the ki 00
gift uf my m«.ernal Aunt Priscilla. (=R()~s's 4.1550)

c. *'Ihe wallpclJer which Fr,ed tore the curt air) in rolling Ul)

ha3 aplewing ga)ffi(trical pa:.tern.(=Roc~'s 4.]590)
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the iooir,oot question (4.70), then, looks likie (4.76).

(4. 70) W'lO John SaN l:Ild Bill hit

(4. 71) CGtP [John Stw whols

(Bill hit who)s

Descriptiv,ely, if a1 &t:lenent is extrccted out of onE; senteoo~, thE.:

p~ al1el cansti tuent must also be>extr a::tlOO out of the other aent~L'.

Willi ans profX>ses to cchi ev.e this result by stcting tha the granmcr

includes a definition of the ATB furmct. C5 in (4.72), End thet thL~

u~ual definition of fiCtor 19 maj be modified by a:1ding (4 73).

(4.72) DEFINITION
'ItlE:: structure

[Xl lel

i s c. well-formEd 1 IDtltd br iCketi ng i f Xl"'" X
n

ar,l;;:.

(4. 73) It F is a f ~tor m C Q cuordi nct:e structur.e C(Jnt ..~ ni ng
conjunctti CI ,. ,en' then ror F to bE: a well-formtd

f tctar th e followi n9 mu~t h<)ld;
if for my i, (ei F rod lei F,

then for all i, i t. must be the c cae th et..

lei F cn:1 lei F

Willi ansi d&inition uf a well-formed lEbcled brccketing st1pula:etl

19. '!he usual d&initlon of feelor for Willi ana is tha: giv,t:ll by Petercl
cn:t Richi.e(1973), who defi ne f ectur Cti lily substri ng of a well-forme:]
1 cbel Ed br ccketi ng th e:t does not btgi n wi th a rl ght be roket. ()[ end wJ th
a left br a::ket I
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thct conjurcts m~ be a:[8'l9Ed in pccallel, em his cddition to the:

defi ni ti on of f a::tor ~ti pul et.es th et aly f ector! og for a

tr cnsformetional ruLe m~st f a::tor the t\ttO conjuoots C5 a pa:- aILel

uni t.

It should be cle«ly pointErl out thct Am repres(;otetioos a"lt

three-dimensional. '1llis is true of Willi ana original formalizct.ion of

the ATB form et, although i tis rot obvious, a1 nee Wi 111 ans U::lOO

br«:ketErl strings insteiD of trlees. Willi ans sc.!ts thct in ATB formet.,

the stri nys must be f ~tO[Erl simult lJlwUBly. In other 'ttOrd8, the

tr Blsformet.jon must l(X)k ct tXlth structures ct on::e, a:1 though the t.\tA)

phrC5e makers ar~ in i1a:alLt21 J?lal€s. If we c()nQid~r the structur,~ tf.)

be Banet-hi ng which must be slJperimfX)sed onto the stei ng of 'ttOcds, then

we Bee th et. a1 AID r q>[,e;ent ct.i on 11 ke (4. 74) j s r eall y

thre<:.-dimensional, where the t\\O structurtE'rl string:J a:e pccalLel.

(4. 74) CCMI)

I
who

Juhn cEW e]

Bill hit e]
end

Whi 1 e Wi 11 i ans canst r cd nu:.i 'fA) a: mi ght count tb a (CCL()C 9 i v t:n [f) A'I13

r epr esent et.i on, he di d rot di scusa the or j gi n of t:)uch r epr eSef1~ et j anti ,.

he tiimply stipuletErl tha: the:y exist a1d thct they hal,£; Cl:rt an

pr0J:>erti ea. <bod all (1984) tihows how a slight modi fi c tt:i on of the

r.estrictive theory of phr aie makers giv.en in La:Jni k end Kupi n(1977)

allows ATB representa.ions crrl pr,edicts corrlECtly v«ious of their

propertl~. In the folluwing sBJtion, I will rwiew Cbodall's pro}.X,lsa]

thct ATB represent a:1ons «i ae l)y mealS of t\\Q pa- al1el phr cae mcck.er8

undergo! flY a union oper ctl on.
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(La3ni k coJ Kupi n

Kupi n t 5 thoory, whi ch W&J out 11 nEd i n 01 cpt er 1 allows a

type of phra;e ma:ker which is calLEd a RErlLl()OO Phr~e MceJQer(RPM). An

RR-1 io a group of sets ioolooing on~ t.erminal string en:) several

"monc>strings". Ecch morx>str1r¥J is rnme up of one non-t.erminal plus all

of th e t erm,j n al. s whi ch ED: e not dani n ct. Ed by t h ct. I'XJn-t ermi n Q} •

In La3nik end Kupin's thEOry, t.he definition of B1 R~ iooludes

conditiun~ which stipulEte thct giv.en my t~ rnonostrings, either on(~

pr100Edes the other or one dan! nct.es the other.

(4. 75) ? is en r) i f ther,£:: ed;jt A and z such th a: A Eo PmJ z E ?
cndif('I'Y tp

I --,

,~i ther \f:" dani nit. eti fin
or 'f dan! n«:tea 't' i n
or 'Y pr1ocooes fin
or t prloowes 't' i n

1977)

It is this condition tha:. Goodall pruposes to relex. First, hE.:

,ex ani nes the lENl deoce for such a reste let! on, en:) determi nes th et the

restricted definition of monostring mcv be [epla::oo by a dt:finition

which stctes only thct sane PJrtion of the t.erminal string must bear

the "it) £Ie" reletion to ecch monostring. He [fFltce:i the cbov.e

definition with (4.76),

(4. 76) .p is en RFM i f there exi st A ax] z such th Et A €. P en:') z f.r
al:1 i f for 'f, f €.. JI f ~ It' , there .exi sts ':/, such

th ct Y~ Eft 'f i n P .
(Gcxxl all 1.984. 21.)
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'!his allows monostrings for which neither a danin«oe nor Q

prtcErlence reltt.ion holds. Phrcse mcrkers which irx:lude morlostrings

be«ing neither a danina¥'e ror a pr,EOErlerce r.e!a:.1on to one cnother

Ie e, Qxxj all cl ams, thr ee dimensi on al; th li: i 5, they mt!I be p lr allel.

<b:xJa1.1 pro£X>ses tha: A'IB .extr a::tion eff.ECta a:-e a result of the f let

thet coordinet.ion involv4~ a union of the 'parallel' phrcse mcrkers,

Any phr aie ma- ker i 5 a set of r,cl ct i oos bet ween t ermi n al cnj

non-terminal elanoots; if we tcke the union of t\\O phrase rncrkers which

hAle identical non·..t.erminal ~e1anent~ cnj r,elct.iurlti, cnj dlt6er only in

their terminal strings, the result is on~ set at non-terminal B1d

rkeJ.a:ions cnj t\\O sets of tJerminal stringt), In ottler w-:>rdf:t, the un!,)n

of t~ conjuncts ~i ch h ale the 5 ant structur e but di f f ec.ent ~rds wi 11

be t~ str! ngs of ~rds wi th one structure.

Fi cst, I wi 11 91 ve the ex anpl,E.'S whi ch Q:xx1 cJ. 1 uses to i 11 ust r a: e I~()W

union of phr cae m«kers ~rks when the ph, cae mak,ers ae st ctal a3

RIMs. rrhen, r will mEke cle~ the flVt thEt a union operet.ion maj bL'

performe:l on the sort ()f phr we ma:k.ers di scussa:) j n Olcpber 1 CE

well.

Good all uaes tht: follc)wi n9 sent ence: re til ex anpl.l-'

(4. 77) John sleeps cnj ects doughnuts.

In a "unJo.1 of phr cse mcrkers", "the Rm cont cd ns Et loeat t\\O

discrete subsets, eaJh of which 1s a aentaeroe.'l(Cbodall 1984:55) '1l1e

ct>ov,e sentence cu.1t at ns t\ttO underlyi"9 sentel"Oes, giv,en j n (4.78). 1he

RPMs for these sent eooes ",Ie g1 'len below, followed by the un! on ()f
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these two RR-ts. NJtice tha in the union RPM, Goodall treet.fi lOy

non-terminals which danincte ct le~t sune of the sane terminals aJ

J'¥)ooistlrct. In this pa-ticula: ecse, the rx>n-terminals which

daninctes tiOOle of the sane meteri al S, which danj nctes the sUbj.ect NP,

m the SubJoot NP i taelf, which dan! netes John i n ~)th s\1b-phr me

(4.78) a. John sleEpS.
b, John ects doughnuts.

(4. 79) a. S, NP sleeps, John vpi , John sleq;>s)

b. {S, NP eats doughnut~, John vp2, John V doughnuts,
John .t:Cl:S NP, John eet.s doughnuts}

(4.80) a. {S, NP sleep~, John wi, Juhn sleeps, NP ea:.s d()ughnut~,

John vp2, Joh:l V doughnuts, John ,eet.s NP,
John eet.s doughnuts}

1l1e uni on RIM cuot ai nti pai rs of meJnoutr i nga whi ch 5 a:j sfy ntd ther

daninet.es OOC prlaJErl~. Go<.xJall mckes this elect: by listing all ()f tht.

pairs of monostrings in the uni(")n RIM, m pointiny out which pcdrfJ

sa:isfy which pr,ooicltffi. In (4.81), I reprodoce his list, irrlicetinlj

thos~ pairti which octisfy duninct,es with 0 end those which bGtisfy

pr~EDErles wi th a P.

(4. 81) a- S NP sl~eeps 0

b. S John vp i D

c. S John s1eepti 0

d. S NP etta doughnutc 0

e. S John vp2 D
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f. S John V doughnuts 0

g. S John eets NP D

h. S John e It. s doughnuts 0

i • NP sleeps 1
John VI? p

j • NP sl,ee.ps John sLeeps D

k. NP sleeps NP ea:.s doughnuts

1. NP sleeps John vp2 p

m. NP Ql(:tp~ John V doughnuts p

n. NP sleeps John ea:.s NP P

o. NP Qle~s Juhn leEts doughnuts

p. Juhn vp i John tile~ps D

q. John vp1 NP E:;ct~ dc)ughnutti p

r. John vp i John vp2

s. John vpl John V doughnut:~ D

t. John vp i John etta NP D

u. John vp1 John .ects doughnuts D

v. John sleeps NP ea:.s doughnuta

w. John sLeeps John vp2
[J

x. John Ql eE.p~ John V doughnuts

y. John sleeps John ects NP

z. John sle€ps John acts doughnut~~

aa. NP eet.s doughnut~ John vp2 p

bb. NP eets doughnutf:J John V doughnuts p

cc. NP e.:ts doughnuts John eets NP P
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dd. NP ect.s doughnuts John ect s doughnuts D

ee .. J(Jhn vp2 John V doughnuts D

ff •John vp2 John ea.ti NP D

gg.John vp2 John .ect.s doughnuts 0

hh.John V doughnuts John ea:s NP P

ii.John V doughnuts John ect.s doughnutti 0

jj. John ea:s NP John ect s doughnut 5 D

'!he pairs which fail to :·et.isfy either prt{CeCes or daninet~s are

repea.ed in (4.82)

(4. 82) k. NP Qleep~ NP ea:.s doughnuts

o. NP S1E;epS John ea:s doughnut s

1 John vp2r. "John Vp

v. John sleeps NP cas doughnuts

x. J(Jhn sleeps John V doughnuts

y. John sleEP~ John ects NP

z. John sl~~s John ea:.s doughnuts

In Cbodall's thEOry, A'IB exctptions to thE! cLOrdintte structure

c<Jnstraint a:.e due to the 9eneral. pciooip1e ba=ring VlCU()US

qUaltificction. Since ecch c<XJcdincte in aconjoinai consruction is a

sepcr cte sub-sentleooe, when a WH-~rd hce been front.ed to a CCMP node

whi ch thE: t~ sub-sent ence;:) h aile in cc.nmon, ther e must be a 9 'P i n ecch

sub-aenteooe. So, for.ex anple, (4.83) is ungr arma:.ic al bee cuae one of

the sub-sentences of which it is ccmp:lSOO, shown in (4.83b end c), is

ill formed by the general prirciple of tb VaJUOUB C,uentificction.

- 301 -



(4. 83) a. *Who does John Ii ke m B111 hct.es Mecy?

b. Who does John Ii ke
c. *Who does B111 h a:e M~y

Goodall's \\t)rk raises va-iaus questions Ebout ccx>rdina:ions which

haJ\e lain neleti~ely dormcnt within GB t~.a:>r:y. sane of these haJe

ceceiv·a:) extensiVte ct.tsltion within alternetiv.e fran€\\Orks, l5 well B3

within the Stcrdccd '!hoory cnj other pt:tooursors to GB. '!he lJtera:ure

on coordinction in the GPSG fran€\\Ork is pa:ticuler:ly interesting, but

di scussion of thi s \\t)rk is beyooo the scope of the present

inv.estigction. In the renander of this section, I will simply mEntion

sane potenti ally problena:ic cepects of Goodall's pr()fOoal which will

be relevmt for the subsequent discussion of the Ncwajo Caie.

CKle a3pect of Good all's profOs a1. whi ch i s sti 11 rot 01e~ i s \'/h et

mckes t\tKJ tokens of sane pecticulec OJnterminal or terminal 'the

sane'. In pcrticulcr, the S nodes a.e consideraj to be the sane

bECaJde they both daninct.e th£: NP tiUbjECtti which in turn txJth dominetL+

the terminal John. It c:ppea-s to be the ccse thct. the tv.o tCJk.ens oE

the \'tOrd John C Ell only be t c3<.erl to be the sane i E they a:.e cor ecer U1t •

Hawver, it is not obvious thct we Cal stipula:e thet tw:) \\Ords in a

coordinctte construntion mat be 'the sanE: if they hale the san<.:

phonetic form a'rl cr.~ coind~t:d. Consider the senteOOeB in (4.84);

(4.84) a. '!he students CCte reeni 119.
b. '!he student~ arle \\Orki ng ct the bl cckboccd,
c. '!he students ~,e rea:Jing m ~rking ct the blaJkboerd.

d. SomE. students CI[.e rea:1ing.
e. Bene students lre \\Orki ng ct the bl ~kboer:d.
f. Sc>me students ar,~ rea:1ing crrl \tK)rking ct thf' blaJkl)()ocd,
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'!he ccx>rdi nct. e salt ences, c ald f, CJ[,C anbi guous bEtween a r~ec:di ng i n

which it is the sane students who erie both reeDing ad \\Orking ct the

blcckboa:d, ald Q reeding in \Vhich some studE=nts ere r,eajing whi l~

others a:e \\Orking ct the bla::kboa:d. '!he letter reeding ought to be

irnpossibl,e if the coordina:.e sentence underlyingly contains sepa-ct.e

but coi rrlex,erl SUbjlaJt NPa.

Howev~er, i tis qui t e ')bvi ous th a: some sort of coext ensi on i s

requi [,ed of t\\O cansti tuents which a-le 'call Epserl' ina coord! nete

construction, It is necessEl:'y to prev1ent a sentence like (4.85a) from

being deriv,ej fran the t\\O senterces (4.85b) md (4. 85c).

(4.85) a.

b.

c.

Ron ald
i

gal!!: Nancy a1 ,expensi ve fur.

Ronald. galt€: the kids free Eijg M:Muffins.
]

Ronald? galle Nalcy a1 expensive fur end the t<ids tre~.
Egg M:Muf f i nb.

Gc>odall usEd the formali.:irn at RFMs to expr.€.sfj his profX)sal, bt.CdlfJ(.:

it is roth .explicit a¥l restrictive. Ibw€Vler, it is clea: thct Q union

operet.ion ffiev be performed within coy formcJ.ize:tion in which a phrcsl:

m«ker i s a set of termi n als a-rl oon t.ermi n als.

(4, 86) P-Marker 1
X

I \ U
y Z

'h\)rdl I \
'I.Ord2 WJrd3

P-MaL'ker 2
X

/ \
y z

e,.ord4 / \
'I.Ord 5 't.Ord6

P-Mar ker 3
X

-----> / \
y z

/\
\'.Ordl \\Ord2 ~rd3

w::>rd4 \\Ord5 word6

Siooe there is only one phrcae rna-kerf a moV\anent operct.ion, which

affoots structure, C cnnot mo~e one termi nal .elanent wi thout movt ng th6

other. If ,ext,cction is c3'l opera:.ion on structur~, a-rl if ATB eff,~ts
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cc e the r €tiult of some condtr ai nt on extr rot! on, then i tis aLeC[' th ct.

oooe t\\O phrcse mcrkers hwe urrlergone union, mov.anent of a1,eLanent in

one conjun:::t wtomctic ally r€'lui r,es mov,enent of the pa: alLel .elenent in

the other conjuoot.

4.7.4 A'lB Effects in t'bn-COurdina:e Constructions

In seller al r\roent studi es, A'IB cccounts h aJ,e been proposed for

constructi ons other th CJ' Q.>ordi n ct.! on. In order to di scoVler whi eh

ki 008 of constructions show A'IB ef Deets, let us consi der the profX}s als

¥/hi ch h aile been mai €: so f EC •

Huybregts ax) vcn Ri ansdijk(1984) inv,~stigcte t\\O typeti of po~siblt..·

pa:-CBitic gcp constructions a"rl firxl thct. whilE Dutch allows pCl'csitic

gcps in infinitival rojuncts like (4.87), it does not allow than in

finite ajjuoots, nor in Ca3es of the type the m~ thct B1~'one wh0c_know~

a:lmi res.

(4.87) Welke erti kelen hbeEt hi j [zander PRO E: te le:~en ] t opgEi)(Jrgen?
which a:ticles h cs he wi thout to reaj fi 100

'Which cSCticles ha3 he fi lEd wi thout recrli ng?'

r.Ihe problan which they cddress is the frot tha:. although Dutch

disallo'NS t'NO out of three possible types of pa:a3itic g'f)

constructions, i tallows wh a: lcx:>k super fie! ally 1i ke p cc ESi ti c 9 Eps i n

construct! ans 'Nher e they \\Ould bE: di s allowa:1 i n both ~ arli n wj en end

Engli sh:

(4.88) Hi j heeft deze arti kelen [wooer PRO e te lezen
He hcs these a:ticles without to rem
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Whet Huybr.€gts end Val Rilsusdijk suggest is thct. these t\\O outer.

sentences do rot cctu ally i llvolvle pCI:' csi ti c 9 cps i r et.her, these arlO

a::ross-the-boccd 9 cps. r.Ihe use a v.ersion of the Wi IIi ans (1978)

form ali SIll to i llustr a:.e the A'lB effects in these sentences.

~
(4.89) W.elke a:til<le1en heeft hij [VP

( zoooer ) [VP

~I

t opgeborgen

t be lezen

(4.90) ~
Hi j heeft [vp deze crti keLen

,
[VP t op:j€borgen

(zoooer) [VP t te !Iczen

Wherecs Huybr1egts end Val Ri.ansdijk n\aintain thct. Dutch difflers from

Engli sh i n th a: Engli sh 1 aJks the sort of ATB construct! ons whi ch h c3J.t:

a surfa::e resenblace to real pa:csitic g,~ constructions, Haik(1985)

argues thct. English pa:csitic gcps ~ AW constructionofl She' claims

thct. there exists a type of LF movlenent whi\.-:h crlea:es AID constructions

by mealS of the idcntificetion of the moVloo (~ct.63ory with its tcrget.

In her thEOry I per: Ctii ti c 9 cps become Am 9 cpo ct: U', end the prolJer ti es

of sloppy identi ty cnj pronouns of 181i ness constructions c en be

,expl ai nEd wi thout cppeal to 1 anlxl enEJXtr ccti on. tbti ce th ct the

restrictions on the interpret etian of 9 cps ad l"XJuoo pronouns in these

constructions show ATB-li~e effects.

(4.91) SLOPPy IDENfITY (obt al ns only in coordi ncLe constructions)
a. 'Ibm told Bi 11 cbout hi s book, end Pet er di d too.

did ~ told Bill about 'Ibm's book
OR di d = toltj 81 11 cbout Pet er 's book

b. '!he ~ en who put. her paychECk i n the b cnk WEB wi sec
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th en the ~ a1 who c ltihErl it.

(4.92) PARASITIC GAPS
a. '!his is the [EPOtt tha. &Ie filtrl e after recrling e.

b. Sue i s tile one who e fi 1e1 the report aft.er .e r emi ng i to 20
c ••'!hi sis the report th et: SJe fi l.Erl .e Btt,(:t ~ wa.i fi ni shoo.

Hci k proIXlses t h a: ee.r t ai n rK>n-coordi net es whi ch cont ai n bouoo

prOrK:>uns 8:'e qull1tifica:ional (et LeiSt lL LF) due to the prlesence ()E

tile bourrl proooun. She suggests th ct these cCJnsti tuents urdergo 6 sort

Of OR a: LF, in which they a:~ identified with their ta-g,c.t, uoo€'rgoing

ttJde merger which y.i,E:;.lds a structure in which But.>trees «Ie represent.oo

on distinct plalaJ.

(4.93) UNION OF LIKE NODES

(i ) Merge X, whee t: Xis a tOLATlObt node. of a structur,E:' A
end tha: l)f a structure B, end X is the sane cct..~ory

inA ern B.

(ii) Itera:ion of (1) down the troe if::J putisible: if X
dOOlinetes the sane terminal in A an B.

(iii) Merging arnacljn61 Pcc)j<.etion is mt:rging of all the::
proJections of thtt rxxle, fran hem to maeirnal projt:Ction.

(Ii ai k 1985.242)

4.7.5 Cl.ller PaalLel Constructions

In this sECtion, I prl~zent daa from t\tK> la1guiges which arc:

unrlel ~Erl to NaI ajo, but whi ch ,exhi bi t cur i oua p a: aILeli till ef f-+€Ct sin

20. '!hi s sent (-:f~e, i n whi ch ooth tht: ()bj ~t o( fj Ilff ' a1d the Bubj rot ()f

.reldi!!J ere i ldeperdently licensed, i 8 i ooluda:flier.j bimply to Ei 11 ()ut
tht: pa: «Jigm. Also, the feet thct the PRO sul)jtct ()[ rccdim j d

cont r01 cD by SUE mEli be a1 Am ef f ECt •
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the interpretetion of Gram\Etical RelEtions. 21 While I an uncble to

provide a thorough enough a1alysi f:i of these t\\O 1 cngu ajes to be: sur e

thet the pa:alLelism effe:ts thct. they show a:ise fran the sane couree

C5 those obsery.Ed 1n NaJ ajo, the d ct. a suggest th a. the pr.€.Sent \\Or k h co

brought a r-63u1«ity to light '.mich mct/ be fouoo in other lcngucges.

'!he corrECt a=count of the parallelism effoots dlspl~oo by the dlta t<J

be present.Erl in thi 5 aa:tion aNa ts much more lexcensi ve koow1ooge of

the synt CD< of Bell a Cool a cni fbpi, cni thei r possi bile simi 1 eel tl es to

cni di ffer,~es fran NaJ ajo, a;) well es Q deeper uooerst cnii ng of tht.·

properti es of pa alLel structur es 1n the bt.~ter-underst<X>d 1 cngu a::J f.:S II

4.7. 5.1 Bell a Qx>l a

OWib ald Swnde:rs(1984) givt: a sa of fccts from the Salish lcnguajC

Bella Cooleawhich show al interesting similEl"ity tC) the Na/sju ta::ta

which we hOlE: been discustiing. '!hey notioe tha in Bellg (bola, "tht:

coreterlent! at t.clet.ionship signata:! by ,elision is bubjtct to a

~nclpl,e of pa:a11Ielism••• if the PAR'rICIPANTS art: synLectically

mali f~st CB X-then-Y in one J:X>rtion uf thf:: utter cnce, then tht]' must

pa: allel thct sEquerce in the other i f lelesion is to be ,anployed EE th~t

mE£k of corefer,ence•• " (1984.160)

According to Owis cni Swnders, Bella Q:>ola simpl.e se:.mtences "ca1 b(:i

conv.eni,ently be describErl CB VSO, Reterlenti al C['3umentEl may be

expr,essed by mE:SlS of al NP, ce j n (4. 94 a), a nom! nali zed vterb, Ef:j j n

21. I an grctr:ful to Ken Halle for bringing these da:a to my e:t.tent1on.
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(4. 94b), a pronoun, aa in (4. 940) or by only the a)rlean61t on the v(;!rb,

ES 1 n (4. 94d) •

(4.94) a. *ikm-.e ti-nus'ulX-tx
run-he thJ ef

''nle thi ef i 8 lunni 09'

b. ftikm-Jr ti-'illX-t-tx
run-he· stleal-he/i t

'The one who stole it is running'

c. ~ krn-6 tx
run-he he

'He's running'

d. ;\1 km--6
'He/she/it is running'

rrhe pa:ticul cc construction which Dafi s crrl SaJooers i s gi v.en wi th

all a:gumt:rlts ovat in (4.95).

(4.95) spiX"'-is ti-'imlk-tx ti-nus'ulX-tx ka-kx~is ti-'imlk-tx
hi t-nf/him men thi ef unr-se€-h£yhim men
'1hb mal wi 11 hi t the thi e:f if/when the mal sees the thi eft

'!he per al1eli SIn constr ai nt Cal be seen i f we ex ani ne the fXJ8si bl e

i nterpr a cti ons of sent ences i n whi ch onE. uf the a:gLlllU1ts of the

a~ond claJse in the c:bove sent_eoce is null. Conslder the three

sentences giv·en in (4.96). '!he cppropri Ete possiblE:' end jmfXJssibl~

tj-nuB'ulX
thi ef

interpr et. a:. i ona a:,e 9 i v.en fur e a::h •

(4. 96) f)pl XW -i s ti .. 1 irnlk-tx ti -nus ''OlX-tx
hit-he/him men thief

ka-~x-is ti-nus'u}X-tx
unr-ae~he/him thi ef

'The mali wi 11 hi t the thi ef j if/when hei sees the thi ef j'

NOT: "Ihe mali w1l1 hi t the thi ef j if/when thl; thi ef j sees him! •
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(4.97) s~Ix~-is ti-'imlk-tx
hi t-he/hi m men

,
ti-nus'ulX-tx k&-kx-is
thi ef unr··see-he/hi m

ti ... ' Imlk-tx
men

''!he mali wi 11 hi t the thi ef j if/when the mali sees him j I

NOr: 'rxhe mali wi 11 hi t the thi ef j if/when he j sees the mali'

As Dalis ald SaJnders ma<,e clea, the inberpretct.ion of these

sentences sean:3 to obey Q constr a nt whereby i f ant: of the aguments

fran the first clalse is repect.Ed in the saJorrl, the granna:iceal

fuoctiono of the a:guments must be:- rna nt ai ned in the second claJse. rn)

see thet. this ici the o ese, let. us ,exanine the SECond claJs~s in thE:

cbovle sent eooe.~tI M we Qe~, it is i mpossi ble to formul a: €~ Q Hi mpl E:

canstr ai nt on the di stei bution of null pronani n ala, bee aJS6 when th~!

obj,ect NP i ~ r~€pea:€d, the null subj.rot must be coreferent wi th thE:

5ubje::t in the first clwSE:, cnj when the 8ubj,aJt is repectoj, the null

obj,ect must be cor ef ec ent wi th the obJtet j n the fi cst 01 wse.

(4. 98) a.
l

••• k a-kx-i s
•• ,unr-see-he/him

~ ti-nus'u!X-lx
ttli E:f

b. Nar: ••• k a-~x-i 5
••• unr-sE&-he/him

tj-nus'ulX-tx
thilef

a

(4.99) a. NOT:
\ I

••• k a-kx-\ s
•• ,unr-see-he/hi m

t i - , i ml k. -t x
mm

•b. • •• ka-kx-is ti-'imlk-tx 0
••• unr-see-he/him rn en

'!hese paterna also show up with cc3:cphoric corefereoo,e, j .e., when

the null pronani nal i sin the fi rst 01 alse.

(4.100) sp1X""-is
hi t-li€,/hirn

ti-nu.:J'ulx-tx
thi ef

ka-kx'-ip ti-'imlk-tx ti-nus'ulX-tx
unr-see-h£.V'him men thi ef
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'Hei wi 11 hi t the thi ef j if/when the mali sees the thi ef j ,

NOr: 'The thi ef j wi 11 hi t himi if/when the mali sees the thi ef j'

(4.101) spTX~-is ti-'imlk-tx ka-kx-is tJ-'imlk-tx ti-nus'ulX··tx
hi t-he/him men unr-see-he/him mco thi eE

''!he mali will hit the him j if/when the mali sees the thief j '

NOT: 'Hej wi 11 hi t tne mali if/when tne mali' sees the thi ef j .

Int.er est! ngly, the p a: al.teli SIn eff,a::t seans to be i nduooo by the

[1E}?eti tion of one of the NPs. When Ole cl alse coot ai ns t\fK> OVlert Nr~

crrl tile other cant ai ns one null pronomi n al crrl one NP di at! oot fran

those i n the other 01 a..u:)e~ cs shown i n (4" 102), the sent enc,es ot)f2y wh et

Dalis arl Swrrlers call a "priocipl€: of photic coreferlerce".

(4.102) sPixw-i.::i ti-'imlk-tx ti-nuo'ulX-tx
hi t-he/him III a1 thi ef

ka-kx-is t. - 'immJkl -tx
unr-ssc......hc.!hi m bcJy

''lh~ men, wi 11 hit thc thl et j i f/when hei sees thE: boy'
1

NOT~ ''!he mali wi 11 hi t the thi ef , i f/W'hen the boy sees hi mi •
J

Nar: '~e mB'li wi 11 hit the thi ef t i f/whe=n the buy sees him t •

J J
NOT: '~e mcoi wi 11 hi t the tllief j if/when hCj seES the boy'

J
(4.103) spTXw-is ti-'immlki-tx kerkx-is ti-'irnlk-tx ti-nus'ulX-tx

hi t-he/him lXJY unr-see-he/hl m ma1 thi ef

''!he ooy will hit him
j

if/when the mali sees the thi ef j t

NOT; ''!he roy will hit himi if/when the mali sees the thief j '

NOT: 'He
i

wi 11 hi t the boy if/when the mali S8(;!S the thl ef j ,

NOT: 'Hej wi 11 hi t the boy if/when the mB1i sees the thi ef j t
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(4.104) PRIOCIPLE OF PHORIC COREFERE~E:

a. Where the principle of pa:-alleljsm fails to resolve
anbiguity uniquely, a leftwa:d-ref~erring telision is possible
only when i tis CI1 EXECUTOR.

b. Where the priooipLe of pa:-al1elism fails to resolv,e
anbi gui ty uni quely, a ri ghtw ccd-rtef er r i n9 leli ~i on i S p')ssi bl ~
only when ~ tis en EXPERIEOCER.

It should be note:J tha:. Daris end Senders ~aj thet the pa:al.Lellsm

prj 001 p1e (ald the prj no! p1e of phoric coref,er,eroe) hold onl;t when thf=

senteooe \\QuId otherwise be anbiguous. If number or gerder mcrking

'ftOuld disanbigucte: a sentence containing a null prooomjnal, then the

spECi al cor ecerleoc e pc i repl es ale not i n eE f a::t •

(4.105) a. sPiXW-tis ti-'imlk-tx Wa1Uti'u!Xuks-c ka-kx-it ti-'imlk-tx
hi t-heVthan ma1 thiteves unr-s6E.-they/hl m men

'The ment will hit the thieJ~t if/when they. St::'e the mc31~'
1 J J l

,- )
b. spiX~ -it wa-iimlkuks-c ti-nus'ulX-tx ka-kx-it

hi t-they/him men thi ef unr-s6t.-they/hi In
''Itl e mEni wi 11 hi t the thi ef j if/1fA'l en hE:j seE:S the mffii '

Wfr i i ml kukt)-c
mal

I

(4.106) 'MW ycnix-is ti-'imlk-tx ci-xnce-cx ka-' ax"'- ~cp_·s 'Ed- tx
neg Ii ke-he/her ma1 \tQl\ en unr-neg-go-she wi th-hi m

''Ih€: malt \\Qn't like the \\Offial j if shet 'IK)n't go out with him.'
1 ) 1

4. 7. 5. 2 lbpi

Hate, Jecnne a1d Pla:.ero(1978) discuss a constreint on the use of

r,eletive claJses which, ct. leest on the su,flDe, suggests a simila:ity

to the: NaJajo CCSE; .. '!he problen which they outline is this; In Hopi,

when a rlelc=ti~e claJse is in subj,ect position, the the [.eletivte cleuse

must be heait:rl by the subj.ect; Q r el eti V~· cl alse heaitd by thb ObJECt
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Caloot function a3 amctrix sUbject. '!his is illustretioo by the

followi ng contr est: 22

(4.107) 'itc?na m(-t tiyo'ya-t nf' (pf-t) t.fwa:-qer-t hobnc..
our-f a:.her th ct.-CBL boy-<BL I (him..-(J3L) s ew-Qr\-obvOOL sent hane

'My(lit., our) fct.her sent hane the boy whom I sew'

, 6 (, f t'(4.108)*ml' tly 'ya n~' (pt-t) t'l'wa:-qert Pat nlma.
th a: boy I (him-OBL) hane:-QA-obv-OBL alrecdy went :hOffitt

' 'Ihe boy whan I s cw h cs gone hane. '
(HaLe let ale 1978; 401)

An interesting faJt brought to beer: by Hale et all is 111ustret,ed by

(4.109), where a1 extrq;>osa:i vaimt of the ungranma:ical sent€:nce

cbove i s gr aml a:.i c al_

(4. 109) mf' t i yo' ya
th ct. boy

( ,- ~ , ,.
P8i nlma, nt' (pI-t) tiwa:-qwt.

alr ealy went :hant I (hi m-CBL) hOOlt--Qr\-obv-OOL

(ibid •• 402)

Hale et ale cttribute this phenaneoon to ccse rna:king ()f th~

r.E:lctiv,€ clcutie. C~e making oE the nomtnallelant:nt ~ is cccording

to the fol1owi og pr: i ooi pI es.

(4.110) QA CASE ASSIGNMENT

Ci. [-obI] (/qql): shaoo SUbjECts, end rcletivt
NP i s subject in its own 01 aJse

b. "proxima:e" (+obI] (/qa-y/): sha-Erl subJects, end reI etiv{
NP i s nonsubj.ECt in i ts own 01 alse

c. "obvie:tive" (+obI) (/qa-t/). otherwise
(ibid., :400)

22. OBL=ObliquE:: owe mc:rking, obvCBL=obvi ctiv~ obliqu(:, (Y\=a def~liVE:

ooun with no aanmtic content.
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'!he cae mcrking which ~ receives when SUbjlECts c£le oot shccted is

oblique, a'rl this is incornpa:.ible with the re.quirenent thct sUbj,oots

must be ul'1lla:kerl for ccse. In other \\Ords, when the [,els:iVte clalse i::3

the SUbj,ECt, Sub}ECts must be sha:ed.

4. 7. 6 '!he NaJ ajo Ca:ae

In illustret.ing th€: A'IB effects in NaJajo relaiv.e clalses, I said

vcguely thct. the tanbErlda:l claJses wer.e "pulLed out" of the ma:.rix

01 aJse~. In thi Q sECtion I wi 11 try to mcke more proof se thi s

intuitivle 'lOtion of pUlling the r.ela:.iv,e clwse aNaj fran the ma:.rix,

in the hope th a: sume i nBi ght wi 11 be 9 ai nErl into the source of ATB

efftects.

1l1erE;: a:~ t~ relet.Ed problans to be f-Jolv,a:) in ord,er to explain the

obderved A'IB ef6ects.

1. We must det. errol ne wh ct. the st [uctur al [Iel et. i ontihi pis bet ween t h to

[lelet.iv.e claJse crrl the mctrix. Is the r.ela:iv.e claJse in 81

a:gLl1\€flt FOS! ti on et. D-St rutur ~ a1d all other 1t.:v,el S Q3 well, i t

mat be mjoi ned et: D-Structure a'rl all other 1~els, is it

bcse-generEta:1 in a crgument position m moVJoo et some other

le\flel, or is it basf-generc:be:i in en cdjoina:1 position?

2. Wte mU:dt determinE: the identi ty of th~ anpty ccguments in Nwaj().

We alrecdy koowthEt va:icbles inmcny la1gucgesmust be

interpreted Pcross-the-Bocr:d; but we do not know whE.'ther other

,anpty (or overt) cct'€gori es mcy also show sooh effoots.
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'these t \\0 questi ans a: e [Iel etErl i nsof cr cs the 8lswer to one mqy

restrict the [X)ssible alswers to the other. For lexanpl,e, if we

sup[X)se, followi ng Hal k, th a: th.e [tel ct.! v,e 01 alse i s ,extr cctoo a

logical Form ald aIjoi ned to Sin A'IB form ct., then we mat expect the

9 cps which must be per alLe! to be v a:i cbles, si roe one of than i s the

trtce of the extrecte:1 clcuse itself. If the gcps a-€ va:i ebles, then

we willlCXlk for the source of A'IB ef6ects in those priooiples whIch

license veri cbles.

NotlE.! tha: the discov,ery of bane property of the Nwajo constructions

which suggests th ct. the 9 cps cr,e v eei ebles does not in a-ad of j tsel. f

constitute E:.videooe thet LF extrcction hcs tcken plcce, since there is

subst cnti al ,€Vi deroe (see Sells (1984) a-ad r eflereooes oi ted ther;e) th ct

A-bar bouoo pronomincJ.s arEt irrlistinguishcbl1 e from vai c.t>lles.

4.7.6.1 Baie Generction of PCI'al1el PronQ1linals

Suppose th ct thE: ATB ef f eet observEd i n NaJ COl) i s due to a spec! al

constr ai nt on the col rrlexi ng of pronani n al .elanents. Wh ct mi ght be the

source of this constraint?

An i nter,U3ti ng pi roe of evideoot:: tha: control mCb' show ATB effocts

canes fran the feet thct in English, PRO within B1 a-gument claise mCfj

b.e controlle::1 by the sub)oot, by the obj,aJt, or mcv bE:: uncontrolled,

while PRO in c31 a:ijoine.1 clwse 1s alw8js controlLed by the SUbj.ECl of

whi cht:.V~er Sit is cdjoj ned to. rrtl ese f ~ts ar e i llust r a: Ed by

(4. 111 a-d) •
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(4.111) a. May tei.Ed PRO to swim fcstaer.
b. Mary told Kct.hy PRO to swim f~ter.

c. May t alkerl to KEthy cbout PRO swinuni 119.

PRO =Mery
PRO = Kathy
PRO = El.'b

d. Mary talked to Kct.hy befo[~E: PRO swinuning. PRO ;; Mary

~tice thct. it is the urrlerlying SUbjlECt which obliga:orily controls

the PRO subj,ect of at cdj uoot ; 23

(4.112) a. '!he boct. was sunk PRO to collect the 1nsur alee.
b. '!he ioe crean WeB put in the free2Jer before PRO leali ng

for the picnic.

c.*'!he iaecrean W(B put in the freezer before PRO melting. 24

'!he proposal tha:. contrul in engl1 sh aj:juncts relults from ATB

coirrlexing of a:guments ct D-Structur.e mekes al interesting pr,Erliction:

If thE: cbuV,t; sentence is supposed to bE: i 11- formEd bEe cuse the

urrlerlyi ng object i n the mct.ri xis cui rrlexerl wi th the urrler lyi ng (end

surf roe) sUbj.tet i n the: Edjunct, then we would lexPECt th~ cent eocr= tt)

improve if we coirrlex t\'tO urrlerlying Obj.ectH. In feet, it d(je3,

(4.113) is fully granma:ical.

(4.113) '!hE; ice or,ean WEti put In thE freezer b~(ore PRO being eaen.

It is olea- in these English ccses tha:. the cppa,ent ATB effect holdB

of a:1joi ned 01 aJses end not of embedded ones. FUrthermc,)r e, I argued j n

23. '!his gener ali zct.ion is olea-Iy true for g.erunds. 'lt1e deta in
purJ?Ose c1 aJses i sIess 01 ea:, bee alse sentences Ii, ke (i) ffi8j hale betn
deriv,oo from (ii) by.extrC{X)sition.

(1 ) A men wee c al1a:1 PRO to fi x the s1 nk.
(ii) A men PRO to fix the sink Wa3 oal1,OO.

24. '!here cc.e gr amla:.io EJ. surf aJe stet ngs which resanble th.i s one but
hWle different prepositiont1, but I think it Cal be shown thct th~Qe a'~

wi thi n the VP, aJti ng ES SECOOO cry pr,erlic a:.es. An.ex anpl,e of thi s type
\\QuId be 'rrhe ice crf=an ww put in the freezer whi le PRO melti ng'.
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01 c:pter 1 tha: there (["Ie i ndeperrlent r ,eC50ns to bE:1i we thct. pa: .:illeol

representct.ions a-e alailcb1e only for crljuoction constructions. It is

recsonc:ble, then, to rej,ECt the idea thct. the NaJajo Arm effECts arise

fran sane constr ai nt on col rrlexi ng i nvolvi ng crguments alone Et.

D-Structurle. '!he Arm eff ects ale due to the at Etus of the

constructions in question CB a:1juootion constructions a:. sane le'v'el.

Rteall, hOWt:N4CL, tha: the ~idence exaninErl in O1epter 3 r.ega-ding

the structurEJ. {X)sition of oVlert naninals in Nalajo iooic~€d thct they

at ~ not b cse-g enE:r a:. Ed cdj unct s, '!hi s carr1usi on wEt:l al so consi st ent

with the fa::t thct. the pronaninal affixes which may "aJt es" a:guments

CClt; sub-pcrts of SomE other \\Ord in NaJ aju cs they ar e i n the l)ther

"pronani nal a:gument 1 algu a]€S".

If these consideraions are curroot, then EB in O1cpter 3, we must

firrl a Waj to le.xpress the E{Ct tha: Nc:wajo OVlert naninals a:e in

a:gument I.X>si tions et. D-Structure but hall: the st Etus of a:ljoi nro

telenents a:. sane other 1ev'!el of insane other sense.

A further pi ece of €N! dence fcan NfJJ ajo whi ch ma.I mi ti 9 ct. e aj ai not

the pronominal coirdexing profXJsal canes fran sent1eooes Ii kle (4 .. 114).

In this coordincte construction, we find thet in feet the prunominalti

mat refer fr.aely. If there iEi aconstralnt which coiooexes null

pronani nals a::ross the boa=d et D-StructU[IC, we \\QuId j ncorrl€Ctly

pr1Erlict constr ai nw coreter.erce in these .ex anpl&.

~,.,. f" I,.. " '{ f I,(4.114) Ashki i a: '.ea:1 y 'deesol doo Ctidz am y ch' i ya' doo deezgo.
boy girl whist100 cn:l \ttUl\En entered COO f,ell
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a) '1he lx>Yj whi st1ed ct the 91 r1 ~ the ~cn ,entered arl hej n€ll.'

b) '1he boy whi stL€d a:. the gi rl i ~ the \rOnal tenter.ed ~ she! f,ell.·

c) "ft}e boy whi stlerl it. the gi r 1 ~ the \rOn a1i tenber.Erl arl she
i

bell.'

d) '1he boYi whist1frl a:. the girl j m the \rOnalk ,enberlfrl end s/he1 nell.'

(PI ~ero 1978: 66)

4.7.6.2 LF.extrcction a'rl Peral1eI Vecicbles

One pos~i bi Ii ty i s th ct. the NaJ ajo riel cti VIe cl aJses urrlergo mOVI6nEnt

et LF, cdjoi ni ng to Sin ATB fcrma:, as Hal k suggests. '!hen the ATB

,effects \\Ould be due to canstr ai nts on the cppecr a1C€ ()C v eei roles j n

pa:- alLel stt uctures.

In Sect ion 4. 2, I bugg,e~t aj th a: th e L.Jg i c al Form of

intJernally-heaierl r,ela:iv.e clalses could be deriV\oo by ,extrccting the

hero NP a: LF. If these construct! ons CCle ATB con::ltructi anti, then we

expect thct thislextr~tionwill showATB effoots, tha:. ib, the.t \t 'ia

1mpossi bl e to ,extr c:ct out of onE.: LF "conjunct" wi thout extr ccti ng out

of the other. Ul'lder such en mQlysi S, the Cbnstr ai nt on ATB

Int erpr et e:t:i on cctu ally r,e;iults from i 00 epend ent properti ed of

va:icbles. Consider the ATB representEtion precntoo in seJtion 4.3,

(4.115) pru.
J

br~lEd

roped-reI

In Sootion 4.3, we explainErl the t'itO different reedings which thl~

r ~r esent etlan yi,elds in berms of i dent! fi c a:.i on of En NP i n the mctrj x
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wi th one in the subordi n~e c1 aJSb. Under en ~extr aJtion a:=count, WE:

ei ther (4.116 a) or (b).

(4. 116) pro [men horse ropai-rel] be cndej

b. [mm hor se .r.oped- r.ell pro be arlErl

If we extr cct the obj,~t ct LF, d,er i vi ng the ATB [ltpclesent a: i on from

sent.eooe a, then we est cbli sh a st an a:d ATB v eei cbLe configur cti on,

a1c1 the obJect of the reI ct.i v,~ c1 alse i s thus r £qui red t<) be a v cr 1 cbl e

also, so th c;t ,extr cction wi 1J. be ccross-tht.-bu a-d ..

(4. 117) pro

[men t.
J

br a1dEd

ropEd- r,el JJ horS6.
J

Lik~wiSE:, if the subj'ECt is extrGCte:1 ct LJgical form, avcricbl~ is

left in tne mc:t.rix subj,ect [X)sition, end quit.e general AID lextrcction

coooitiO'1::i force the [,ulctive clcuse SUbJECt to b~ a va-i a-J},e C8 well,

as shown in (4.118).

(4.118) pro br cnda:i

t,
1

horse ropoo-r €;l Ji

Whi I.e the LF extr a::ti on cccount i s pI WEli ble em h EB the aJV cnt ajl0 of

being consistent with Haik's cccount of English pa C:l3i tic gcps a3 well

C6 with our a:lsumption thet. NQJajo ov,ert nominalti EC,e in t£gUJl\e:nt

[X)sitions a D-Structure, it presents t\\O prob1ans. First, the

underlying r€prles~nta:ion neederl violct.eti the NP-PRO constraint. Whi.Ie
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we mi ght ci rcumv,ent thi s prob1an by S G!{i ng th ct the NP-PRO canst r ai nt

does not cpply a:: D-Structure, a3 it i s a control rule, j t ought to

cpply c:t 1ecst befc,r eLF. In order to mai nt ai n the cbovle cccount, \~e

\-Ould hale to resort to sane stipulction to exaanpt r,elct:iv\e clatses

frClll the NP-PRO constr ai nt.

Second, notice thct. in order to get. the corrlwt recrli ng5, some

ccro£s-the-bo cr:d coi rrlexi ng of null pronani n als i s necess a:y in

cddition to the constraints on va-i roLes. '!his 1ea::1s Uti tCJ suspect

thct the constraint on vcci cbles ffiC!t Jnt be the corrl~t ,explcnction for

the NaJ ajo A'IB eff a:::ts.

Furthermc)re, extendi ng Hai k' s cccount to New ajeJ impli es th ct tht

source of the ATB ef fla::ts i s the intern ally-he ajej r.el ct.! VIe 01 alSe,

b€C alse it is the extr ccti on of the r,el ct.! V,C:; heed which must obey thL

ATB restrictions. lbwev:er, there ere Nwajo constructions which sean

to ::;how the ATB effect but do oot invlove rela:iv.e clatses:

I ~"" ~ ~(4. 119) Kohoot '.eoo ~Q' shi n aai
1 cst yecr. \. my-brother

,..
~ee nihi! holne
a:>e>ut -1 t U~ t e:ll (opt. )

., , , ~~; !a I'
Nack all 81 key a.goo n aaj ql aa

• l \
Me>(lCo-to ·"ent-rom

1cI.a1 Qa'
\«)uld-th ct

'I wi sh my brother \\QuId bell us cbout hi s gal ng to Mexico 1 cst year'

In thi s sentence, the trip t Eken to Mexico i s c]je~ly the lev·ent bel ng

I 1/ I, { (
modi fi Ed by the a:'!v.erb kohoot' .etrl at.~' (1 cst ye a:) 'lt1er efor e, sh~_ J.' my

brotner') i s 100 ctlerl wi thi n the lenbaidErl 01 alse:

f f'" 11",,- I' " I ;. 1', ~ ~
(4. 120) Kohoot '.eErl aa' shi n aai Na~ ai i B1 k~y a,goc> n aaj Eh aa

'- '- , l ,
1 ESt year my-brother Mexl co-to went·.. nom

'my brother's going to Mexico lEbt yecc'
(or 'the f~t thct. my brother went to Mexico lest yeee"
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"Yet. shi naai. must be construoo cs the bubja::t of thi s sentlerot:, or ci

leClit I be construoo ce cor,ef er,ent wi th the SUbj.ECt, flO th ct the

tpp«lent violction of coooitJon ~ which WeE ,eocounter,a::1 in the r.ela:iv(;

claJse ctl3e 1s fouoo her,e too. 'Ihet. is, the is £tually pa:sai a1d

inter:pretoo cD:

(4.121) '1 wi eh hei would tell us "~JOut my brother i 's go! n9

to Hexi co 1~t ye l.r: • '

'Ihia suggests thci.. the Am effECt is not [.ela.Erl to the feet thct

r.elctive claJses «e inbernally heaioo.

4.7.6. 3 Adjunction, Embeddi ng m Gener ali zoo Tr alsformaj ono

It hcs becane cpp«ent lS we hale procErlerl tha: tL, ,\TB effocto ~,6

relet.Ed l() the sta:.us of a pcr:ticulcc con.atruction CB at frlll1octton

conatt"uction. In th\..' preJiou:J t\tA:> aootions, we hale fuund reeson to

rej,£ct en a1cJ.~'sis it:) which Am ~ffa=t3 arise frem 1) a coiooexing

conslr ti nt on D-Strooture cr:~~'frents ald 2) LF mov.anent of LOt..: ..'J·l eti vc:

clau:lE- itself. In this sECtion, I wi 11 claim tha: the Am efta::ls arlo'

r.el cted to the prj ooi pIes by whi ch the than ct.! c properti es of

aijuootion constructir.)nti arlE;; Ctitiigncrl a unifi E:d c€presentetic)n.

Consider the mECh lIli sma which ex! at in current thEOry for uni fyi ng

SEp a: ~t: fJt't~ of thEm a:i c properti es. In the e« Ii est Gcner ct.! v,c'

Granncr:s, sooh m Chansky(1955) , the rtecursive property of tho Gx ~tc

WCti thought to cr1 se from the exJ ateooe of Gener al i zed enbfddi n9

Trmsformlt.ionf:i, whioh effecca:' the insertion of canp.Lex P-ma-kers intc)

other canplex P-rn«kers, Fi 11roor.«;(1963), in til et.tanpt tL> restrict th(~
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possi bl ~ wlIJs in whi ch the output of a gener ali zoo tr msform cti on m8j

be uaoo cs input to other trmsformct.ions, defines .anbooding

trm.;ifocmctions C5 in (4.122), a"'rl contrcsts them with conjoining

tr trlsform 8:.i on~ .. 25

(4.122) An anbEddi 09 tr m~formttj on identi fi es a set. of
pre-senteoces m expends a symtx>l in Q term! nal stri og
B3 sane muta:ion of my of the identifitoo prle-·senteoo~.

An LsubEddi ng tr alt)form ct.i on ther,efor,e h CB the form:

Gi Vlen P
A -----> P' in context W Y

Wher e A alone i s a const alt co:l wiler e the riel Et ion
between P md pi Cal be at Et. Erl i n the form of a 81 mpl e
tr alsformet.ion.

WAY. is a terminal string, 8ld P is a pr.E:-sentence.

(4.123) Conjoining trcndformetlrJns «e trcnsformctions which 1d~ntify

t\«> pr~·sentences, P end P', crd convert these into Q new
prlE.-senteooe P". A conjoi 01 ng tr alsform tti on C a1 be at ct..ed
in the furm

p
} ) pn

pi

Where the reI et.ion bEtwet!) P & p' crrl pet Cal bl at ct.€d
in the form of a simple tr cnsforrn ct.! on, wi th the aldal
rlestrictiun thet neither em be entirlEdy deletai.

(Fil~re 1963:212)

'Ita! s di ati roti on ~ f'~ cruel al i n consi der i ng the source of ATB af f!ECts,

boo alse whi le the use of gener ali zoo tr CIlbforrn ct:.J ons to c tptur.e

r.ecursion wee lbcrdoned shortly after Fi l~r.e mme thi s di ati ootion,

25. Pr e-sent ences iX e r €pr esent ttl ons whi ch ar·e t 1ea:1y to undergo a
final group of ob11gc;t.ory ~ stylistic rules which yiteld, a3 the final
output of the Or anm a, phontA:i c descr i pt i ans.
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thei I use C6 a mf;CI'lS of putt! 09 together phr ESe rna-kers which er.e not

otherwise r,el~Erl in uooerlying structure hes n~er been discr.Erli~ed.

Cl,ecrly anberlding trcnsformctions a:\e r,edundcnt with lexical

sUbca:.~orizEtion franes; the 6ub-phrcse mcckaer for my ECgument will

be licensEd ct. D-structure in virtue at its stctus CB a selected

crgument, m f'X.) trcnsformction 1s nBJessccy to &anbEd it. Ibwev\er, as

WC5 tx>i ntOO out in 01 cpter 1, sane surf cce phr CBe mcr:kers cont at n

sub-phr cae mlC~ers which sean to be i rrlepen:lent et. D-Structure. If i t

is the ccse thct some .e1enmto a:\e insertErl after D-Strueture, then we

m8;/ berm the oper ct i on by whi ch t WJ phr cae mer k.er S El:'te canbi nai a

'generaliza:1 trmsforma:ion.' In curr.ent throry, my trmsEorma:.j()nal

oper etian is a SUOC a3e of 'affEJJt alph a', an cs such "'at c:pply fr eely

cs long c$ OJ j ndepend ent pr i noi pI es of t h~ Gr anm cr cr.e vi 01 a: Ed. An

i nvestig a:10n of the properti es of 9ener ali zed tr cnsform eel ons i n

curr ent. theury, ther efor,e, anounts to a s~ccch for the cppropr i a: e

9ener al pr i l"¥Ji pl es i n the c cses uooer sec ut i ny.

Let us consi der the furm al properti E:S of the conbtructi ons whi ch ohow

ATB effECts cross-linguistically. I an maintaining thct. it is

cdjunctlon constructions which tihow the~e effects. In O1tpter 1 I

poi nted out th et. aijun::tion constructions h ale the peculi c£ f>roperty of

iooluding a pair of cctegories for which neither a dc.minctlon fl()( a

prJEOa:leooe r.el etlan holds, We might also descri be the cdjuncti on

configuretion cs une: in which therle is a cet.egory A, the £djoinoo

cS:4e<jory, which both is m is rot iooludoo in ttle cdjoinoo-t()

ca:egory, B. '!his is pccticulecly oLea: in the cc:sc of en LF

aijuootion, where ct S-structure the c ctt630ry A cctu ally i 8 i ncludErl i n
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the c~6Jory B. BECdlse of constraints on p:>ssibLe rules in GB theory,

in particulcr, bocaJse of the Proj,a:tion Principl(· which [t€quir,es thEt

LF moVtanent fran en a:-gLUnent p:>si tion leaJe a tr a::E:, the configur Etlan

set up for LF cdjunction is one which expr.esses the anbiguous inclusion

property outli nErl cbove.

'!his sort of configurct.ion is ~ery differ,ent from a subordinction

construction, where the.enbeidaj canst! tuent is dani nct400 by a metr! x

cet.egory. In subordinetJon, Q rnctrix heed seloots for feEt.u[,e8 of the

suoordi nete c1 alse, cnj the subordi n ct:.le 01 alse 1s fi lIs a posi t,l on i n

the tha a grid of the t.ecd.

Am effa::t~ sean to ccise when ther,~ is more involv,aj then sinlple

thet a-di sch a:-ge in debermi nl ng how the thet a properti es of t\\O

cct.Egories a::.e to be relaoo. In this sense, we might think of the set

of prj rei pIes which 91 ve ri se to ATB efoeJts C5 sanethi ng very Ii ke a

gener ali zoo t.r cnsfllrmction.

Let Ub see how this might w.:>r< for the Nwajo ceue.s,

I an tcking the position thet. aijunction constructions a:e phrese

meckers with the pa:-ticular properti es outlined cbov,e, nanely thct the

ajjoinErl cct:tegory simultalEOusly is cn:l is not includoo in the

mjoinErl-to cet6Jory. 'Ihis vie\~ l.ecds us to a1 explma:ion of the fa::t

thet Nwajo naninals behale like aijuoots insofa: a3 they show ATB

leffoots, although they at.€; in crgument positions. At the end DE

Chcpter 3, I coooludEd thct. Nal6jo naninals a:e in a:gument p:>sitions,

but th a:. they form a CHAIN wi th elanents of the morphologic al
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representction. 'Ihe represent Etion which I gaJ,e(3.50) CEO be

simplifiErl to (4.124) (note; the subjECt clitic is a zero-form in the

third person, end this zero wcs used cs the representct:ion for the

subjoot i n 01 cpt er 3) ~

(4.124) s (=v")
/ \

NP V'i

'SYNTAX' ,MORPHOLClGY ,

tbw, i f the crljuoc:tion configur etian is just th ct. wher,e one c GttBjory

simultcnrously is end i~ not jncluded in alother, this configuret:ion

\\Ould sean to be sct.isfi,a::1 in the representction Ei.xJve. While the

Ilominal is rot inclLrlErl in the ma<imal projaJtion of the morphulogical

Vterb, in virtue of the chain formed between the clitic cnj tile overt

nominal, the naninal is not excluded from th~ ma<imal proj1aJtion of th~

IOOrphologic al verb. '!hi s baJanes clea:ler when we consl d~r the f ect

th a: the thet a roLe is CBS! gnErl to the CHAIN, end hence i S a3si gnEd tC)

a ccbajory both int,ernal to arl extJernal to the mCKirnal. Irorphological

projLECti on. 'rhus, the form ctl on of the CHAIN est chI! shes a

coneigurct.ion in which there is rrore to sa; Ei.xJut the theta [teletjons

between t\\O cet.tgorl es then th&~ \\Quld be ina simple anbEddi ng. In

thi swat, the N8I ajo configur etlon, in which a CHAIN i 8 farrooo between

a1 a:glUl\ent COO al af Ei X, fi ts the descri pti on of en ajjuncti on

construction, As it is a configurctl«)n of mjuootion in this sense, we

rnaj exPECt generalize:3 trcnsformctions to be rlelevrnt to its

forrnction.
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