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ABSTRACT 

The Structw-e of Noun Phrase Complements 

in Khamtanga 

This study analyzes the st,"ucture of noun phrase complements in 

I<hamtanga. It is stated in Jackendoff (191'1) that various phrases and 

clauses can function as complements in a noun phrase. These complements 

occur at different levels of projection by ph~ase structure (PS) rules. 

Following the principle,s and parametere$ approach of Government and 

Binding theory as developed in Chomsky (1981) and recent works, the 

present s tudy shows that PS rules are not needed to accou nt for the 

projection of NP compiements. it is claimed that the relationship of 

complements wi th a head noun can be explained by independently motivated 

principles of Universal Grammar (UG). 

The first chapter deals with some important theo!'etical issues regard­

ing the mode l of grammar, The major dilion is that PS rules create a 

redundancy which cannot be maintained In a restricted model of grammar. 

The second cnaptel' presents the analysis of phrasal compiements. 

Because of t he productive function of the genitive construction in the 

language, the most frequent phrasal complement is the genitive NP. 

The third chapter invEstigates the most common clausal complement 

in NPs, i.e. the relative ct./luse. It is argued that forms that for mally 

resemble the reiative construc tion can be qUite different functionally. 



In the fourth chapter the restr iction that is imposed upon the order 

of compiements is discU55t'd. It is shown that ordering restriction can 

be explained independently without resorting to PS rules of particular 

gra mmars. 
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iNTRODLCT!ON 

KhaHlla·lg~ .!X3:ntdNz/ is a Cushitic !anguay~' spoken itt the norther.') 

part ot Ethiopia particulady if: \'loll .. adminis',rativ€ arE"L Together with 

other three languages it fonns a distind gn)up within C"shitic - knO'.vn 

as ·::€'ntrol. (u,;n·itfc (Bender, T 976' 14], though it ;s cus.tomarily referred 

to as the Agw,; gr'oup. Othel" ian<juilges that belong to the same group 

are BiJin , Kemant .. and Awngi,. spoken in Eritr'ea, GUndai~ and Cojjarn 

respl"?<:tively 

Khamtanga .ike oth",r Agaw ,anguages I;; bCC()I,;lng hiyh,y influenced 

by Amharic and Tigt"inya" Most ,;pea!{et·s al'f, bj .. !;ngllai" speaking , in 

addition to i<hamtan£jil,'\mharic 0 " TiS'wy" ;)," bvtfl. The exact number 

u: speakers \.And possible dta!(~ct areas of the !anguaqe are not clear matters~ 

Regarding tne lattei~ .. h'.)wev('r, AppleyoiQ !. 937 :"147 .juggests ~bout 

four' diatect areus. ThE~S-e .:Ire dJ Abal""ga;.e (;:) Zikw~!al {lii] Sakwata~ 

(!r~d (iv) Sim~[1 d~a~ects. As for the 00pulCiUn ;.:stimat~ Uj;.~re fS no reliable 

figure l though Bender \ 1976) pu: ;'t. Qrc'~r:;d 5/ LOO. 

The phonemic inventory of consona,~lts ;lOO "owe~s JS pJ" es€ '1ted below 

adopted from Appleyard (j 987: 246). 

Plos ive Stops 

The Consonants 

bilabia! 

coronal 

velar 

labio-' veia i~ 

uvular 

labio-u .. ",la r' 

'N 
k 

q 

w 
q 

b 

d 

9 

w 
9 



GlnttaHzed 
fr!(:'3t.:1VeS 

C!ot<:al i,ed 
aff,.icat" 

Tap 

Semivowels 

Cu' I)nnt 

uvular 

lar yngeai 

" . l_O~~('I,lal 

pa~.JtaJ 

pc~ 3tal 

bitdt)l')~ 

ccr':/ri.:l! 

ve;a,-

'ilbio--velar 

coronal 

coronal 

bilabial 

palatal 

High 

• ..,lia 

Low 

y 
c 

v 
i;' 

Vowels 

l (q 
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K '! 

Vj\\ /J('N , , ,-. 

f 

x 

w x 

h 

5' 

(c j 

r LJ 

u 

7 

m 

n 

'. IN) 

,w (N w) 

'1 \ \ . 

r 

w 

y 
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'.: ., 

h , 

shal';"!~1 with (Ot differs fromj other t\y~w languaqes. !n thi:.; rt::spect the 

Sti.1C: ~I is yet anothetA important contriba;ticn of the duthor to the comparative 

~tudy withi n A9aw as in Appleyan::: ,.19ilUa, 191J1ib, 1986) " In his g.-ammaricai 

drscdpt.ion of the language the author ha~ dealt with two areas: 

<'yden, and 3:he ve:·bal. ,;yv-rem , In both t he focu s of descr'ipt,on is on the 

various ffiorphoiogicai forrns, The nominal systc'ffi, for instance, compr'; ses 

+hc infleclion of nouns for ge{":der, nlJmb~i" ~ case: and definiteness. c · • ..11 nee 

I ,ha ll have occassion t(. <comment upon some or the claims made rega~ding 

d't ~' <";c system:), I shzU rot go ill to th..:: d~tod hert:. 



Nev~rt,)EdeSS t a general rema f' ;{ :;~etn s t.:, be n ( l(':'Ie r- as to t le overall 

significance of the study. Spea\(inq f r om a desCl ' pte lie pomt of view, the 

ana!ysis is more morpho!ogh. ~J and t:x p ~~rtatlf~11S Jre I)ften () e r' il ~ j from dia-

chronic sources via a comparative a r.;;lysj'" T nis is not to ilTl ·. iy that there 

is an absence of a synchronic analys is but ., 's !'ifthe.- to in dicate that most 

of the description focuses Or . QPpa ~ent similar ities 0 ;' differClnces of the 

language in re lation to the other i\gaw langUages or a reconstructed Proto-

Agaw form. 

This line of research contri butes very important findings. In fact, 

within the wider realm of generative grammar many linguists reach at ins ight--

ful conclu,ions by employing these methods . In Lightfoot (1979) a number 

of important issues are discussed concen'mg diachronic syntax. Moreover, 

generative gr"mmarians would not I u:e out fingui">tic phenomena that are 

histor'ical residues. As Chomsky (1986a, 1115) pointed ou t . recent studies 

on I'"eiated Innguages iike those on the Romance languages, as in Kayne (1975, 

1984), have been yielding quite en~ightening findings. 

The issue being questioned is, thu s , not the theoretical nor the 

empirical relevance of h istorica l comparative linguistics per se, but rather 

the theoretical framel'!.Jrk in which it may be employed. This point was 

made explicitly in Hoekstra (1984: 20), from which the following is quoted: 

"The framework lof the sevent ies l was relatively 
unsuitable as 'an explanatory theory in the domain 
of compara tive syntax. Differences between languages 
could be accounted for in a variet ), of ways. e.g. in 
terms of statements to the effect that a particular 
rule was absent in the graunnar of one language but 
present in the grammar of another lar.guage. without 
it being clear why this should be so." 
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In other words , the iS$ue cuts across the d:fference between revels af 

adequacy -. a notion developed 1n Chomsky (1957) and subsequent works. 

The study of Khamtanga as odlineu in Appleyard (1987) can be termed 

as an attempt towards a descriptively adequate g!·ummar. R3dford (1988: 28) 

defines descriptive adequacy as a level which can be reached by a grammar 

if it "properly describes the syntactic, semantic, morphological, and phoooJogicaJ 

structure of the sentences in the language in s uch a way to provide a 

principled account of the native speaker's int uitions atlOut this structure." 

Therefore , as a sy stematic morphological description, the study contributes 

a lot to the better understanding of this Agaw language and it has set the 

stage for fur ther resea rch. Indeed, Appleyard's study is wider in its scope 

than what might be implied by the word ak;>.tch 2. 

Regarding the unpublished works, the)' include two (B. Al thesises 

(at Addis Ababa University), The fil'st one is MaT'[Jhologiaal SWU'ature of 

Nouns and liominals 'in :Vag Saq"'ota Aflaw (;n Amharic, 1930) by Kasse Kel kay , 

and t he second one is 'i'he Verb l1oY'pholog:'-! of Vu:unta ("1984), by Mengistu 

Amberber. Both studies attem~'t an eieme'1tary morphological description 

of nouns and verbs respectively. 

1.3 The Present Study 

There a re at leas t two factors that can distinguish the presellt study 

from its predecessors. The first one has to do with scope whiie the second 

one deals with goal . Apparentl y the l<ltter seems .not·e fundamental than 

the former because it involves ment ioning the theoretical assumptions on 

which the study is ba sed . Thus, I shall only mention the general direction 

here and elaborate the detail in the next section. Generally speaking the 
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stuoy aim:; tv mal,c <In eXIJ ;vna to rii) ae "'quate ,m It\ sis of nour, pht'ase comple­

ments ill th" language, Th,s IS of courSf, easd'{ st:Hed thai' imph,nented 

into practice, b€cau c,;> tOile high{ 3 l level ?f adeqll.J-Y prcsuppc~es, ame!;g 

other (h;n~IS, th~ fui"lImen t or the lower leve:;, In o',her words. the ,H'esent 

study not only describes certain aspects of the lan')u<lge but also <:ttf'mpt.: 

to explain why these aspects are perce ived the way they are, However, 

as Chomsky (1986a) s tressed, h igher explanatory stu-1y ha3 to ,ssume fewer 

descriptive mechanisms. 

As for t he scope of the study, it is limited to the analysi s of the syntactic 

structure of noun phrase complements in Khamtanga. Corrrp l ements here are 

used to Incorporate phrasal and clausa l modi fiers of a noun phrase. There­

fore , it is much limited in scope than the p ,'ev ious studies which covered 

a larger domain , 

In terms of data. the stUdy is timit",d to t:ll,;) Zil{wal21 didiect which is 

spoken around Zikwala .. egion bec[u~", my tWO ' nforma"ts 'lad come from 

that .arca. FOI' a ,:ompa ,'ative purposp. I haVe alsc ellc; ted jata from Bill n 

and Awngi sj::eakers. 

1 .4 The Theoretical Framewor k 

In t he preceding sections t he term grmet'J,tiv··: gramnar was mentioned . 

without bei ng defined explici tly. This section shall attempt to define t his 

term. 

As Chomsky (1986a:4) asserts, generat ive grammar is not a theory 

in the strict sense of the wor d . He goes on to cla im that "generative gram­

mar is no t a iba6.r,y any more than Chemistry is a theory . Generative gril mmar 

is a topic, which one may or may not choqse to s t 'Jdy , " Thus, t he .)xact theo­

r,e tica l assumptio(,!s that the present study shall follow within the topic of 

generative grammar mllst be clea r ly identified , 
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The study is enclosed In tne Governm;:nt-8inuing (Ctii model as 

cilve!oped h Chomsky (1981,1982, l'.66a , 1986i)) n!ld others. Chom,ky ( 1981 : 1) , 

to :;om., of the <:o!lcepts he sketch'od 'n ;',b earlier (198Jj framework. The 

whole development is embedded wi t hin the ,;,o;r;er.:1ea S,:«tlw'd ~oheory (EST) -

which eVOlVed as a re~ult of Chomsky's p ioneering work (197(1) and others. 

This theor y itself is an extension (of the fundar.lenta l issues brought forward 

by Choms ky (1 965 ) also known as the Standard Thwry or the Aspea7; model. 

Thus, the GB mode! could never be comprehended i n isola tion f rom the 

Extended Standard Theory. Hitherto, Chomsky , has never ceased to under -

line this relationship . In Chomsky (1982 :3) he denr !! s tated it as follows : 

HBec8.l1s e of che c r ucial roles pl;;tyed by the notj.ons 
of 30vernment and bindh1g, the appr oac" is sometimes 
called government bjnd;.ng (GB) t:heorv. I will refet 
to i t by that name here, "Jough ic d~velops directly 
a nd without ~ r<ldica..l bre al~ from Earlier work on 
t r ansformatim.1Cll ge nerat:tve grammar, in particular , 
f r om r esear ch that ral ls withi~ the framework of the 
Ext(mde c1 Standa rd Theory (EST)" 

If GB is incorporat.,d within EST in the above sense, the nex t task 

is to identify the components of g r amma-. 

The major p l'"oposa! reyarding th .. components of gramm;1r3 s ta tes that it 

consis t s of ~wo systems: The subcomponents of the rul= system and t he sub-

systems of p r inciples, 
, 4 

"he suhcomponen t s of the rl!.l~ sys tem are the follow-

ing: 

i) lexicon 

ii) syntax 

al ca tlf90r ia l component 

b ) t ransfo rmationa l componen t 

iii) PF (Phonetic t-or m) 

iv ) LF (Log ical For m) 
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The lexicon .ncludes ine inherent and idiosyncntic properties of 

lexica, i t"i11~. it al~o ~mp.·ises lexical ~ediJndancy ,ules which determine 

pnadictabk, p:"opel·ite~. r n 'Jeneral ;1. i1iclude~ categor .ai (the ca tegory to 

which a lex,eal item behngs) and wntextuai (subcategodzi,tion ) featu res. 

The categorial component consis ts of phrase structure ruels which 

generate D-structure (deep structure). These rules permit the expansion 

of lexical categories into phrasal categories . 

The rules of the tranformational component which are reduced to 

their absolute minimum by Move Ct (Move anything anywhere), map D­

structure to a corresponding S-structure5 . Movements that are not possible 

are expiain€d by independent principles. 

The remaining .two components - the PF and LF (which ar", refer r;e.d 

to as the interpretive sub-components ) cperatp. 0:1 S- s <ructure to ass ign 

the associated phonetic fo rm and logical fOt"m 
6 respectively . 

These subcomponent s of the louIe system mteract ..... ith the subsystem 

of principles which are belie'let. to be available by Universal Grammar CUG). 

The complex nature of this relationship is ch;;. rr.ctenst ic. o~ the research 

strategy designed to acquire UG. The main focus of this stra tegv is reducing 

the expressive power of par ticular g ramnarz, i.e. g rammars of particular 

languages, by factoring out general principles, thereby narrowing down the 

option of possible grammars to be selected by the language learner. Clarify­

ing the property of this relationship, Riemsdi jk and Williams (1986:110) comment 

as follows: 



H;";le ge1.l~r·al »:.:h1("iples~ "".-Iu h t.u~<.e o·rel t:"l:;: b"" .}'el 

of regulating when and hG\1 ;:h9 r u le;' a}'ply \ :tre 
ass1O:ed to b.~ ')art vf Ul.iVcrs.'ll Gram' .ar Bad h~r.\...e 

cor:.stitutc linguists; fi rst" c:cuJe attempt a t 
enaracl.erizing ('He bio..!..ogical t.::.r:.dow"'IDt!Uf wit'" t'lhich 
the child can f a c ·c:: this oVi?r.Jhe. lming tasj':.~ i! 

Taken individually, these subsystems of pr inciples can be considered 

as independent modules exhibiting thei r own characteristic fp.atures. These 

modules of grammar ore the following,as sketched in Chomsky (198~ :6) : 

a) X-bar theory 

b) ~\ -'theory 

c) Case theory 

dl Binding theory 

el Bounding them"y 

f) Control theory 

g) Government theory 

The evoluton of X- bar thsory (wnici'; is concomitant wi t h the first 

major reduction of the transf0rmat iorn! compon",n t ) deternlines the hierarchica l 

orga nization of lexical categories to ph:-asa; c.ategoric5. I t also predicts 

the linear o rdering of a head lexica! category with respect to other construct-

ions . 

In e -+tbeta qr: . .tnematic:l -theory how each argument (complement of 

a head) receives a thema tic ( semantic) role is oetermined. its basic feature, 

namely. the 0-<:ri"t.erion ens ures tha t every ~ent is ass Igned a unique 

8 -role. In other words , there se'!ms to be a one to one correlatIon between 

thtIa roles and a rguments. WillillJl:'S (1937: 437) in descnbing the propos i ~ions 

embedded in the 0-criterior. suggests the possibility <.f fanding 'more theta 



roies in a. sentar.cc than NPs but not vice vers.a n Hi~ ctaim was motivated 

by the ex,stence of optional or imp!'cit <1rgl, o n(?nts. Lat~£r d2Ve;()pnl~nts 

in the theJry had extended the assignment of thematic ,·oles to etains, 

a notion devdoped with the recognItion of u 'ewes. Ti1e recognitIon of the 

structural importance attached to t,-ace!l: brought wito it insightful concepts 

to the development of the t.heory. This stage is i"eferred to as the Revised 

Extended 5tarldard Theory (REST) , See fOr discussion Riemsdi;k and 

Williams {1986: 171} . The theory a lso attempted to converge e -role assignment 

with Case assignme nt under what is known as the VisibiZity C(mdition • 

Accordinq to Aoun (1985:89), "in order for an eiement to be visible in PF, 

it must be case marked" . This condition subsumes the major p ri nciple of 

Case theory , i. e. the Case Fil-,;er . which rules out structures that contain 

Case-lE:ss (phonulogically real) NPs. 

Thus, mora gene"ality wa s captw'ed by r;~ducins much of the effects 

of the Case Filtel'" - which is a desil'able resul~ in accordance with the research 

s tratEgy . 

The theot·y of b inding mainly deals with the intel'p."etation ,Jf anaphors 

(reflexives and reciprocals) and p,"onominals. "fhere are thl"ee principles 

which are cen tral to the theory of binding . They ar~ presented beloYi from 

Chomsky (1986a: 166ff) : 

al an anaphor is bound in a local domain 

b) a pronominal is free in C! local (!omain 

cl an r -expression is free 

The notion of a local domain is equated with the minimal governing category 

of a.. And a governing category can be defined as a rr.'lximai pl"election 



· , 

\.' . I : L, r:;, 

J I;', . _, • 'f 

be 'lither bound ur free. 

on wh~ch U!)'pe ~ can a~piy . It spe\;ifies the pos si:')I€ barrie.rs to govern-

ment and Movement in rl'Jman langu ages. 

The theory of goverrn,ent is ... elated ..... i;:;, <l number of :Jl'incip.",~ th.,t 

play important r-oles in ih~ opeiutron 01" other subsyt;tems. is also cioseJy 

teiated ~'ith SirLlctu rill rotJons i ike r -c.cn1tllan ,.-t {CO!1st, ~uent command i . A 



HI...:o.;:.:..' rmnent i.~ t:. _t;f;n.t~ ,~ll} d. i"e};::L1.nD thee hoi.d8 iT a 
specific ~tnlC1 .. la, .• l {.onJ~i~i.1r3t.:.on i:let,.;e~0 a goverrt~r 

3ud 3. governed ...:,":.E;r,er.L, In t.h~ Cv'Ct:.:. cas(.:: a lexi;",:a.l 
head gove.rnh its comp~ei.1lenL;. n 

Different formulations of goverrment have been proposed ,n the ii:erature. 

fOr Chorn~ky ( 1986a : 162). who follows the appf'c)ach developed in Aoun and 

Sportiche (1983). "a category c< ga:h:,y-"B it maxima; projection X" if a and 

X" c-command each other; and if t', gove"ns X" in this, sense , then (j. gov el'os 

the specifiet ape ~he head X of X.... Thus glv",n tl".e above dO/Yl:.lin government 

:md () "·rol{;s,. Cl-.<Jmsk)' ! 1%,,0. 1 ) ,;tl"eSSeS the ir!'f.>t.1I· :an<.e attached to the 

concept of go'Cenll'11ent b)' saying, "gov€:';lment ,~nters hlto a broad range 

milny intri(;<}te conscqu,",,::::e~." 

of the prt;:~ent study , Since a nQun phrftS~ IS G(\E! type .. ~")f phra~e structure .. 

the discussion focusse5 on the foUow:lng two aspect:;: 

iJ the nature of the cate~iOrla! compon~nt and its 'n,erilction wIth 

ot her components of the rule system; 

iil the roie of the subsyste,,:5 of Fri."1cip!(·5 in regulatlr!9 the rules 

of the categcrial u:mponenl. 

The devebpment of th.\' theory that C'l'~·~:::U!ZCS t""', phrase structure 



implied th~ exi.s~"nce of rv.nninal I-lhrases thCtt al"" ;owe.- than full phn,ges. 

be developed by Jucvendoff [19771, ~h<t phraso ~trl1ctuno. c.xnponent :r;.ok 

ov~r further tasks that were form~r!) ~-:.:c('rdeoj ~o the transforr.H~,th:.:n~; 

compone ry,= . 

-'~ -) 
~ fl-'! . . 

"" X ' J<lc~endoff, 1~P7:3()). 

With -;.he ct"-:velopment of tbe tr.0ory ,rom sy;;t.:em 0.1 (utes to suosystems 

of a possible tl'leory of a ph.,,,,s., suuctu~e (FS) IYen' 9raduaBy reduced. 

Most (;of the eff"cts of the X-ba," theory that once looked elegant were proved 

to be ,'edundants, which can aasi! y be recluc'il,J to the effects of a,h,"," 

independently motIvated general pdnce;:>les. Chomsky (l9Bl: 31) points out 

the reduplication caused by the PS rules claimhg that th" rules Illerely restate 



l. " . 

the notion ~:,f 

I ' 

·:,v.i···c· .... 

O. tt1? ~equire' 

Rcpr-eBLUu! t:Lons (~t e.:i!:~·i. :::Yl!t:.i;::tir leve.J (i ",:,. J L? "3.T,d 
LI- .und ~-btl: ~JCClii.:e) ,"::. :.(~ r,n)j'i! \~te":; [rc-m the 14'!<..:icD':-"tln 

t!",;;..r: ~.n~~/ ~~bs<r\le the S~l.b;.:;_:"tegoriZai.;.i0;:-, f.'rvper~i~3 of 
l(;'!1.:.':::':~' itelllb. 

ca;J~\.raif)s pO$~ibl e PS rutes. 
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. Z:C4'~ ';. if ... ' J;:I 01 Ca~c C\~!d ':; -{Die (:L;-..:::>:~r,rllent. Std' :J(ho::l~~i ha'l,/e ,:'!xtenc.led 

r.l'e :.~ ~t~';~·:~(-!('!~ to li-...':Iude ti''H~ :!~.ad! ienal ais~:nc:~t)n be.!wE'er. \.:;)nfiguvotional 

;.;n -0-lnn··cDnf~:.r~Jl'·;·;t;(;iY~i !dn~.'L.ti-j~p;;$ . For" io'£".tar:cc, HGfe (1973) .. as quoted 

in Stc.';v",-;!t i': ~\\~2; '1..:;\:) • : .. ;J~:qc"\sts ,.;-1at i<::p'-' 9t;a~"V':'$ i ;sk.,--~ L':-itHI, Saf1skc.t. japanese) 

t~:'h;t:?'1 rJe~ ' c:i~ f~~f>~ \~('rd unj· .. ;;· {~~ .)~\p0i.::;.(;,d to r:'")glish type iangUr.i9€-f, Wiler€? 

'.'~·rqle t~:f': 211';.0\'2> Brd othe- pr-"JP(';'~db re9ardioy the- ncltur~e 0'<:" the 

,..:.atey,;)dai co·mpuf ,/n~ onc ~;-.'; S13tUS whh~q th~ tf',QO;"'Y of g~·c!~L;~1at' si'lI.)oid 

bt: 'Subject tl.J fi,Or t:' ernpincd; conslder'urons - dnd thet·eby to :lVlr'e fnvesllga'­

tion (if a numne' of uli':cr" ;anguag?s - the redundancy of PS nJ:e-s It"'. grammar 

str.ind:.~ f)U ..... ~:r·c,,·'i~.enthf. Lonsl-:quenUy; tlH.;)c trend to eHminat.e PS It.i.les would 

ieari ~J ~ deSI(a:.1-:. (lutC-Itr'rir- P()'-ttCl1IBI'!Y in exp!aininq the l"ar((Ht·~ ':.>f !J.nglJagt~ 
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1l~~': cho~ce of or.;;;! p~-opos~~ Cl'ier ilnothel''' ag.ain d~fJcndS on emp~h(::at 

cvl~$;'de;( a'.t.i(l:ns~ For the purpose OS t he pi"'f.,!5e(~t stuoy I ho\\'ever I ~' have 

op ted fo r what Radt<)rd (11P6:5-Si} calfs tJ..e (~[as31·c.cl ve~"sion of X-bar' 

theor y - which pOsi t s a two·~te\iel phras,d expansion (X' 311d Xli (m' XP}) 

for a head X,( wrH:~re K is a lexica! categot .. y: the lexica: categodes N .. V,A"P 

.are defined ~ n let'ms of syntactic distinctive: f~mtun:,s r iN t 3:Vl (a s in 

':~ch:&1ndoff {1 ~}77: 3 ~) ~ 1'he study also 8:.;;sumes t he Modifier M(a.;i.ma7..ity 

CorzS'!;'::'!:;:";;'!"i.:; ~5 in S.to's1d:~n (t~~n ~7{l1 w:-Hch f'~qu~r£s that i~very modifi~f' {a 

nf)n"- i'c~d tcnn ~~' ; tbf1 expanSH.n1 of it ~exieat h~d} must itself be a maxima! 

:Jrnj~ct;on ~ £ oft ()t ~)e ( worT~S I tiH ..:;om·plements of ti1(~ noun phr~se are considered 

The tHf'm C'()!,'!p'i6??lf:J'/i"t ~5. ~~mptcyecl ~n ft5 w~d€:r sense to includt both 

5uttt.:i.:rteg{j, ; ~d ng and (r(h~~r C;O~Ttp;.emantz and differ from ot her approaches. 

{R,a·dfot-d (19g8 } t Andt>"ews ! 1935)) th3r rnak.>;~ disunctions between the so eaUed 

r;i:.'JU}'!(Jct;.; ~nd (:omp i~m:~nts" Thf': semanticaHy based Ci3Ssifk:c1JOn of compk~­

ment'S Inti'.! rl~"et::, c;stfnc.t leVC!5 shaH not be peers-wed in the study for the 

obvious (e.rH;cr~:-:; t hat v.ere {";lade .eX1Jiic!t a00ve~ f ns~·.ead~1 the n;!;ic-;jonship 

of the compk~;r&nt5 both with~n t hN"'1seh:es and w~th the head Nt' shan be 

examined in ten,iS of the relevant general principles of g rammar'. 
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l~i h~~~·: ";. 'd( 1 h'! ..: ,i<~ In ~ ":f' .'~, ,,. ~ (_,/,-:_ " ''If 7(h{"lJ~tr.:..J:r;~ U-i,r 
i.h.~ •. 'itU:'1,;ltt;y 1 CU\J!fJ r, I-. St:+ :) .!SS t.() t:. T .l"uu:JhOul. t!le :.ne~:'S t have 
cxt.:·n5i·/~;:l q;A(ltl-~d fl"Cllf .t-\::j;-,d<;.!;/ar1j (j~SJ; ~ rhu'2 if n()t ind cat .. ~d o'i.h"!~~wlse,. 

i 1,pPf l;!ya t c reh~;::;.; to the; dbove mt~ntjor.;t:>J stuc!y. 

3. T;'ltj ·.:vnct.'~_::t l.';t 9' ,;-{:'!--:-:a'" t;nd UriVet':O;id C,"<,;,_nm;;:tW is YE-ry cr~.t~:jc'i 
bCC(iUSI.,-: OJ i~~ :)t~<!osophjCC:t a,I'0 othef' th~ ret!L';'; imp::catfOJ1s . Uo{varsal 
Gror.'·rnt!r ~ IJG) t~ (:h::-f1 r H.:d in .1"';$1. wur!'~s en· g~fu~rcdjve grammar ,is d notion 
~:'!iltec with t.h(' hun;ar. 1MI9"i"l9€ facuity - a hiologl(;a: human cndowme,'lt . 
$.::_e F.lemsd~jk and ~\qitjams {'i9S6} fer (i~s(':l.Js$ion~ 

4 ~ "~~~::e ~.;; ;bC:Ot:rq)onen!s ~)f the rlffe !J)'s'tem are taken from ChomsKY 
(lSS1), :.r; Cltof.:lshy (lljo2"t} 'ir.?r .. ~ ~re some mi~Gr te('minn~Dg!Ca~ dIfferences: 
rita) is (ete~~v, "W~ !c «$ U1'~~ ,>:rSl '~"-,mr.,'u~H.: whL('-: l.ii) ana (iv} are grolJped 
toq ... ~;n~t dS ~'Y_, }i·.':":r-'e~<.,:: /,,'t:;r.r:;iD,";_.t,1;S • 

. .) s- s!tU.;tl 1j't: h",~r'.1 ~s not GUJ.:~fc':;(j 8-tJ:·)/~."Jt:.J.!·Ij"p:,ope.f' bt.Jt Ii ;s r(jUlcr 
:~. vU~PL!'~ .• f :.(?':'"'~~,;-o~m::::tii.jn~;. in ~.he "',el')se of HadforG ! 1931 ; 26t)} • 

t._ T'".::;: '(..!m\""(l-ner: doO,jl~ ' .. ,:p': .a~;P(~cts uf meaning -$tt·ucttlr"al meaning 
3$ g:;)!:':>~~i'j ":0 '.~),..:('J.: r'jtf'Cl\·1""'1~..J 1 h€' tcnn DP ::;houid tie unde~·stood .. ?$ 

':: .... ');11:;;VY S;1'"'j,::~::;."-t.:: ~prn:.'" nnd a~od1,.- with l_h'P. ;,Di4.aLr Pl'C'?)";.:dOB b<.~cause the 
!:,,;;~mt..-! t~Y':~\ :. U'''2:~r: Clif'f'-;"ent!y in i-H"c(F~;;;.te togic~ 



PHRi\~AL COMPLEMENTS 

The ph~ases t hat function as I'll" (;omplements shall be examined in 

this t:b;;1pt",~·. Following t e dlscus;;ion in the p."cceding chapter these 

phrases are considered to be maximal projections of their I'espective heads , • 

In the first section, the general distribution of noun phrases in Khamtanga 

",hall be presented in terms of their grammatical function within i! matrix 

dam,e. The types ()f ;Jhrases tha t can occur' in the structure of the noun 

phrase shail be described In the second section. If there are phrase types . 

that do not function as ~-.omplements. an explanation shall be forwarded, 

:1 ,1 General Distr ibution 

Before present: •• g ~he distributIon of the noun phrases. it is worth-

while to e:abprate the usage of some basic concepts which can often be taken 

for- granted wi t hO'.:t being :;0 cle"r, The notions mibjec1;. object, direct 

ob,j6at and the Hke are gl'ammatical funct ions 1 that express structural relat-

ion s ... as appt.'Sed to "xprcssing semantic or pragmatic functin5. Generative. 

grammar holds that the"e (.otions are not primitIve units themselves lxit 

are rather c.onc<epts th~t presupP".)se other basic system. In other words, 

grammatical functions or relations are conside:-ed ,..derivative terms •. in 

ASFeats Chomsky has extensively dealt upon this point and in Chomsky 

(19lH} he explicitly has distinguished between primitive and derivative 

concepts. His main argulR'jlnt agai nst takl.ng terms like sl/.bjeat-o;f or obj'BCt-

of as primitives i£ based .on the requirement of UG, wh!ch he state's as 

follows (19a t : 10) ; 

19 

,~ •. 

• 

• '. 

~ . 



.' 

':;: -l ~::: :: ~'(~''-':' ""!;.1;"" .ti;.. t;) ~J.lr·'.; '\:". rh.; .. _:v;'=E': • Ot.l.~:'1 
rh Ii _ ~ 1" '.), ~.)(".·.if'c C) J"l!-.i.L~3( 1->1.:'~ .,;,.,d.:':.L· ;," /.':!' 

h rtp1-°; .. ',.' -G .. ~Jd "t'xf."~ct. ej-·:!t .::';_ II r:.iti.:-,i':> -.1';' u;"";; 

c:..: c;·.,·: irw,J U1 ;1(' ie tt.' .(tr:S 0' .. .;.: p,jft.i:i1;{· bf.,: ... i~. dHa: 

;;leeL,': th(:: cond.1.tioTl 0; -?yist€u:o,}..(.'g1.ca': l:>r:.orl..t;.'. II 

Thus , :. i~ 

A diifprent 



I)· ""J tdf"-d 

1'[ -:~n-' U E f CCmt; p_A-3ms 

an 
1-

I j r ',. 
mll:;·-OEF 

q~li··t.!-n 

see· ps1-!S 
It; '3 ;';1111 the man!1 

l;~mm<; ljir-i-·z bir& yiw-u 
L. man·'OEF-to ox qive-'ps(-lms 

uL~mma gave an ox to th~ m~nn 

ii~P .. Si 

INP, VPI 

IN? , NP, VP/ 

As ti"~e Sb"LH.:tLiY'V5 ll·~3) show l noun phrases can OCCUr" in ~ubjecti. 

obJec t , ~:~rtd d'rect Vbjt:L~ pvsftiof"IS in simple clauses, These structures show 

the f,,·escn<.e of singl .. nouns 1n each position. The head nouns can take 

var~ou5 complements ~s ~r:. the f(1UOwl ng examples: 

aks:ul'l-t! 
A. F\O~S 

"The K.!r.g 

n~~)us'··· d 
king-DEI" 

k!r-u 
d~f!-pst···3ms 

(,;f Aksliln died" 

R;1 ntC~"}'-2 
w iK\, X· W"j1 iNP, VP/ 

i'}d"y -DEf P(.SS 
. ~ '~t"":! tod3~.!rS -f1sh~;:i" 

h5hf~S eat-p~,t-' Is 

to; i) :'li:j cd- s".n,,-'l., al~Sii-·i-z biro. yiw-t:-N /NP ,NP .. VPI 
rh~y ;~ ·~:~O~·;r:; fanr.:e:"-Di;:F~t{) Ox glve-pst-3pl 

Ii They gall€:: an ox to trait! fC1rm~~r of Aksumu 

i\by 3rSt1-y-7. aksum-tl 
They -fd';:met--UEF·-to A-POSS 
;-Thev ~ave to the farmef tin ox 

bin; yiw-u-N 
ox givf:-pst-3pl 
c~ Aksum h 

;.~t!L~ 

Thy) h i":::d 111Jun-:;. En (4) c,;nd (5) n.I{flJ..sld "kin£" and~".1 Ifs~1tJ ~~ve tak~ r.Ol1iplement 

phrases. in (6), "here the iexica l requin"me.nt of the verp - h'~~w- "give" 

dic tates the presence of two !ntern03! a,.-guments - w!:ich cal" be called t he.ne 

and goat m Ih" sens(~ of Koopman (1983)- both )\IPs car, take a complement . 



1'1 ]1 1 
: y!e- 200VP structun;~:; f.he heads can be considen~d a:: simple 

0-: functidtl uS he3c.1 ,= in ~ flocn phrase. ~n K~lamtal!ga.t -:'.fn;iu.~ is a very productive 

" 

'~.ufd:· n f .... rm:ng '-erbaI nOll!1s: 

(7) i) diz--u 
destroy-pst-3m" 
"he destroyed" 

ii J dizanliw 
"to destroy Idestruction" 

Like in a number of other languages, these kIins of nouns can occur in the 

posi tions describf'd above. 

(a) i) xatma'-y-z d izanaw 
town-DEF-POSS destruction-DEF 

elka 
bad 

NaN 
be-pr.3ms 

"The destruction of the city is bad." 

iiJ ail xatma·-y--z dizanaw 
town-DEF-POSS destruction 

"! he1'rd tt>e destructiol"l of the 

wac-u-n 
hea r-pst- l s. 

town. " 

iii) "n ! if r-i-z xatma- y-z dizliriaw jiNz-u-n 
man-DEF-to town-D EF-POSS destruction tell-pst-Is 

'" told to the man about the des truction of the town" 

The <.)Ccur encc of the derived nominal as t he single realization of a 

noun ph'-ase b less common than simple nouns . Nevertheless, it can occur 

as in (9) - (1i): 

di1.ii.iilw-d 
destruction-DEF 
" The dest.ruction 

elka 
bad 

is bad" 

NaN 
be-pt·. 3ms 

( 10) an di zanaw-d wac -u-n 
I destruction-DEF hear-pst- Is 
"I heard the destruction " 

(11) an I j I r-i -z dizanaw-d jiNz-u-n 
tell-pst-Is 

destruction" 
I man-DEF-to town-DEF 
n I told to the roon about the 

Note t hat t he nominal is followed by a definite marker when it occurs 

a~ the single realization, i. e., when it is not p rece ded by complement s as 

in (8]. 



In spit,,, of its !!ffi~ted distribution, it is interesting to net" the para-

J!ei!sm of "f:~-le d ..... rhled: nominal with 'the corre$poncHrg ve!-u as extensively 

di scussed in C10msky (:970)'. The following examples are H!ustrative2_ 

(12} i) ,:ilmma Ijlr-j,-l bira yiw-u 
L man-DEF-to .~).;. give-pst-3ms 

"Lemma gave an ox to fhe "' ..... " 

til Hmma-t 
L.POSS 
flL~imal s 

ijlr-i -z bir" yiwaniiw 
man-DEF-to ox to give/giving 

g ivi ng of an ox to -fl. .. ",I).ll" 

Before concluding this section , some general remarks seem to be in 

order. It has been shown that the noun phrase can function as a subject, 

object. and an indi~e<:t object in a simple clause . The head noun can occu r 

alone and also wlth different complement phrases. The noun that can heao 

a noun phr'ase can be either a simple nominal 0;- a ,derived nominal. 

One questi 'on regarding the general distribut:on ,of" noun phrase 

occur in some y,ay _ Of course .. tr.~n~ a,..~ a nUfh~)er t,f .)ther functions that 

an,> not discussed her'!. On'", of then. is what An(!~0ws (i 985 :lW) Q;Hs 

Since these structures a.-e usualiy, though not entirely. related with pragm;;!!c 

functions. they cannot be adequateiy treated within the I'm,ted scope of 

this ~.,ud,! _ Theref()re, the main focus is. on co!'e grammatical relations 

which include, subjects , objects. and ir,dlr,;ct objects , 

Another point is the relative position of the head noun with the compie-

ment. The stn..;ctures axemplifed above an;, in accon,,,nce wit.h the '!lord 

or der typologies as in Greenberg (1963), where modif,:eT's pre~ ~he modified 

element in SOy i€!n9uage~ This is tl~ue ~n as much 25 the above descr!p"t~on 
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t" , ' 1 

'I' .. I 

~)~ " ,~_, 'J. ' I." 

:~) ~ ~JL'i ! wily' Jed h.a"r1 
pp 

," \ 

' . "ill " t ~ t 

i 

~ ni'~ ';,y' :tactic aJ"qumen( is tOjr(en here hf.: claif,;$ (t-' .2td) " t(ti:.it s';tn tactically 

e;r, T',e:;e a,-e, (.J) the oc:curilnce of 3 complement of a given klnrl deperds 



,. .' t;:'o I~ \ i fP , , , • \ , ~( '. ,)~ " , ., l .1, -~_c :' n I , • " , '. , 

l( , ; !. i " , f~' c 

~ -~ rt !~, •. '. p,-,,' :tf '.' <. 11y.~ d II .. ' . .v. l .;- y-J. on: ,~, r,' S' r 0/, ., ,,' 

'. !"it' { ,nr,,)p i • k" ! r''l ! k r , \ .. h j' " ~: .. i ,r( , < ;,. . ~ i~ j< , ,~ , . , 'ofj! 

I, .", 
" 

Ii . 

t "J:t 

" , i, Nf ,~ \. i·.~t ' \ f\: ~ f'" , L" , , --,> , 
J i ; N" ~--? fA'" .\" " " 

PI :, 'j 

Sinc!? ths:· 

Ip?-ye.; ,J S wlih the (I~P), (PP) '1m' (A'" 



:i. i ; :i-\ , ~ ,1 r_ . • c;; 

.!hft " tit< aS~U'lIPl - " .\.~ ne' t f"" i.) 

Nt-'. PP, and ".djP, 

is not as CI:?8t in Khamtango 71:7 it se'~:nns U"'~ casp in English. Wf:.. ;""01: 

A:~.hDi_,t~J~- Jackendoff {19;7:6iJI WnS the tirc;t to dOt,~bt tbr~ vaHdl::y 

,. " Thus, 

i:; the 

; 19) a lid (2 ()) ? 

(iQJ i) the city'.-.; u~st~"uct'';jll 

d} the dr:9i.ru~;t;ctt .... {Jf t:,e ~_ tt,· 



f- I ';-1 , r J -,1 -

I. • , > 

IIf' , I LI 

, ( 

rk1n, Cl:omsl-:'y proposes (p" 194} I.IIha".. ;'li~ s.aII,:; the e-Y;:{J'c:~'!.', .!; !.: .-J;",. ' , . • 

{l~} tf;::. ;$ an inhe.·ent Case-mdn\~"', {hell (\ ..:asp maf'k~ 
NP if ~nd onty)f ·-m.:Jrks thf Ch8~- head~~'d by NP. 

;) ilksum-t 
}\-POSS 

"A farmer 

a 1"5,) 

farme~ 

of Aksum" 

ji) Iljiri-y-,- flClr"a 
boy" DEF FOSS goat 
ilthe ho}!s goat" 



I;} ':';lL~~ -1. 

"-cf1iw''''~",:·; j.~~l- P( ~""l 

II dljClc1 Cf re! f 

!',} Jilt· .. ;.,! ! ~ , 

j'fdn-LH:~ ?OS~ iP(} 

11 'Tone 'Hajl'S :e;J" 

\I) famm~-tl lin 
L, -POSS brother 
"Lemma', brother" 

, , 

v,' xatma- y- z 
wwn-DEF-PUSS 

C'$IZ8'ldW 

oestn.l,cfioro 
"d€sti'lH .... tion of the V>wn" 

('"a~~ hy UK- 'Same head. Therefor" , 

(45'~ be,!)w for the full invento, y of Case ".''If :t'. ",.j 

Til ,efore. 
, 

}t'~~ '"'11 ff,.' 
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c t.. '0 f 

~f1own as follows' 

(Ei D ~tructure [aksu", 

s· ~trvctur€ [ak:;um-t .-.1- s .~ 1 

any lex' ::3' heaCi X 

the ger,itive constructioi'S expn!Ssed by (1',) 2nd ' 20) 

pirrase that is thE t'-\uivalem of (20) 's 12'.; 

•• f' t~ wange;-t-z fam~d 

l~/_15pe)~DEF-POSS student 
"<;I'ld'2'lt of the G,)spel" 



r· 11'!, 
,. 

i; J ~ i 

:' \ .... 'i+J~··e·~: ;.. h J .! . ", 

-·,-r(·~':.~ t,I('')n~~j L,~ ""f"\~'. 1 

I A ;:'i-:udent o! tt; Ci) !'P':.J j" ~.rr. 

ungrammat.caHty of (:2 7) ~ho'V'J,: 

c 
,: I 

• ...- . & .. 

l ~. . • 

in (is) shows: 

f 11(:11 tht .: 

',I I .~ 

: 

,. e. 



-, 

'" ., 

" 
, t- \ . • 

t- ., ... t" -" "-

'.;,: 0 hel L·' .~ 'U" ;,! 

tH'U-;:'?- .. "<, -' ~I 
, r~ ;- ; ;'1 , 0 

" 
'- -

,-

. , , . 

, 

/ 

. ~ •.. ~ 
-\ '" ~. 

0 ' 
d n 

" 
~.;!- ';:. :1 {1 

.. 

" .\;' .. ; 

i'f:"~, 
, • ,. )-

, , 
C 

, 
,;' ~ )', .Q -« 

r 'r , ;t; i;;d,i\.! E , 1 '·_'S :.:.:C 

-< "i )11:',. " ~ • 'f 'h,; , '" :1.,. 



~,. 

, ": 

I' P 

.:1 I' 

, I 

, , 

i, 

; t ·~.,Hlj.::t-t 
L +0.-,,, 

cl. . d '1-:- I ".,: ... 1:'" 

.. 
Ie -:.:n t _ 

'. , 

<. , " i.. 

t: j' . ". t=". '~. j 

,,' •• l 

< (-'-'1:. 1 ::,;, 

. . 
". 

vi'" 

","< .. f" '; ~\ t (I ~ 

, I 

I: ~"il ,". , I:;) :::,.' 

• 'P,' 

"'. I'." 

• :.! 

• "I 

,. 
"Y _~ ·~~·.'r ," ";,1'" 

.. 
, .'! .. j" . 



I' 

c)f 1. t'\?~;l 

,', '; ,,' , 

" 
" 

. , 
t. 1. 

' \.' 

.;, 

: 

'" 

" 

;. 
" 

.... ~ . : . 

c ~1 
.:>," •• 

. . 
" 

'~:. 

, ' 

!l ',- "'-t' 

" 

" 
" 

, '. 
I,' . ': ' 

.t 't " 

, ' 

','r, ~~ • hi~ ," " 

, 

~; " , ''''C ., 

" , ' 

, ., " 

.. .... 1 

•. ,.;1, !., 

: . )c' 

" \'., ' 

,. 

• 

";_ I j . ' 
r "-, 

" l' , " j 

J( i':. .; ')' 

~ , , .. , fl , 
" I, 

'-

" 

, ' ;, 

'I, f •• , \0 

r l. j' 

, . 

-, , , 
" 

<: 

I i~ . 

I I ' 

'i 

~", -)\ ~ .. ,-, ... 

, 

.. ' , 'if~, ~ 

.~ r-
" .' " ~ . 

;., ,. 't) 

, 
" 

..; . ,' " 

'" 

,I:, 

"". j' 

• '-, r 

• r 



, 

! 

I 

'r "'.1 r l 

, , . 

, . '.-: .' 
"~ , 

, , 

~ .~, { 

r\'--' 

, . ,. 

".~ 

i f' 

, 
" 

,J 

, • 

.U( 

'v:, 

" 

,'." 

~~ , 

;''",'1-;'# 

-~ 

<. 

t;.' •. -: 

'.< ' ,or 

... -., 

, 

" 

i 

. 

\> ; ... ' 

, , 

~ .... 

< 

'. )f I 
, 

••• j" 

, '-i,., , 

':'. {- '. , :, ,,; 
~>-;t" 

. , " ..... , :""'n 
" 
. 

,. " "'( ~ .'., 

,. 
H~ 

, 
~ , =:) 

, 
;,.~ ; ., , .' 

'. ~'. ~ \ , ~1 '·n ..~ , . 

~'."'~ . ', '( ...... ;""1 

" 

. I. 
, u ... · • 

" .. 

,I 



" 

, . 
" , " 

.1.' 

(. ,.- ,: .... "'. 

" 

:, 

.:, ,.' .... ,. 

11 '. 
-, , , 

.' -

\ .. 
[. r' I ; l 

i_:J j \ 

_ iF"-

0' 

.':" . 

1'-

cC·, ·1 

, , 

,p, 

t-f ."{o!t:'; ic" •• 

~)~i -'.';n~ " ", , 

' .. -, 

\(: 

• 

.:Il . 

" 

:.,e, '..i :)1'-

{it' -: 

-! , 
" 

,. 

',' 

' .;; 



, . .. 

! 1 -'-',I" 

li~.'~- ·CC .... N 

Hr ;;'"-i 

{\(-, r.n,.,sp 
I'KU-·;!-·H 

, 
!-:! - / (I 

.- ~1.:." t. y,:;,P .. 

; . 

, ',<;:' 

~i 

• ');! 

-,",):'11"-" :.i- ·[.;';5S .. 1-:;I~:~·tH_;' - r'c:~~-; 

1n"" .;,~) U'1~ ... ,'" IVH1·'·' ~:'jl:,-j" 

"f· 1 r' ; '"t Y !-- ;;t':--' 

;"'y - hvf ~:~ 

I w 
f. 

ch t:({L('!S 

~, (24]' 



It !s dear from the observationai !evei that fo:"ms in (38) ue bound 

as opposed to independent words. If they are bound then, ~h"y are either 

chtics 01" atf:i)!e~. The distinction between cE tics and affixes has become 

an inlenlsting area of resea,'eh in the recent literature within different 

ttworE'tica! <Jpproaclles. 

Withi" ,he principles and parameters approach of Government lind 

Bi(l(~~rs~heo,-y J the study of crtic constructions hc::s attructed specl..d atten-

tion. Trv~-' s<tudh;os of J'h::ygii l;JS2} I borer (1984a.j I and Riveio (~g.86), 

'?an erne! .... E! f;'nH~ thl~ st .. :u es p 'ecedinq ~r s. SO SOP summarize:; the main 

R()n~nnce !an~ ,~nge~~ :.i s foHows; 

(W') i} CP',.ics iH"e ~.)"fi"d :JOi\.:';·· (Jr' affix-like i~erns 
in non-Ar'gnn~nt pozh:ioo. 

Hj .:n·ncs :Wt:)ori. some featvr~ of t~e V connected 
"'I!~h Goven·"J;mt-:;nt.lC .. )"sel 0 4 -roie. 

iii) Cli\ic;; an' 1",<,,0 tc an Eon "y caf~yO,.y In 

ArguH1<?r' t pO'3ition, 

I t is not intended here to present in detail ai! th'" major prOp;}Sal5 

made within genet'ative grC'mmar on the nature of ditic constructions, 

The choke of one proposal over the othe"s s ia,"ge!y determined empirically " 

However, Yee shall appf'ai to the analysis pad~ by f3o,"er ~ i9811a;, in 

describing the :;tatus of Fie- liound pe~ses~'\1~ p ronouns of Khi)mtanga~ 



; ." ~ ;) cfl'-;eJ ,._-> L.>~{ '.j, case, i.:. ~~cnrjer r Y number # 6 Person] j ,. . 
x "- i-VI in Romance 

x -- V,P,N in Semitic 

She fur'ther argues. tllat since t he ditic b h.self a speli-out of tt,e Case 

features, it abso,-be5 Case. Tha relevant example" from Modern Hebrew ore 

ptesenterJ beiow: 

Ui:?-! n Jelt ha-mora 
hOlls," the-teacher( fem) 
"!the teacher".; house" 

H' heit-a 5 

fiouse-" :"~e r 
h!ler hou:,eu 

hCi.j,:;..e her ;)~ tLe-teac;'!~r 

Itthe tez.cher-'s hotfSeji 

by virtue )." th{o Cac,e- Fiitei" . The compl.~m~nt t~p wh.ch 1& in need of Case 

The I(namtanga structure ! 40 (i}l, (:3n be account"d for It' a ~lmi'3r 

m.dm"". fhe bounc' possessive pronomir,ftj "as ar.sorbed the Case which 

would have b",en as<;'gned to the co"pkm"nl ;~P. Thus the ~ompleme~t 

W" shz!! a. 'it! ,_ bela." that Khamtanga hns such a ;j('"C'~ ~-hc 'ollowing 

f!Xamph::h ~lre 1 lustr-Ci.tlve. 
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\. 4'-t} 

i~O 

I' j\",r;:a ~y(rli'S Nlt~1iwa 
Nomal~- OFF - .... e her-cow 
Ii L "to the woman her cow" 
"tne ,«uman l $ cow fl 

i.) '",nJ- yan-s '11.--firiid;" 

ii i) 

vv(.,,,lan- 0 ~r- - to .'1er- t~~a\( j ng 
Jit. "to d\e woman hAl leaving" 
"the woman's leaving" 

aoi'lba-- s 
A. to 
liL "to Ababa her 
"Abeba's chi ld_ " 

Nlr-!xW't· 
her-child 
child" 

the -3 segment in t he structures is identified in Appley,wd (p.258), a~ the 

fem inine ! ewti0f!(J Case marke,-. Although the present study is no t 

concer ned with the analys:s of the Case system, it will be usefu l to present 

the relevant Case markers for the sllbsequen~ rJiSClIssion . 

(45) m, pL r. 
Abs. \l 
!'b 1 .J j. , 
Poss. -2 -z'\, -<3:' -1 
Re:_ -z -!, '\, -tis 

We wi!1 arg,_'.o that the relet! ,0n,,1 Case rn"'r~e,· is not actually a Case marker 

in the sense of the POSS ')r the obje:.' ma l'ke,-. I: is a kind or an adposi-

tion _ Obse, ve the tvllowing S'!f'tenc('s. 

( 46J D Iwn~ <'yah-<~~ 
\'Joman-DEF-to 
U I gave the Uook 

ii) 1Iwa-yan-s 
cow-DEF-to 

mas 'ai1If-C! 
bool<-DEI-' 

to thlf': Vlom(~ n If 

S'iK 
grass 

"Give grass to tt'e cow'" 

y;w-u-·n 
give .. ;Jst .... s 

yiy' 
give--imp_ 25 

In (46) the tran siti'/e verb yJI,)- "give" subcategorize s for two arguments_ 

!t can govern and as<;ign Case only to one corgument in the sense of Chomsky 

! 1 n 1 ; 181) and Uri<lgereka (1998: 40) . Thus mii~, '"hl[d receives accusative 

Case (which is not overtly rea!iwd in masculine nouns] , The remaining 

argument thp.n mus' be "3sigrL'd (>5" by oth'3r 'nedns. The -0 segment 

has f'x<lctly this function; it ass:qns Case to .J.W>k.t-ycn "the woman _" 



Thus, the status of tr'~ seg'llent is ciea,' from {'lGI: it is not a ;::ase realila-' 

Hon . In Silin (Palm",., 1958: 376), the eQlliv31ent of the rel,)t'onal Case has 

But Palrne( s.ee'TiS tc be cH"vare of tile cOllseque"";CeS 

fOt' identification only: the analysis does not elnploy any notional cdtet"i" 

that might appeal to be impliecl by them". ("almer, Ibid, n. 2) . 

Then, the ungrammatica: ity of (liG! i)) can be accounted for by invok-

ing some genera l properties of ditlc constructi('I1s, Par~icu:arly ,he notion 

of Case Abs orption can be systc,maticaly ~pp:ied to the Khamtilnga data. 

However, Appleyard {p. 2(1), pI-;,sents SOMe examples that couid challenge 

the present analysis. T,ley 31"'0 pl';cscnte(! nelow: 

(47) i , arSa'Y"l NI-sln 
farmer-OEF"P('SS his-sistc" 

'!the farmet"'s slhter l1 

Ii) .1Ijagird-yiin-t ! 
girHJEF-POSS 
"thc girl's brothe~" 

i.i) Itar-i-z 
boys -D EF·-POSS 

~I""zl" 
her~ brother 

Na-r· ,13 

tneir- m.)thet' 

Based on HIe above data ';O loe ",.,.-.era! ! emilrk" c~n be mace, Fi rstly. all 

the exampll!s ~nvotve '.:;ir.ship . '.~rm5. T~"us Any {'oolpr'ehei1S1Ve solution to 

the pl"Obie:n shouid ex"m:ne th~ naturE of !<inship tprms in tne language. 

As Apple~ard himself note" kinship terms behave differently since they cannot 

occu r' in isolation as other nouns dG. Compar'e (48(iv») with (43{i)-(iii)); 

(46) i) 1 Iwa ftcow ll 

ii) 11 IIp.ye li 

iii) f\'ln !l hcuseH 

IV) sir , 

I wn?-,var"-t I 

NIr- sin 



be interpreted upies$ t!~ey OC,:-i..f ':,r. 'i:h c\.Hnplem .. ~p\. NPs ~t- posse~'si\- e pro-

nomi na! prociltlcs 

in [47(i) and [iii)) , mus t be r at,,"r thz <"'"at,'('na! Case 'n- the kind of 

a n adp0sltj'ma l fUllcti e n wh'cn we argued for in re!Cltion to «14; a nd (46) 

above . Thus the real counter-e x.: mple is ~47(ii)), becil tlsc t here seg ment 

is clearly the feminine genitive Case markE'r formally d ifferen t from the feminine 

relational Case rna rke l"-$ In other wOl-ds we a,'c claiming t.hat (i) and 

(iii ) can be acco u nted fOl- in the same wa y as (44) because tho genitive 

Case ma ,-ker in mascu line nou ns and p lu r al s -2. , is fot'maily s imile.' with 

t he r latlOna l or the adposition - ,' as (1:5) shows. The fo llowing sentences 

give evi dence t.o the st.atus of the -z segmer.t: 

(49) ;) arSii·y· z 
fa rmel' .. DEF ·to 

ii) !f;j r-i ·z 
bO)ls-DEF-to 
Ii I gav e I njel'c 

mi 

hira 
ox 

!njera l b r ead) 
to the boy~. II 

yiw-u-n 
g'vc ··pst·-'~ 

yiw-u' r. 
give' pst··:s 

Howeve" the ~.trllctu re ;n (4liii)), p r esents a rea : p rob lem to our a nal ys is 

because contrary to ou r ck.im the prociitic ha s not a b sorbed the genitive 

Ca se that should be assigned by the head . My informants have ins isted 

tha t ['I7(ii ) ) is not possible a t a ll. What is poss ible is the structure whe '-e 

-8 the r elationa l Case marker or the adpOSition occur s with the complemen t 

NP a s in (50): 

{50l il Iwn\i-yan- s Nlr-sln 
woman-D EF-to her- sister 
Lit , "to the woman her sister" 
"the woman's sister tl 



ii) I wna-yan-s 
woman-DEF-to 

Nlr-zln-i-z 
her-brother-DEF-POSS 

lit. "to the woman her b rother' s house" 
" the house of the woman's brother " 

Nln 
house 

The same phenomenon is found in S ilin and Awngi. The following examples 

al"e i lIus~rative: 

(51) Sil in 

i) In- Ixwina-r Sani 
DEF-woman-POS5 sister 
"the woman's sister" 

ii) *In-Ixwina-r nl-San; 
DEF-woman-POSS her sister 

iii) In-Ix wina-si nl-San i 
DEF-woman-to her-sister 
lit. "to the woman her sister" 
lithe womanls sister" 

Awngi 

i ) Ni-cuz.a 
her-sister 
"her si~ter" 

ii) *Iwna-t 
woman-POSS 

Ni-cuza 
her-sister 

iii) Iwna-s Ni-cuza 
woman-to he r -sister 
lit. "to the woman her sister" 
"the woman's sister" 

So given the above facts we might be inclined to suspect the validity of 

(47 (i i»" If we conclude that it is e rroneous then there will be nothing 

mOI"e to assume. But given the difference of judgements of native speakers, 

it may not be appropr"iate to rule out the possibility of structures like (47 

(ii»). Then the analy sis s hou ld be able to subsume cases like (47(ii)} 

without contradicting the general property of clitic constructions. In other 

words our analysis should be able to account for [NP+POSS cI+NP] structures 

without loosing the generalization captured by the notion of Case Absorption. 

We wi II argue below that this may be possible. 



Suppose we as_ume :hat a KinshIp ter.n h<lS an empty tllt>matic siot 

that mus t be filled by a genitive construction in the syntax and bv a 

elitie in the lexicun, Then. j, w'" funnel' ,,~.5ume t hat thi s 51vt mu ct be 

filled by either t',e c!iU,; Jr gen;;'ve C(lnsLructionf. at <'v(t·~ level (bec<'llse 

of the p,ojection principle), tl1"n the ooundednr,ss of kins{\Ip terms ca n 

be ex pl<: ined , Wnat we are proposing ;n effect is kinship terms have the 

potential of i ncorpor'atiug tt,e clitic by z word format ion r u le , Once th,s 

process has taken place 3 complex noun is c l'eated that would be able to 

assign Case the same way as other nouns do, This process of word fo r ma­

tion related to kinship terms is allowed given t he id iosyncratic nature of 

t he lexicon . Stowell (198 1: 301), invokes a word for mation r u le to account 

for some Doub:" Object constructions in English, as in (52): 

(52 ) Wayne sent [Rc:>el" t [a telegram]] 

In ordel- to ,)bv ia te apparent counte,- - examples to the principle of Case 

Adjacency, S towell proposes that the interna l NP c<m be "incorporated into 

the lexicon" by a word formation ru le, The s tructu re he clel'ives looks 

as follows: 

(IB) Wayne [V,[sljnt-Robe .-t)[a telegramll 

Therefore , the attachment of the p ronominal proditic to kinship terms by 

a word formatton rule in Khamtanga can be seen in t h.e same light. The 

proclitic no more functian~ a s Case absorber because it has been incorporated 

into the noun as a pl'imitiv"!, 

However , this noun differs from any other in one important way: 

it cannot have features different from t he NP in argument posi t. ion, while 

other nouns a re not sens itive to this requirement. Observe the fo llawinn 

st r uctures : 



d lI JaC1ir-d ,/an-;I 
girl-DEF-POSS 

45 

tithe woman1s sist~r" 

ii) *fjlr-i-z Nh--- s lo 
ITiM'-[)!;''=-POSS h :!1~ sister 

,ii) i wna-yan-tl H"va 
woman-DEF--POSS cow 
" the woman's cowl! 

iv) Ijlr-i-l 1iwa 
man-DEF-POSS cow 
"the man's cowl! 

.~! !,"~f,.1 n . 

he, --SiSler 

If we assume as we did that the [cI+ki nshipl term is one lexical item, then 

it is a referential NP and should be free acc..ording to f)rinciple C of bindmg 

theory. But (54) shows that thi s noun should be obligator-By coreferential 

with the complement NP. This could be explained in terms of the peculiar 

nature of P05s2ssIve pronouns themselves. Anderson (1979:93) following 

Lasni/< (1976) suggests that possessive pronouns couln b .. conside.-ed as 

an ob~i.:gC!tor·i:"y buund [fl'Onvu.nr as in the follOWing examples. 

(55 ) il John lost his mind 

iiJ They blanked their eyes 

Thus since tht (;(jOlpiex noun c,"eated by the incorporation of the proC/itic 

in KhClmtanga contains a posseszlve p,"ono;lIinai, i t should be treated dif-

fe~ently _ 

Before conclu ding, some gereral remarks seem to be in order. Firstly, 

in the case of kirship terms and in other car;es also the..;or,figuration [NP+POSS 

cI+NJ Is not possible. If it Is possible 35 Appl('yard's data suggest t hen 

it mus t be a high:y marked option given the fact,; of ,e::.ted languages-

Bilin and Awngi - as in (51). The option also runs against evidences of 

a number of other languages as in Amhcrlc (Mul'(,n , 1986) and Oroma 

(Baye, 1986). Secondly, even :n deta of the p"esent stUdy It,e cnnfigul at lon 



4:; 

ki nship terms, In other words there >U:ln, to ., .J ter.del~c/ il prefer 

tiJ U'.om (ii) in (%) be:ow: 

~Sb; ,; (\i -s., 
jj) ijh'-s-;;: sin 

In this respect Kha'ntanga semns to be closer to Awng; than to BiI;n because 

if" Awngi kinship terms at-e pos s :ble oniy with 'ihe attachement of the pro­

nominal p roclitic, as in (57): 

(57) iJ Ni-Cll Zii "her sister" 

ii) I wna-t cuza "'the woman's sister" 

iiil !wna--t lIwa li the woman's cow" 

This indica tes ~hat the possessive pronominal ,:>roclitics an;> becominfj affix­

like in Khamta1ga, while t he same has been accomplished earlier in Awngi. 

Perhaps this process can be conside,'ed as an ev.denee to Givon's (197 1) 

cldim (quote,j in 1\ lavans (1985 -1 03)) that the bistorieal path of clitics is 

from independent wOt'ds to affixes. 

It shou ld be obvious then that differ'ent genitive <::ons.ructions funct'· 

ion differ£nt:y in nOl'" phras(,s. lr. the remaining discussion how other 

phrases - narnely. Pf's and APs behave as complemenTs in NP shall be 

examined. 

Z, 2 ,2.2 !:'.[' C.ompiemenh 

Regarding PPs Jac:<enc~of"" [1 977 :72) claims that PPs of time, place 

and accompainment can function as PP complements in noun phrases. 

Since in Khamtailg8 the genitive construction has a wide range of fun"'''''''' 

it ha s been demonstrated that phrases that express spatial relation are 

sub~umed lind .. !" thi!' construe lion Those that :;ho'V temporal relation a r e 

a lso exp! essed by a genitive construedon as example (5) repeated here 

show,; ; 



t~· an niC-i~·z 
I l:o'iaY- ( Ef-"'OSS 

haz 
fishe:-

x'-u'n 
ei<t-'pst 1$ 

") a~( tOd3)'IS fi:>hes H 

i n En",vsl-t the PP I II (5ej can be cOI.sidered as a (omolerr,ent ni 

tbe preceding noun (from Jackendoff (1977 :69): 

(58) the talk [about tl'.e war] 
pp 

In Khamtanga the equivalent of (58) is the following: 

(59) aClna-y-z 
war-·DEF-POSS 

wiga-d 
taik-DEF 

Lit. lithe war's talk" 
"the talk about the war" 

Again the s tructure in (59) imf?lves a genitive construction and it cannot 

be identified as a PP . It l "truo:.tures like (60} with with phras'~s, Khamtanga 

NPs involve q'Jite a difft<rent s~ruct.ure as ir, (6; 1 : 

(60) ii the gir l with Ct black hair 

Ii; the ma,.. with a black mule 

i) t~IClr slibi<a 
biaet< hair 
"Tile woman who 

ii) N,Cir hiqla 
black mUle 

S":iY '-1 ily 
has'- Jf5·F .. r~L 

t~as .:3 hiack hair ' ! 

"The man W\IO ha.s 

s'ay-lIw 
has-3ms-REt. 
a black mule" 

'".nii·-yan 
""oman- DEF 

Ii I!--d 
man-DEF 

It is obvious that Khamtanya employs the relat·ve vei·b form of hov;> to 

express the W1:.th phrases in (60), T:-,is com"letely differen t l'll'!chanism 

could be partly the result of ,he interpretation of 7~'ith PPs themselves_ 

As Andrews (1985,91) noted mth··?Ps can be probienlatic as far as their' 

semantic function is concerned. Thus, he cites the example - the oid mon 

k'lOLi{c !:;?:th a sti ek can mean either the man walks 7~$~ing a ,qt'''ek Or' th~ 

man walks (!ca'Y'!J{ng ,- :;';1·,,!.· _ II' the I::tter sense ;.n·.~;' does no~ indicate 

ins .cl'wrJent"l. u"age but rath"r that of aecompainment or even possession. 



'o<:identai!v. i\mhadc see.ng to have two optic'-: to (0); )(""5:' (~Oj 

though - which ono(> of them involves ,,'F' 

~ 62) ;1 Kay s'agur ya '-aliat s }t , . 
red hair k[L-n~s- 3 fs·-ps t '1/4)m.ac 

"a woman who has a red harrn 

ii) ba-alii fariissu saw ~ 'rye 
( -iwith) horse···DEF man--DEF 
lithe man with a horscu 

Therefore . while th,., meaning depicted by [f;1j is one of po~se5s;onl 

Khamtanga does not employ the usual genitive construction bllt instead 

shows a different structure tha! involves the relative of the verb s 'ay-

An obvious and natural question would be what is the distinc-

tion b"tween tl-'is eNO stra tegies -- the genitivE cons truction ar.d the hat'e 

constructicf17 in othei" vJC-rds i~ then:. arc y !> ystematic relationship between 

these constt"u,:tiolis - Of,e being d'ri-:ed f,"om the other' 

Sim!la~ qu·astlons h"ve been j aised 1'1 " numbel" of 5tl!dies a s in 

(1983J • .'\c'.:ording to .!>,ncerson [1983;'+) phrasC!s like (53(1l ) eN,not be 

consid:art!d as denved from th~ 'h.a7V: phr aSe (&3 f H!), wher~ 7-:a ?Je miyht 

be deleted somewhere in the derivation; 

ii) Mary has a store 

She argues then, foilowing S\ockwell, Sd-oachter and Partc<€ (1973) against 

the hypothetical relati(mship between (63U)J and (63(iill.. by s:.ymS ,hat 

t he have construction, "does not adequately co\er the range of IT,eanings 

included in the possessive .. . ". To demon5t rate the validi t y of her clair!> 

she provides the following examples: 



If) Tot.: hOl.:St Robert i)il~ is whit:~ 

usee' io live in, has pick"!d out as his iavourit(O Oi' 'Nor,,~ In_ •• while 

(Ii) excludes all of tnese intel-pretatior.s exc~p\. the one in which he has 

possession of the house". Thus, it seem£ reasonable a t ieast based on 

the potential of covering a range 0/ meaning that the two possibl~ strategies 

are not identical. 

Moreover _ the thematic relation that holds between the hedd and the 

genitive construction is different in the two possibilities. conSidering the 

Khamtanga example (61). the U1ematic relation l)<C'tween the head 'Iouns 

and their respective ('Ofl1fJi .. ,n",,,!> ;s different: ,t is possible to or.,it the 

adjective in (fj'{ri)) as in ;C·5(H1L but doii"9 th.~ ';ame ill ,610)l as i,.. 

(6S(I)) incurs ungramm"tical1t'/ ,,.' semi-'3c.ceplauili.y 

(65) I} ? ,,'!bKa S·ay .. .. &y 
has-3f" kl':L hair 

ii) biqlil s '"y -aw-
MuL:. has-3ms-REL 
"the man who has <i mule'-

I); '" d 
'l"lft--DEF 

Therefore, given the ahov., examples the PF pOSition in the NP is express~:' 

by differlmt ways in Khamtanga , induding 9"!, .ittve '-.JP, and clau~al comple-

ments. 

2.2.2.3 AP Complements 

Adjectival Phrases as complements in NP are more p'-oblematic. in 

Khamtanga than NP and PP complements. Th" main reason for this situat-' 

ion is the apparent lack of ad.jpctEvJ prvper in the- senso; of Amr.aric or 

English. In the unmarked c"se I<.hamtanga empkl)'s relat.ive verb forms 
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1 
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examples are illu st !'ative : 

( 6 ~) raJ .A{j:e~1l"t-

il xay~w I fill' Ita b:g boy" 

h} xayray fiCI r3 11a big guat" 

iii j "I\w xaya bil "big ox" 

(b) Relative 

i) qafaw Itar "the boy who shouted" 

ii) qas'ray Iwna "i ne woman who shouted" 

iii) qas'aK W iK !'t:'e men who shouted" 

As it is obvious f rom (66), the adjectives strictly tollow the ,'(dative verb 

paradigm - being conjugated for person!"'lmber /yendel- . 

Thus ~ it foHow$ that an ~' adequie ana jy ~is of .;ne5t.:! odjecUves in 

particular and APs in g ent:,.al must ;:>resuppose a n examination of the 

relative construction. T his task ~hall be addres~,-,cl :1'1 ' he next chap'er. 

It is not, of course, strange to find relative verb forms functionin9 

as adjectives . In Engli sh, tholl,; h nm t'1e rela'ive ve;-b ","'I' se, as 

Eng li sh does not have a diffe rent relat ive verb, a ~'fntactic r,ea ns of 

relative clause formation F.lay be said to have an attributive fu nciton. 

Moreover some verbs known as pal'i iaip' en tunr:tlon in the same way "s 

adjectives do as HUddleston (i9il4) pomts oUl: 

( 67) iJ The vase is bro ken 

ii} A broken vase 

~ Khamtanga employs relative verb forms to express [67) : 

(68) iJ Cin-d 
vase- OEF 

kildl-S 
brec:k-PASS 

"The vase wa s broken" 

w~yn-u 

be-pst-3ms 
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h·._,2.k·· .. ·A3':.-RE L-·311.S ·.~~e I)'=f 
,; dlt:. t"lrokf:'::-I v~se" 

HO';(Jer. there "re ve: Y f eN a, ljeu've3 tha' do not f;ill "ne,r the 

,-elatlve VI? t:: , -, , " ·.l~'";] If . --hLS(~ ;;1:"" 02- t lh':lo f, t ~')\!/ '19 : 

(6 ',;) i) !\I,e!. Ilblackl! 

ii ) CIK<I nbad lf 

ii i) wi t ll usmaliu 

iv) w ImC) u ildirty" 

The fact that only these few adjectives d iverge from the .'ela t; ve verb 

form seems to be dn ia ;osync,'atic featltl'e since nei ther lexical n"r seman tic 

, 't ' t' ' h d- t' d' _\ 7 cons [ram 5 seen. ,0 opera e on ,y 0 01 , ese il J':c • yes CIS cppo,e" ~o o . leo'S , 

The adjectives occur in modifying" Single N (.r an e'pan;:;ec N: 

(70) i) NICI!' foa 
b lac k horse 
II,A blacl< horse lf 

Ii) NI Clr I .. .. I wna-/an-: r' IIYli! 

black "o,~a,, -DL r"PO~3 r-nrse 
liThe black horse ('f ii)e womnn l

' 

structure is ( 71) : 

(71) Iwna-yan-tl NI C! .- tina 
woman- DEF- POSS b lack hOl'se 
"The women's black hlxse" 

But as we sha ll argue in chapter fO .... I·, (7 ' J is a possibility only at a 

di fferent level of representation, I n other words I;iJ,u'i-.'fcill cannot be 

assig ned Case by the adjective because adjel:ti'Jes neither assign nor receive 

Case, One evidence is that t he adjac.ti 'JC unlike thp noun can occur It , 

ciitic constructions where we arqued fr.or the pyoperty of C ase absorption' 



,. : N1C,r y l- r:~·/d 

black ,,; ~ r r,or~" 
. my O'); .jC~· fll.., r ;p 'l 

have bE-en griln,ma tical : 

( 73) *iwnii -yiin--tl NICi r 
woman-OEF-POSS blilck 

SI 

To summarize the discussion, the /'1illn finding is that. genitive "IPs 

can productively fu nction as complements in an NP. However, geniti ve 

constructions also function as PPs of time, place , accompainment, etc.-

which would have been expressed by PPs proper in the sense of English. 

The role of .-\Ps also has been examined and it was found out tha t the 

g rea t malol-ity of adiectives are actuilily relat ive ve~b forms. 
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, ... _, 
t,.· J v', .. -i.. " '-" 2:1.;, i·~. r-(~ d! :e' 'hHtve!y 
'n L'1e fl· ,'0' lit>? 'I:!.l'~- .3-,~ 11'- ,ltli;\\'t: '.l d : e finet-

/:. T;';e kijosync:r.~~t.~. niJ~~(e c, ~j-O::' t.n li~ (f 0<:- .... ' 'r,"~ j\.'~{j na!s 'Iso 
can be st::er- In I< :--:. am t.ailga, This c?;n 1:-,~ ~' ' ;1r..--iit'y' CJSE'Ive-::i In (. I)mpC:iI {son 
with /\In~-l(·ric forn's 

;) aa K \(il f(ii 
ii) m:idK ii K 

iH ) uuK Ket 

~.'becalJ1e ftOU i 

11 b~colnin9 fl~Jt' t-!l 

~lf.()Ui·ri 

dd'.lj 
!.ii !\·.:'i --li' W 

<;IZ.:lti 

The third torm in :h~ Kh.rHll tnh ( V2 ~~xa! ft .:).It..:s l ~ f.f)mplert:;iy dif1et"'cn l both {rom 
the vCf-b or t!1(-! sec!)ud d cdvf;"d f:unl!naf ~ n other cas e s th~ deri'Jed nominal 
is deri ved from ~ eli-usa, CO!""l~~1if""{: 

i ) 'lafiiisii 

H} mani~ 5 
,ii) l.lta ~ 

nbe~llg blown H 

li W(I-'d 11 

rigi to] 13; -u 
w ;,'\d ;::Vrrle~; ps 1.' .:hi1!': 
,I-·i,.r.d oLa:ti-8" 

';; j y y~t-: R'.'li 

':\~ya 

3. ," somt: few i nsta!'lct!$ Ca~e ffi.:AY not I)::! n~aPzed in;y"phoJogicany~ 
when the re'ntion betW{~er'f the ~OS$f:'SS0(' .... -nd tin: p(}::,~-,e:se(".{ t'"'< nf afl idi ornatic 

nature. App:ey~rd (260) qhfls sf·m(1 f'Xa.j~!f_\ip.~ 

j l x;. :dio 
n'9"'t· b.rd 

"Lird of night" 

iii d ; r a wClna 
':()re~t"LO\' 

Hff)l-est ·~a!" 

Perhans. :1 wHI be possHAf:' to tn ,:at t,i ese i'unns a~ conpounds~ rathey' than 
two <.:epa i-'lte n ouns . MaY'eave¥' f ;,"'CCU ~·2tJ -Ie (f)~j(~ct 1 Case 15 nc,t r l.~ ~nzed 
0'1 mascul ine nout"Js .. 

. I 
I, 

h) 

an ijlr-d 
man-DEF­

II I saw the mAnU 

an Iwna'-yiin--tl 

qa!-u-n 
~ec~pst -1 s 

I woman-DEI=- PCC 
! ~ f saw th~ \\'('1ma n fJ 

The s egment ! after 
t o be " kind of epenthesis. 

is not p;.:.q-~ of the Case ffi2t·ker bu t it seems 



~-, . 
bY' Oilfi~t'\-I'~: fLi~ 11~ I'-l-P .. :yl;.;' . ... l ;'~;: :".; ,"2 .'\'" e.""ie-' . !Ih l :.- ,-. ,If~: 

HllglJlS~:f)'; tW(; ;.;~ri~:; 1,)LHab",r fOj·w~. '-;"'!f' I.d_-';(:U~'.-(' 'p tura: f): ;;1 I~ -'eali~'(d 

b~ a numh~r o~· Iltlomcrp-h~ OGf(ll-~~ a elSe nJ~·tcl'..;\,. "'}-u!;. tn;t(-,w:;-!(l App:eyard 
we (_~~: pn~~.;:nl ~he B!hl~0lJtioil · .. If ~~e ,;efhj~t2 :~"' __ q f ... ~~!, ':L'i r~;;.I)w::,· 

3!)SC:!\.Ii""~ -_._-,_. 
m. d(J)Y";<1, 
1"1. -d( II ;;(1--

-1--

The i1!te~m'ltion of d with ~ - ig ollon<.>!ngica): the fanner occurs after 
11 vowel final st"", and tiw latter after a cons<'nan'. 

5, Bo~;' srXJWs the ditic doubling consln.:cti(m by the follOWIng co,-,figU!'a­
lion: 

X" 
-~-. "'-­ --NPi 

(e I 

Ther-~ are a- O\.mbe.r ~)f ;::{1j" ~_cov(;..:·~:t!: !:;~ues dl t.:ferf:rHllninq the exact 
componentt s) if here cHtic assig o'HnCllt takes pl.:iCc. Spe for'" dj<':cu5sion 
K!avans J.!19a.,j, Zwickv, A.M (1905). Ri'<H"O, M--L. (1986) 

6. TreMblay. (n.d ! alS . t cops:ders ·\mhanr: P'~15 -:.is Case ~hrasl'!s 
and ciatms tilat l,,~' and!;~ amod~J 01 hfo¥'~: are Case mOI-r';lemes. This 
ana lysis f;.mli(·odtoQ -::- ·jthir the ,-,8 f .... 'nH!'\,ot- s n·()~l·f;·l~~d by iJ.(:~nera!tlo?tions 

on Amharic "'t:ri o~·u(.,r Wrjc:r~ "e'.iu:!j ;}r+)-ea:-- 'i.e- tl:l.:: >jqhl in overy XP. 

7. iJVtt l 1i:l ~i1i~ .smitH !'.iet 1.\ nr:cr cL:;:th)r'i~YI C2.'\-·; t~ made cased on the 
inftec1jon-'li p<.ntern. T'l~JS as ApQley(;!".~ indk:ltf:d the fir'st twu ;n U;9} 
foHow the p~tt.et-n of noun~:: . 

, ... ill.i-y rsgJ 

The t~:;~t H-'-(, car1 l}t 
N!Ur-l'ar. (pi; 

singl .. '!u iJ(j ,_ by U"jf~ d; f&(l~'€nt 

"smaU" Bile: «ii..~-l "-Jir":yf ~nfl~ct tnt" ~;erel ;.~nd ttur'lb:;_,. b';: ~uffjxin9 u: 
I~nms{-jj', - T~1 l'femh , and ;: Ilplu", !nte-~~:::;qru.::·-~)-· the antonY'll'" ~~ mG:;t of 
th(-5~ adiE·-roves foilew the (cl,Hive pil~a<1iq .. 1 

NiCir 
elK" 
witu 

Ilblackli 

It bi..! -:jl' 
"5mall" 

sldr3W 
K:--:Js;i~" 

x:- ";'1'\1 

tl gCGC " 
t1bigl1 



THE RE LATIVE CLAuSE 

In the preceding chapter phra$al complements in tile noun p hrase 

wet-e examined. It was also poin~ed out tha t clau~:ll complemenc:; par t icu!ar-

Iy relative clauses, can function as complements. Accordi ng to t he phrase 

structure schema of Jackendoff (1977) rest r ict ive and appositive relative 

clauses can project f rom Nil and Nt" leve:s respectively. In this chapter 

the general distribution of relative clauses shall be examined. 

The first sec tion shall deal with some intorductory notion about the 

significance of relative clauses as t he main c lausal complements in NPs . 

In the second section, the relativiza ble posi tions in the formation of 

relatives in Kh'ilmtanga shall be presented. The third section examines 

the relationship of the relative verb with adjectives. 

3. 1 General Properties 

The study of :-elativ<.) cla uses has been charac"'erized by a number 

of i~ting issue". Befor e we go into the detilil of these issues it is 

worthwhile to have a working defi n ition of a relative clause. Lehmann 

(1985), in his compl'ehensive study on the typology of relatives, proposes 

the following definition of the relative cia u se construction (p. 664 ) : 

"A relative constrnction i s a cons truction consist i ng 
of a nomina l (or a common noun phrase, in the ter.ms of 
categorial grammar ) (which may be empty) and a subordinate 
clause inter preted a s attribu t ively mocli"ying the nominal. 
The nominal is called the head and t he subordi na te clause 
the Re." 

From a descriptive point of view, the def' n ition by Lehmann can ser ve the 

purpose of identifying the relative clause 

55 
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In <'I languagE' like English on which lingc!;sts h,ve dor,e ex';€r.sive 

studies, most of the properties 01 the relative :,ave been lea.-n"o. Within 

generative l ramrnar, the seminal' 'Norks of Ro~,s (' 967;, Chom~ky (1977), 

.It\r::k'':looff (1977) tr.ougr ::!;fierer,t in.,a number of ¥Joys, ,1<l Ve shown 

illlportam aspects of the reiative ::ia'Jse. The studies abo brought new 

insights in t he analys is of other constructions like clef':s, comparatives, 

and topica lization. \ 

There have bee n of cOur se diffe r en t ways of analysing the rela~iv(' 

clause. Regarding the branching possi b ilities, for ins ta nce , there have 

been at least three major contending approache s which Jackendoff (1977: 

169), descr ibes a s the determiner' theory, the ChomSKy-adjoined theo!'y, 

and the NP-aompl-ement theory. It is not possible to go into the detail of 

these a p p roache s here. It shall suffice to say that according to the f irst 

the rela tive cla use ( 5') br<'lnches with a de terminer dominated by a node 

Art"' , anci by a rule of obtiga tory extraposition appears to the r ight of 

N"'. In the second t he ry, 5' branches as a si!;ter of N'" While domina ted 

by another N'''. T~e N P-complement theory proposed by Jackendoff (1 977 ), 

on the othe r hand stipulate~ that res~ricdve rel"tiv2s are siste rs to N' , 

while appositjve~ are sisters to N". 

Jackendoff argues against the former approachf.'s. He claims that 

t he aleterminer theory involves lIDf'V'O'!Ssary I'ule of extraposition and the 

Chomsky- adjoined theory is not consis tent with the endocentricity condi t ion 

of the phra se st r uctu re sc hema. He also argues against othe." approache s 

like t hat of Thompson (1971), where conjoined stru~tures are st ipula ted 

to be t he sou,ces of a rela tive cla use. 

Although Jac kendoff builds a s tro ng case for his NP-complement 

theory. some of his moti vations and forma!i<;ms have been seriously 

questioned. 



endocentricit'- con<;traint which pron ~hJt~ rerur~hd' prnjcct!01 I S. The 

second (Hle ;s h,s at~;"mpt to equate n',.~ distirc:ion b('tt"ft;~~'" r~st.~t:"t;\e and 

lIon~restr'i c~iv~ {appositive} reiat ;' (' c lat.ses w:d, d .... h~I-~nt hi{:nn-·chit,s in 

the prcject!on of NPs. It seems the ,:ase that the <,pi'lysis of the second 

problem fOllows from the fe-rme,. a~ ir. Emonds : 1979 ) where It is arglled 

that the th!n:i b"lt' level is fol nc',(5SarV because ar k)sitives do not have 

distinct properties . However, according to Jackendoff (1977: 172) , 

restrir.tives "r,C: "prositive!; d;ffe,. i 11 a numbe,' of ways. One important 

difference i,; the presenc{' of an intonation break. Thus In (I} ()fOloY<, 

th,; intonation break markerl by the Coml1l-3 is a chan,cterist ic ferHure of 

a nOn-rE's.t,'(<.t.in; relative, 

{1 '} The n.an , who BiH 5:H.". s~eez.(-:cI 

In 0th~r '1,!f).'cls in tht abs ~nce of the int<-' l~lHiJn nl""ea;'" {1) becomes a 

Hthe fac 1'. th;;lt app'O!)hives a!wcys fonoVi rest.ricLves i~; expf;;tinabje by the 

NP"'cornpiem£:nt ti"wory as a conseqt"-C:rice ~)r n~:.:tric~:v"'·~, ~ejl1g Nit c(Jmp~e·­

m?nts t1tl{j JJp"::-"~ ives tei('\g r-;n .. COf1lptfHne\1t::.~ B 

'rile PI'ohiem with this ;:Iaiw is that th,' CO'fi.n" il1tr>natwli r,la),'" an 

i"'lportant r{i!C io dt&tinguisning the tW() (e1c:jti\l~:i. Thb obscurp5 t:1t' 

distinction becaUSe tile noHon of inv'I1ation ca".,ct be sitldied from a pUI'Lly 

formal approach , As Bache C'nd Jakobsen (nSO:25I)j cCI'I.;)<nt,cd, this 

classification shu lid taJt~ ,:nt0 ac.count ";:(Jrr;,,-nt.:1ic~lt7:tI6 :.:~7w \.e"t: .. :1"[.;;.':' {,I!,{. 

Their di "tir:ction is b3sed on ~"mantic criteria: restJ'ictive5 contribute "tt) 

what on addr-es.sor is tafiking aJ::o!.:Li j/ wnile- n ..... I-n.:~:..-.~-,Ci;I,~~ .. 'lpy'e(H\~,'tf'; 

something about whi • .::h is oei(,~ .. alKed aoc-,ut ,'dt!1et 'q"'::!', con1:nbutinc;." 
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1 Of:: EC Cdnnct De PRO because it is in a gov€>"oed position" it is 

no~ ;,J.,~ f\:P-t(,;'.U.:e Ol~ a \/a:"' iabfe because it is n...either triggered by an instance 

!:y ae' operato,-. Thus , it is reasonable to 
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• '> F .,·-btJv·~ 3ts 

S r.L! '! ~.:; ~ <~ 1 
~ \ !.·y-·r~· ·,t 3f:;:-

SE!ti-}D 

\!>~'O!l;(jn- DEc 

,.) fc;-"rr. Nith a ;::(-rrJplementile~· fLlr;(:~t"'·fi. d;: H1 Amhad.c }'"': (Mullen, 1986) ,. 

if' (l::) in CH~mo k/'u (!3ay e, 1986}. Thcr(~ L:i nei~h\~r a ki nd of inde pendent 

~l"cnoun in i!.e ~ense of 1-\e~~r.ap (-;985), where fonHs slmjial~ with in ter-

fhf::n wOl) l d it be possible 

,) attrtb..Jte diE r(;>I·~lnf)z:atjon ~t(,":1f·Sh' nt Khamtan~a to g apped forms of 



',' ., 

Yo(.: i -r·" " .. ,.; . 

" 

i," . '-.'i-
" 

fOI'M;;lj,~es 

( ;:; ~ it y flCJ;') yaf: 
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to some extent O<\;~C(;fne ob:::c uted.;' 
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buy··."'.';.!- 3m s 
s'il(";uqht. H 
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t , r-H j"/ 

and SUDjE£t rejat~vizDt;on though intc·n-~s tin9 HI comparison with mdin vc r- b 
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! he n.1!ationship of the relative with tile h~ad can ilh;o bP. exhib~ted 

" r fj, respe< t: vefy. This process 



, -J t"- ~ ! ! ~ {1n'3:rd: (':..;:. 
y'~'s if::"d31 Cd (r'~; - ;Jst ~ ? ~I$. 

iii J 

.J i -~! n 
ynLit.r.·rQ;_~y ~e- -.~ ;· ·,,; :.Ln~ my ::H"(Jt~€:; 

II;, 1:5 ~ J c:,j.~.:.:,rc;,j " ti-ct:. t lilt ".H-~t:·il l C.jli~~ ' ! 

t :naflHna 
y~stf!rdBY 

liMy sj:"GI" 

y~- ~~n-,; 

rr.:y -'s hj:te~­
Ci.\ffi(-; teste:' doyll 

t3(,' f(: 
c)m~ ·" ps,:.- 3fs 

{vi tf;"'~fnUna J';an y!-- ~'n 

tat"· -:tw-d 
cnlYif;l-Rf L - 3JP,5- DEP 

.. 7 ., .-tat -raY-ian 
Y€'5 t{~rday b('--p r s-3ms my'-sister come-REL- 3 fs- DEi' 
H! t tS ye~~ terd~ y th~t my ~;;s rei' c.1me ll 

In c<!se of i"e~dtiv~:Zfng the object of an adposition the process is 

identica: wi!h ( 5). 

{21j 

~ 11.) 

sp€>'~ ( .. t)(F --.~ P.h 
uL~rnr~3 ~:H-:~ H-'f! S-:-t~~-

fiClr'ii-ya'n H 
goat- D:':F- ACe 
wtrh tht? spea r H 

KEw-tx 
kdl-·pst"3m~ 

ci: -;;..:irrnYI.a flC! r'~.l -y?1;1-'U t\iw-:ip..v 
t. gfJl~t··{)~. f-l\CC k i H-REL-'3if1s 

(t-;"!;e ~pear by w:--!i,-=.h ~en1m(! ri.i!~~'j 'the 

TOI"- c! 
~pear~DEF 

go;; t" 

J:"mill;~ b:j' ,or r;f' OrlSS:1 -"'w - ~ I") gadd?:i#-w 
L vdth s~ar- l;af, ·DE~·,!l.CC KilT-'pst 3n15 
!lLefn':~i;! hi::.\d the ii ,H) "tvith the ~pearl' 

ir) -I.dmma anbasa' w-·It~ V3-9add~!a-bbat 
L ~ hon- J~'--'ACL REL-·kli i -pst-3ms.-'ct 
"the $P~"(H~ t'v which t emma kH ied tb(1 han" 

Ter 
spea,-

if we assume with Mullen {1906:269J, t'~;;t ,he -hJ,'a.t ," ,2t;(jjl j ;s an object 

clitic which combines wIth t.h" p,'<'..positir»' 

whatever one might cali it plays all :mpCTt.c.t:t hllt! in reiativt:!ation~ This 

NP"1n~ present ~ 
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,,,(1, . ;, ;::;j~;( 

(,t:.L- '-:,H- -"'1.- J""S (.1 s , 
·~:·h:;: ~:'Pi';-"C.i· DY 'Nt':(· ['I f-e 

T,,!'· d 
SDHar-'DEr: 

,.-, 

The gloss for (261 will not be siroiia r with its ~UP!",os<'dly analogous 

"'f" ",' ·"ur~, ,',"3(',,"',")' 't' ..., h 'h t " " 'k'it "",8 .., .. UO.. \:i _ s. _ j nas a reaolng: . t b- Spt::3T .. Ro r-:.tJl B-; '.e~ 

.adposition agreement in the ver'b in th\:: s:-ma wily as we oJid for {lS} r 

the stn..;ctUt"'t~ in {2.~} ::;:in be rep('es~ntud ;"!s follv'./'ts: 

[27) c­., 
... '-----"'""'-~,.--- --"'-. 

NP 

Tor-; 
~pear·-DEF 

\ 
-z 
with 

NP 

/'~--......-...... 
,t._.,_ __ 

flCiI-ii-yan-tl 
~ioat-OEf'ACC 

.. L",mrna killed the goat with the spear" 

v 
I 
! 

Klw'· u 
kill-pst-3ms 

The verb ;1~3igns a 8-role to its sl..:bcategodzlng comp:ement 

the NP 
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independent of the verb by the governing adposition -z and as a result 

the verb does rot show this agreement in relativization. The absence of 

oblique clitics seems to be ~sponsible foi'" the difference of interpretation 

between (H(ii)) and (26). , Hetzron ( 1969 : 17) observes a similar situat ion 

in Awngi . The follow ing are t he relevan t examples; 

(28) i) kantaw Nln (i) "the house which I see" 

ii} Kantat Nina " the small house (fern .) which I see" 

iii ) KantakW Nlnka " t he houses which I see" 

(29) i} desaw Nln "the house [in1 which I study" 

ii} desat Nina "the small house [ in] which I study" 

iii) desa k Nlnka "the houses [in] which I study" 

Hetz ron suggests that "which (acc)", Hin which". lito which". etc .• of 

English are not distinguis hed in Agaw. 

When relativization takes plaGe in an expanded NP, what has been 

discussed so far app lies with equal fo rce. T he follow ing is one example: 

(30 ) i) kit l amma- t 
you(s) L.-P05S 
"You stole l.emma's 

flrza 
horse 

horse" 

s IN-ru 
steal- pst-2s 

til [ [kit siN-raw] l.amma-t final 

NP S'you steaf-REL-2~P L. POSS horse 
"horse of Lemma which you stole" 

At thi s s tage few remarks about a r estrictive vs. a nonrest rictive 

rela t ive are in order. A s fa r as the familiar diagnosis of an intonation9 

break is concerned, Khamtanga relatives be have as predicted for English; 

(31) ! [tlna ntlna tilrawl 
5' 

2 yesterday come­
REL-3ms 

[ ji ma 
5' 

1 
song 

Kann-aw] "Ijlr-d} 

like-REL-3ms man- DEF 

lithe man who came yesterday, who likes to sing" 

In (31) there should be an intonatio 'l brec:k between 51 and S~ for 

the structure to be grammatical . This is also true for cases where the 



elativ" construc tion >;u:")stnut"b t he !w-,ctiol! c-f oiher COi1strt.uents (which 

:.3 Adjectival Rela t ives 10 

s ~ ay- a~J! 

t~av€·-REL-3ms 

has ar QX u 

Ijlr-d] 

man-DEF 

in the previous section some of the impor tant character istic features 

,f the relative construction were d iscussed. Among these its potential 

o be an attributive adjective was pointed out. Since th is consVuction 

)roductively functions as all adjective. a fact mentioned in chapter two 

,Iso, the issue shall be explored in this section. 

The c;isti nct lon between rela tive clauses and adjectives has been an 

nter es tlng topic from differe nt per spectives . F-or typological description 

:his d istinction is impor tant fur drawing surface generalizations that can 

lold ac ross languages. In a n a ttemp t of suc h nature Lehmann (19811) claims 

hat the appa rent Simila r ity between i"elative clauses and attributive 

,djectives can be determined by wha t he ca ll s morphologi aal dosel1ess 

)etween t he head and the attribute (cf. Haiman (1986) review of Lehmann 

:1984)) . He argues tha t the exis tence of a formal di fference between 

"elative clauses and attributive . adjectives is due to the greater' distance 

)etween head and attribute in the former case than in the latter. 

In structu r al . descriptions it has been a traditional view that 

ldj.ectives may derive from relative clauses. The foHowing example Is 

' e levant : 

(33 : i ) an English teacher 

ii) a teacher who i$ Englis h 



is hard to mainta:n, because of the irregu ldr ('att.' ;.'u (. f 1'1e semantic and 

syntactic relathni1sl p bE-tween '(he relathre and the adj"ctive. Some of the 

d iffe rences he points Ol; t. a.-e th" fol~ow ; n", : 

(311) i) there is contrast in relc.tfve clauses bet\Jeen restrictive 

and non-res'crictive, which ,s not systematically made 

in aojectives. 

ii} the relative clause makes a distinction of tense: 

a) the toma to that was ri pc 

b) the tomato that is ripe 

whereas in adjectives, the temporal contrast is not 

encoded. 

iii) the,-e is a tendency for attributive adjectives to correspond 

to pr'operties that are relatively permanent, whereas the 

relative clause construction can be used for permanent .. 
or temporary properties. 

Huddles ton (268) t hcn concluded that "the difference between the two 

constructions are too great for us to regard one llS systematically derived 

from the other . " 

In line with the Lexicalist Hypothes! s, Chomsky (lS701. the notion 

of deriving a word-class adjective from verbal sources cannot be maintained 

because of the idiosyncratic nature of each lexical item. 

To determine the kind of relationsh ip that holds between the relative 

and adjectives in Khamtanga, their distribution must be examined. Among 

the major properties of adjectives that distinguish them as a word class 

f,"orn others is their potential to be employed as an attribute and as a 

predic<;te . Both are p r esented below: 



(35) il t he aEdbutive US" 

a) a tall man 
i 

b) ligziiw 
tall( m) 

'jlr-d 
man-DEF 

"a tall man" 

iil the predicative 

a) He was tal! 

b) IJIr-d ligzaw 
man-DEF tall (m) 
"he was tall" 

wiyn-u 
be-pst-3ms 

Thus it is obvious that the so-called adjectival r elatives can appear in 

typical adjective pqsitions . What about their capacity of projection? In 

other words could they take modifiers as in the following English 

structure? 

(36) Very tall 

The adjectives In Khamtanga can also take a degree modifier: 

(31) CiiKnan 
very 
"very tall" 

IigZ3W 
taH(m) 

The adjective with ils degree modifie r can be a complement to an expanded 

NP: 

(38) CaKnan s'araw aksum-tl 
very whiter m} A. -posS 
"very white Teff of Aksum" 

tabb 
Teff 

Thus, it is clear even at the observational level tha t in Khamtanga 

adjectiva l meanings are conveyed through verbal form s . This situation 

seems to be expected in '''nguages which lack open class adjectives in the 

sense of English. In English, taU in the tan woman is an open class 

adjective. Acco~ding to Schachter !1985}, in lar.guag~s which lack an open 

class adjective, the n('tio '"tI '31ui11?'ent of adju: tiv~s is expressed either 

by nouns or verbs. He sl~gge"t~ ti:en tty-. exp~e"sion of adjectival 



iy involves reiati vizado~ to ?XP-";!SS. the ·..:OoJi,,;'!;~n t c f C ,J'I,:;d ifyi ng adjective." 

(39 ) I} umu l.,.l ntu ~ashirJa l~takosG 
per-son w n.) is b rave ! whQ is strong 
lIa b,...ave / 5tror:g h·(" s~ per~o riH 

ii) umuuntu 
pel'son 
"a per son 

" ualemba 
W -10 is \'I:--l t ing 
whQ is writing>1 

" , I i uact.",:enJe a 
! who is wise 

The above examples show a modifying adjective . In the case of a predicative 

adjective. a non-relativized verb is used: 

(l~O) j) umountu &ashipa ! 6akosa / a"aceenjela 
person is bravelis strong I is wise 

"the person ;s "rave I s trong! wise" 

ii) umuuntu &a lemba 
pel-son is wri t ing 
"The person is writing" 

The interesting point is that while 6emba employs the rela tive verb form 

only as a modifying adjective or as an attribute. Khamtanga employs it 

both in the attributi ve ar.d predicat,ve s t ructures as show n in (35). Thus. 

t he Khamtanga data give additionai facts to the typology of Schachter. 

Given these facts it can be said that t he adjecti val relatives in 

Khamtanga do. not behave differently in any important way from an 

adjective proper. In other wo,-ds, except the Similarity in form an adjective , 
with a relative construction behaves quite dis tinctively from the relative 

clause. One such evidence that strongly supports this claim is found in 

Huddleston's mail' poin ts of distinction presented above in (3/j). He has 

suggested that the relative dause is d is t inct from the adjective because 

it make s di s ti nc tions of tense. Therefore. since the Khamtanga relative 

does ne t ma«e th is disti nction. as me ntioned earlier . one may conclude that 
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the same fe:rm is <.I~ed '"ahe t- 3S un ad[<-'CtJ'JEO Of a s a relaliv« verb under 

th" appropriiltl' s(ructurea! environments _ ! Tl Awr.gi wht't-e the rel3tive 
/ 

co"stl-uction distinY,lisi,<"s tt!ns<:, it does not productively func t ion as an 

adjective. Most of the adjecth es then follow tt-_s inflec tion pattern of nouns 

as in (lj 1) below: 

(I~1) i) dedeNi "short (m)'! 

dedeNa "short (f) " 

dedeNka "short {pI} " 

ii} ligisirni aqi 
tall (m) man 
" ta ll man" 

!egesema Iwna 
tall ( f) woman 
"tall woman" 

legesemka 3q 
tali (pi) men 
ntBIl men" 

II" Bilin aho where tense is distinguished, adjectives in general follow 

the pattern ot nouns. P"lm<:<" l 19S8: 38S) said, "many adjectives follow 

the patte .. n of the nmm" as in (l/2(1) and "a common type of adjective' 

has a pfunli st,~m strvcture with an inf'x -an- ," .. " as in (42(H}): 

( 42) m_ f. pI. 

il khrin kixini kHd n Ucleverlt 

Ii} ?Irnun ?Imuni ?lmuniln " faithful " 

General l ~f speaking the relative verb form is very productive in the 

language. We have seen it functioning as an attributive and predicative 

adjective. Ma nlover, in some ins tances the relative seems to be derived 

directly from c()mmon nouns liS in (43 ) : 

{1I3} iJ s'abh ,- (foot ) .1 h(K'" 

ii 1 s'abb.aw ""ne( mJ who uears a shoe" 
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A '1 um t:>er Jf iS$ue~ can be c;i S':U5sed related to adjectival relatives in 

particula ,- and the r e lativE; CC'1stl u:;tior, in qene'-ai. 'he importa nt generaliza­

tion , however , i$ H:1t for-maUy identic;;1 <;on;;titu,,'1ts may ~'-.ave differently 

as far as their syn ':-:ctic fun{'{inn is conc~,rned. Thu!) , e,e~e forn ,s Sl'ou ld 

be investigated separately and should not be treated together !:>eciluse of 

t hei r apparent similarity. 



NOTES FOR 

CHAPTER THREI: 

I 
1 . 7h~e <ire aiternative structures ' ha t have been suggested: 

Pa .-te'; (1975) 5US'Jcsts [Det [Nom S]J (cf Safir (19S lJ , 'l.il) . 

I 

2. Choms ky (1917 ,:9li) notes t he striking res€tllhlanc;o "f deft 
constl'uct ions with topicalizat ion, and p roposes that a closer connection 
could be established between the two b , · stipu la ting (i) to be "the 
underlyi ng structure of cleft sentences" 

(i) it - is - S" 

3. App leyard (483), ca tegorizes these positions into two: :the ~~xit and the 
oblique -the I?tter includes eV,ery nOon-subject position. He tlroi) ( 1969:)7) 
uses the term Complemental Relat'ive for non- subjectal,re latives . For 
exposi tory purpose I have d istinguished between direct object, indirect 
object , and an object of an adposition . if not to refer' to these poSitions 
individ ua lly I shall . use t he t e r m oblique just in t he sense of Appleya rd . 

4. Rec:overa biHt.y is u:;ed t>~r~ in tre sense o f Chomsky and Lasnik 
(i 917) and Chomsky ( 1913 (l, 1981). The central notion is that deletion can 
be conducted onry under rec.over'lbility. Alth)ugh I have deliberately used 
the word orrrissio;l, it could be very well the case t hat Khamtanga is a 
pr'o-dr op language. This is ':rue as far as one of the criteria that distinguish 
pro- drop languages fl'om t he others, in the sense of Chomsky (1 981) and 
Rizzi (1982) is concerned, H.t>. .diedon of "ri8sing mh.iect ca'1 be confirmed 
without any controversy , I r e frain from udng thE. more technical term 
pro-drop because I believe that to ::ali a \angl,:age by such term needs 
to incorporate .;ertain "thet' fact~ that cannot be covered within t he scope 
of this study, 

5. Onl y one ver!) tY f' e - Type one ( App~eyard, 47B), with the stable 
conscnattt-fiY'.al. sten; - i~ taken I.ere. B~~Kaay the forms of other types 
a re s imilar. 

6. it may seem p remature to ;onc!'Jde that ihere is no Wh-movement 
just by the data in (5 ) . However , since Wh-movement does net operate 
in question form"tion , there is good reilssn for' this conclusion. Wh'-quest­
ion is in si tu as in (ii ) below : 

i) Ijlr- d tar'-u 
man-DEF come-pst-3ms 
"the rna n came" 

ii ) aw tar-u '! 
who come-pst- 3ms 
uwho came-?tt 

7. The alternation in tile stem, tar -> tat is part of a morphological 
rule that requi re. a consonant ablaut in certain stem$. (cf. Appleyard ( 474)) , 
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8 . Th.:, h'.i~ beqn notec ;r, p,ppleycw <::i {tJ34} . Hf ha lO. also IL ted the 
r eL t ive ve r b f or m for both subi'~ct and ubliq ue in the ne'ja tive , and this 
di'ltingUi~nes tense. Tr.e negative fo rm i s not c! ira lyzed se parately , because 
bii:> ic <,H i it rloe" C Ol ",:'>ibit any difference in the reiat'cn '/'lith t he head. 
If ~\. differs ie, chly imporldnt/ \;.ay . it j;j by its fa iiure tl) be u~ed !n the 
~ttributi " 'd )'undit.m -. for a !'(';: son that shali be Clear i n section 3. 

9 . According to Jacke " doff ( 1971 :1 69L anot her way of distinguishing 
rest r id ive::. "s . non- res t r ictives is that the latter can modi fy a p roper noun , 
a5 ;n(I): 

i) John, who came yesterday 

In Khamtanga , i t is also the non-restrictive that can occu r here because 
there Is an intonation b reak. 

ii ) [tfi·ntlna tariiw J t.amma} 
S' yesterday come-REL-3ms L. 

"Lemma, who came yesterday" 

10. The terom· ad,jectiva l relative does not have any theoretical 
importance .:md is employed fo r a p u re ly expository purpose, i.e. to dis­
tingu ish t h i s particula r form from the relat ive verb tha t occurs in the 
relative (; ;a v' se . 5ct.ac hter (1985 ) uses the term adj eati vaZ-vel'o languages 
to cla ssify langu3ge s t hat use ver bs as adjectives as opposed to languages 
which u se nouns a s adject ives. 



In thl~ !-.hJpter ~c'ne iSSlJ(\~ Cr :-..:c .... njn8 'Il-)-'C' orde~ sh:J1i b,~ caistd 

:lod digcus:-~ec'. T''1p. ,:1j;f'<-rV~J.;::· shad ~ b3sej lJolt the ito ;r.9"- ma(·~: ~r. ~h ... --,:, 

orevious two chaptei-'":';-

It h", h",~O\ s!'lown thct particular pnrase types or maximal pro!ect-

ions of some X s aJ'd the- relative clause c£tii be ~\lm,:llemen1:S I fi an N P ~ It 

has a lso been inaicatad t.1at the head ,\ \l>dch is n,ou.fied by ,hese comple­

ment phr ases and the clause (jccur5 at the right-most of the projectiC'n, 

In other word:;, ali complemen ts p:'ecede the ht!ad. "hat has not been 

s hown is the order within 'chese compieme'1ts : n fact th"! notion of order 

has nct been mention:!c. Tb~:-"fo~e. this chaj: ter 5h311 adc;ress t"i •. problem 

in some oetni!. 

4, t The Significance of OI'(:lC ring 

The study cf wf)i'd or Ie", ~n it!> \';:':"r c'')m,,;n, has t.£~ ,. particular!y 

inte resting area. It is not WlCom.:lJr. to finri in ;:>resc r'pt;v'~ly oriented 

g rammars statements to ttl.,; ,o,f+"u,t th"t ,; ce~-,''':: "'n . d c-t" pc.rt;cle should 

precede .»)'" folfp.w~.;oi:l-" ;~~- ~-'.)e. t to '':·3U hf,! sa~o" h':}WE'Jer 5 this crea has 

not in the past vttract.,sC: t:re 3'ti;,:n-:Jon 0; ott'e:" gr:amm~_t" ian:; mor~ than it 

did th;]t of the typoiogiS~s.. One e;minent wor"k with the t~eme of a 

typological desc";otion 'S t"at of Gr",enl>~r9 (19;)3). C..-eenbarg has 

attempted to classify the k;,guages of the work! by the major worel order 

they exhibit: tt>e 0rder b",tween S( ubject}, O(bJectl. and V(erb). 

Together with this hE> p':esented a numb",r o~ 

For instance, he claimed ti13t s';- a ianguage has a c~:Jt1~:,...ant ~,O\r o,'o~:~ 

and the genit;ve f;)'!O\"! t;.," 9~'v"'rn;'-g ncun, j,nen the adjective lik.:owise 
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AI~ho .. gh di fferent hrrr;ali,'ffis are tmployaJ by the d iife rent typo-

logica l itudies. all are characterized by a common goal. T hey attempt to 

factor out some unive"s<>1 f<;atures languages exhibit by making surface 

desc riptions. A.t' it hils been s;.ated at t he begining of the f!rst c hapte!' 

while there is nothing wrong about this kind of approach to lan£1l.lage 

universals. I': doe, ;;:J~ {>v<'!n '::ring an eiell'entary indg ht to the central 

ques t ion of .~rl)mma tica l study - namaly that of explanatory ad equacy. It 

neither questiof.S ,.-.or att€,-npts to analyz~ why a certain w.:,rd order Is pre-

ferred in a partIcu la r langu;,ge o~t of d number (>f othe. options . 7 hat 

is '-'IIh .... t YI,,:>logkal studies w'll hot give us more than interes~in9 g eneraliza-

tiot's aOOllt cert<l!r. fac;s . 

On tLe pthm llano within ge e .-ativ e gr'amm" •• particularly with the 

adve:-t 'If ;<-~a~' '1 , <!ory. a good start t-as been IT.ade to derive facts of 

word 01 (4er from a re:3tricted Il'odel o~ gf aroma .. . T:lis theory attempts to 

sh'lW that e itexka! ..:atescw~' )~ projects into a maximal categOl 'y a nd by 

vIrtue of thi<; proir:ction 'every !evel must have a head. Therefore. the 

major word order difference between OV, and VO. is the "res u lt of sett ing 

the head -final or the head-initi;d pr'arameter of the X-ba r theory. 

,In the cur!"'.!nt devebpment of tte principles and parameters ":':"----

how",ver, cOT; , of the clil;m .. made b' ;he )( -o"r theory were II'gh:y reduced 



or even eliminated, apa~t from '[he nead- final Ihead-init ial parameter. 

As re,-eal-CM rilles on, new L"Isigrts <lre gaired whi-.n inClicate that phrase 

s tructure rUle s shcu!d nol be part "f tre grammar reftr,.ing to among others, 

order of the head ",.th its complements or t"" oroef between the complements 

themselves. ThesE' studies Stowell {1981 L Koopman (19831. and Travis (1 984) 

among others, showed tha t word order rules can be factored out by other 

componen ts of the grammar like Case theory , ~theory, and government 

theory. 

Such an approach to the study of word order has brought rema .. kable 

results. A case in point is the explanation accorded to structures of the 

follow ing kind, (fr'lm Travis , (198q:34)): 

(1) i} f like books very much 

ii } *1 like very much books 

The typical phrase s.ructurs account for (1'H»). as in Jackcndoff (1977), 

would be to. claim thaI t he complement of the verb should be projected from 

XI (in this particular example from VI), ard any prolecti:m to the contrary 

results in ungramma~icaHty. The b.:st explanat ion that can be found from 

thi:i PS ;)ccol..nt is the cldim that X' complements must be. close to t he head 

. because they ore functional arguments . What h; particularly characteristic 

of these functional arguments to project at t he X, level is not questioned 

at all. However, examples like (1 (Ii )) can be accounted for by invoking 

independently motivated principles. 

4.2 Ordel'ing of Complements 

In th is sectiQn we Sholl! a"gue that the ordering restriction between 

phrasal complements 11:a· were analy zed in chapter two can be accounted 

fer by general pr!nci;:>les of dlffE'rent components of grammar and not by 

PS rules. 



diffef1!l1t explln~ions of Nt>. 

i) 

ii) 

'~r).t"t,b-;-~ . r"rr"j 
Teff-~E.~-P0SS ~ tnj::ora(ol"e"id) 
"~nle('a- of "ti"!ffi' 

NJal~sum-ti N' (tabb-i-z 
. A.-POSS Teff-DEF-POSS 

"Injera of Teff from Aksum" 

mU 
lojera 

In c.hapter two we have discussed the process of G-roJe and Case 

assignment. it is to be seen now whether the,e two comple,nent phrases 

3(e restricted to the order in (2iii»). Observe the following phrase: 

(3) * tabb- i-z 
Teff-DEF-POSS 

aksum-ti 
A.-POSS 

raJ 
iniera 

The resulting structure is u"gramm •• tical. This resu:t is ')ot unpredictable, 

:Jiven the p~; schema: tubb-i-z is an '." comp.",ment like the ()j'-aollf[.'~ement 

n English and a.kswn-r;I is an ,~11 complelilent :-hu~, by determining the 

;t ructura! position occupied by c'if:'el'€'r1t o"r3~.es - as X', X", and X'II 

:omplements, t he phrase structur<! sc "ema prildir;t~ ungrammatical structures 

ike (3). Following thl~ H;Jpmac h, Baye: 'l,;6: liij) argues that gel'itives 

ike tabb-i - z may be (.<-Iled ~01l.{',~e le'li.i' ,'", 'Jecaus<= ·'ley ", •• define 

he head N in terms of th,:, m3:er131 from '1{h,ch 't is made or has origi nated." 

rhus, these.genitives are complem31ts of N', Clnd any ather order is u'"Igramrratical. Even 

1 a PS rule which is less restric:dve than J'lCKdldof 5, and IVhere. recursive r.o&-s ate al~, 

l(! restiklictris ciate~by.a tVIe.' ,n Radford (i 9S8: 179) (4) below is ruled 

ut by virtue of the distinction between complements and postnominal 

dj,mcts: 

(4) * a student P?[Wf,£h long hair] [ppof phy!>icsJ 

or him, these tWl) PI":;; :::] P' o,,,Ltea by tWO dif,'erent PS rules: the 

f-vhrase by a complement ... ule that projects N into N', and the with 



is that phrases projected b} a comp:elTl'."r.;: rule are SUbC3'iegori.fng complements 
! 

and as :;uch must be 3cJacent tr ti1e head. Thus it seems that PS rules 

can p--edict ordering between complements of a head. 

However, there is at least one drawback tlith such explanation of 

ordering restriction. The reason provided for stipulating that subcategorized 

complements must be adjacent to the head, as opposed to other phrases, 

is not independently motivated. Since it refers to the subca1:t1{p'Jlizing f rame 

of lexical items it has rich e)~pressive powe:-. It makes use of descriptive 

devices that are hard to maintam in grammar, particularly from the point 

of a language acquisition. The child learning Khamtanga should be able 

to know which positions are reserved for which complements. This task 

becomes more and more complicateo cross-categorially, because of the 

idiosyncratic nature 0<' each lexicai item and the categorial distinction of 

the heads. But we know from typical poverty of stimulUS arguments as 

in Chomsky (1986a}, that the language learner has little or no positive 

evidence at his dispos?1 to wOl'k out the specifics of grammar. Therefore, 

natura!ly, a theory that is less expressive and employs fewer descriptive 

devkez is to be preferred over t;,e olle which resorts to an elaborated 

system of rules. This theory then must be aole to explain how a given 

order between constituents is to be preferred (or rather to be alloYied) 

over any other, so that the ruling out of structures like 0) and ( 4 ) would 

be natural. 

The. principles and parameters approach of the GB theory, accounts 

for (3) and (q} by invoking gene.-,,' principles which are indapendently 

motivated. The theory attemots net onlv to capture cate;Jory-. neutral 

generalizations wit:1'n ii particUlar lanyu"ge but it goes further and defines 

the property of cnnfigurat'or.n! at'd ;:H,;~~n' '9u'-: tio",,1 languages in the 



stated as follows; t!>~ gr~mm3" um be ,Jercc.vea as b,,";;C<lIiy characterized 

by a f~ee orde; bet"",,,,) ""d. con!'tituetit. Then the ();'der that languages 

a"tual:.,. exhibi t is dedvable fmm independent but interacting components 

of grammal. These components of grammar hilve general princip les and 

parameters to be fixed at a certain value by the language learner of a particular 

language . For instance, the child acquiring Khamtanga begins by fixing 

t he head-fina l value of the X-bar paramter: this naturally specifies inter 

alia, that modifiers of different sort will precede a head lexical category 

in the canonical structure of order!ng. Together with the detans of the 

le xicon 1 which he has to learn he proceeds. by fixing parametric values of 

other components of t he grammar The sum total af these values of parameters 

then define the particular nature of Khamtanga. 

Then. how are structures like (3) actually r uled out? What are the 

specific values of paramete r s that have been fixed in order to make (3) 

an unacceptable order of complements? The mos t relevant subsystems of 

principles that can accou.1t for this problem ate Case theory and (;) -

theory. 

The notion of CaBe Adjacency as developed in Stowell (1 981) can account 

for certain oroel"jng restrictions in English Accortling to this principle. 

a Case assigne r element m!J~. be adja,:enl to its complement. In (4) the of 

PP is actually an NP which is a complement of the head N s'tudent. Since 

N assigns 0 -role and Case to its complement. it must be realized by the 

insertion of of in a manner discusser;! in chapter two. So . this NP cannot 

be peripheral to its [dummy ) Case assignEr . T'}e princple also prr~dkts 

ordering in VPs r6qui: iu~ tile ~";r" l;':)tHp'em~nt ('ft;tlk:i"< is dependent for its 

o -role on the verb) to be ac'jace.,t to the ve'-b. L 
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The Case Adj"ce .• cy requiremer t ;;haws van'Hi{\n. SwweH (1911.': 244) 

himsel f rOles :i.ls ane Sll<;,ges'<s 'hct u-,e "effact:; or ~;,e 3d/acency ,-equirement 

are mcre trcnsperent" in Engtish where even manner adverbials do not 

:mervene between a ve~b and ts obi~t NP. as oppo5ed to Italian where 

the same is not the case. However, the Case Adjacency requirement is 

less relevant in languages where Case is morphologically realized as Chomsky 

(1986a: 82) pOin ted out. 

Suppose we tes t the e ffects of this principle on (3). The NP adjacent 

to the head N is aksum and can be assigned 0 - role and inherent Case 

by the head N- 'Tti, in the manner discussed in chapter two. Then if 

we assume, as we did earlier, thet every compleemnt NP can potentially 

be assigned an inherent Case by its governing N, the complement NP 

tabb can be assigned Case accordingly, and there does not seem to be 

a v iolation of the Case Adjacency Principie. But since according to the 

Uniformity Condition we have equatec the assignment of Case to N with 

the assignment of G -role, the Adjacency requi rement must be able to subs ume 

adjacency in terms of G -role assignment. In other words, the primary thi ng 

we want ow- Adjacency requirement to do is to predict ungrammaticality 

due to a failure of 0-role assignment by ;';?s. And since the Case Adjacency 

Pf'inciple is concerned with Case assignment, it cannot be employed in cases 

like (3) as it stands. Moreover. the fact that this principle is ·Iess_ 

·rele.lant in mOrphological languages wher<! the morphOlogy overtly shows 

Case~ indicaws. that it. is a:condition rather :than .an ove~riC!i.n9 principle. 

There;fore, .how. can the ungrammatic:::lity of .(31 be explaine.:l without reoorttn 

t(bRS.'ru/es? .. ,Th.el"c 'seem to, be two pcs.sibilities. The first, perhapslhe· 

Ila.sier one. is. t6 c01'1pO-etely do aVlay,witr, ilu (::.ase ~,djar:epcv GOndit-ion 



H 

and 

Adjacency requiremeil' HI .;i\.j.:i" a ' y~;/ ~~ .;~~. t.; 1.;3'''t' it wo,,"k ,01- case~ :lke 

(3) . 

The first option Oieems i! pt':OYl ""ron~l I\s Chemsk . I"epeatedly lJointed 

out this kind of appnach is ag3ir ~t :he veri '1atur~ of sdentific inquiry. 

I n any scientific inquiry a t:enain p.-inciple that proved to be important in 

explaining a good amount of data is not abandcned just because it failed to 

do so for some other data. What one does in such instances is to do further 

research that will bring evidences for more generalizations. If any principle 

is going to be dropped whenevE:r it meets a challenge, then the theory that 

has advocated the principle '1a;; littte explanatory power and ultimately wll! t u rn 

to nothing. 

Thu" th is leaves us with U,e second option . Noting the loose nature 

of the Case Adjacency condition, Travis (1984:74) proposes an interesting way 

of extending the notion of the Adjacency requirements. Her major claim is 

that, "8 -role is also conditioned by adjacency." Her proposal not only can 

cover cases like (3) which shail be demorstrated below, but also accounts 

for som~ ordering asymmetries in English that cannot be accounted for by 

the Case Adjacency condition. The following are the examples she gives: 

(5) i} Deborah bought a book yesterday 

ii) *Deborah bought yesterday a book 

i} Deborah put a book on the table yesterday 

iii *Deborah put a book yesterday on the table 
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:t is OU,IiCU5 that l SOi!' 1& an cutr:ght viol"t,,,,, of '~h€ Case Adlacency 

condition~ 

receive accusat: ,,' e !:ase. 3tH !it :1ce ~t i!: not adjacent to the verb it 

can.'lot rece;ve Case, and as a result the s~ructure is ungrammatical. 

But the <:: ase of (GOI)) is quite different SInce every NP in need of 

Case has been assigned one either by the governing verb or by other 

assigner. 

Thus, Tra vis (ibid) argues that, "obviously two arguments cannot 

be adjacent to a verb. suggest instead that there exist certain domains 

and that these domains cannot be ints1'PUpted by e lamen1;s from outside 

them." (emphasis added). Then, for TravIs. (6) exemplifies the interrupt-

ion of a G-roie or a Complement Domain. She ;'(;~maiizes thi& notion 

of domain adjacency as follows (p. 76): 

(7) Domain Adjacenc- €ondi'ion (DACl 

Given a din~c, relation R. bat ween a node 

Wand a nod;: X whdre R invo~ves £ist'~r­

hood, if there is another r-ode 'f that 

does not enter into R with W or X, then 

*[ .... X4.~y.~.W .... l 

Direct ;-elatic.ns "r."! (-role assignment 

(complementation) and case assignment. 

The DAC can ('ule out (6(ii)) in the foilowing manner: 
X y W 

(8) [ [put _.. yesterday [on the table] 1 

The node Y has interrupted th.; complement domain betwen X and W. 

We can examine now the effects of the DAC on (3) repeated here' 

{3} * tabb- i-z aksum-tJ 
Teff-DEF ?OSS A.- POSS 

mt 
Inje.-a 
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in Khamtanga, we can repr~sel1t (3) in te~mq of CAe, 
w ' y x 

(S) :J -.!: -~d~ .. H:.;-i·-L ak.sum-ti mi 

W X 
li l tabb-- i-z !l'i 

T"ff-CEF-POS~ Injera 
"I njera of Teft" 

First. lets recapitulate certain facts. An N can assign an inherent {genitive} 

Case to its complement under government. And if an NP complement 

is not assigned the proper e -role it cannot be assigned Case and thus 

cannot be licensed. 

in (9(ii» X(mi) can be in direct relationship R with IV (tabb-i-z }. 

And given the directionality of Case and G -role assignment in the sense 

of Travis (19SQ) it is X that assigns a 0 -role and Case to IV. As a 

,-esHlt we have the grammatical structure (9(ii)}. However. in (9(i» 

there is a Yi akswn-t) that interrupts this domain and Y does not enter 

into R with W3 , Again given the notion of directionality ii Is only Y 

that car 3ss:gn G -role, to Wand- ,never viCe versa. But Y ~annot as.sign W 

the apprq:>!"iate G-role. If we assume th;rt it can assign roe tiatre fuibwing structure rwst be posslb 

(101 * tabb-i- 7. aKstJm 
Teff-DEf--POSS A. 

?"Aksum of Teft" 

It is not possible in Amharic , * Ya-t 'eff akeum. :101' in Englil>h ~ En.giand of 

'Jheat. Then how can (10) be explained? In other words 35 stated 

earlier N has a potentiai of assigning a 8 -role, and then a genitive 

Case: then why does the N in (Hl) "ails to do so? The!'"e are two options 

to Ule solution of this problem. The first is to devise some criteria 

that classify the nouns irito ,hose w'"ch assign 0 -role and tho::.e U"at 

do noL By taking this optIOn Vie Ci'n qrou;J the N ;n (10! with the 

lattel' a!'d explain the W {ortTlconess in term, of the lexica~ pr"operfy of 

the N. This approach is ;:>artlcularly attractivI'- be'-au:;:e "ur examples 



~he rrot:>lem remains the same. The seccnd j" to find out some mechar.ism 

that would n,le out (1(') withe..,' loosing the genera lity tnat ali nouns 

:an assign sc.rn" sort of 0 -mie. The first option seems to introduce 

ievices that resort to arbitrary properties of lexica l items and as such 

,as a weak explanatory power. Taking the second option we may appeal 

to the principle of Full Interpretat ion (FI), which checks structures 

it both levels of the Interpretive components, and can claim that (10) 

s incoherent at LF. 

In orde,' to illustrate the whole process, we can assume the following 

D-s tructure representation. 

(11] [tabb-OEF aksum mil 

:;iven toe D.S (11) the assignment of e'-roie can p"oceed as follows 

"i Y X 
!tabb-DEF a.{svm mil 

(~~ 

e ·-role 0-role 

The nod" Y then cannot enter into R with W because of FI at LF . 

One important question about this process is that if .we are invoking 

leneral principles that operate at different levels of syr.tactic representation 

.e O. S, 5.S , and L.F, - is the OAC relevant at all levels? Although 

comprehensive relpy to Uus question would certainly involve the investigat 

>n of other XPs, particularly VPs, we can plausibiy assume with Travis 

1984 :268), that "domains p!ay an important role a'( all levels of syntax." 

Therefo.-e, (3) can ultimately be accounted fo .. as an interruption 

f a complement domain. Sinc.e <:.'1 of the relevant po,rasa, complement:, 

xcept APs involve the genitive ( onstrucdon, ~he above anaysis could 



.)f the compiem<ellt "amain orderir'J. I)bserv<" the following phrases. 

(11) i} Hg.!dW 
taH(.n} 
·'tne taH 

• 

'115".01" ';-z t'im,ad 
Gospe -DL;~-PC 5S stu,;'ent 

s"[udent of tb?: Gosr:-e!n 

ii} cy€mgeH ·, z ·ligziiw 
tali (m) 

taw-ar; 
s tudent Gospel- DEF- ?OSS 

In {13} t he complement domain of the head 'l.-amal'i (wi th t he cornple-

ment wtJngeZ) is interrupted by the adjective . Since (wii:>!gd-J in (iil 

cannot receive a 0 -role from ligziiw (ta:l(m» the structure will be ruled 

out. 

in the above ·stractu"es the head NP is a simple nominal. !f the 

ootion of domain adjacency predicts word order in structures where 

simple nomina ls are involved, it shouid aslo ope rate with e qual force 

in s tructures where deri ved nomi na ls are involved . Observe the following 

example: 

( 14) k¥ .... r- ;-z f!Clr;i-yan- ti 
kinfe-DEF-with qt)at-DEF-ACC 
"to kill/killing the goat w; (h the 

K~wanaw 
to kill/ killing 

knifeu 

If we asume, as we did in r;'npter two, that NPs like (14) are similar 

with a clause t hen, in (H) the derived nominal Klw(iniiw "to kill/killing" 

assigns Case to Its internal argument. This Case is r ea lized by the 

Case suffix -t . Thus t he NP ka1'2;'kinfe" must be assigned Case independently 

in order to be licensed. So -z whiCh we have assumed to be an adposition 

assigns Case . So far there is no violation of the domain adjancy requirement. 

However. the following stnlcture is commonly found : 

( 15) f Cira-yan-t i 
goat-DE:F-ACC 
"to kill/killing 

Karr-i - z 
knife-DEF-with 

the goat with the knife" 

Klwanaw 
to kill/killing 



to) be int",- r upted. B·,1 contnl"" to the DAC rredict ion this structw'e is 

/ 

We will c,rgue that (15) coes not prc.;!lo· a vioiatior. of the cemplement 

adjacency requirement. in fact ItS} is another evjd~nce to the ciai ..... 

that domains shOUld not be imerrupted. I f we assume that th" complel.,ant 

NP flCIrayan "the goat" is pre posed to the maximal NP by adjunciton. 

then it leaves a trace. This trace is in a c-command relationship to 

its antecendent and its presence is requh' ed by the projection prinCiple. 

This trace can only be a small pro because it is in a govened argument 

position, Moreover, which is crucial to our argument, the adjunction 

movement is not a syntactic movement triggere.d by syntactic reasons 

like Case assisnment. The movement is rather a post-syntactic one 

opeyating for pragmatic purposes at PF. Therefore, in (15) the complement 

domain of the head is not interrupted at all but is shown by the empty 

category which is co indexed with the mO\red antecedent. 

Gillen this result with the phrasal complmnents, the basic insight 

of DAC can be extend:.!d to thE ' am.lys is of clausal complements. 

The schema in lackendoff (1977) impvses an ordering restriction 

on the position of c !ausal compiements, in the same way it does on phrases. 

Accordingiy relative clauses either project as restrictive modifiers from 

X" or as appositive modifiers from X'... In the canonical structure they 

occur peripheral to the head after all other complements as in the following 

examplE: 

(1S) The student of physics : who lNas here] 
5' 
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PrincipLe (CR P) wh:ch bar;; th" assignment Cof Case to a category which 

bears a Cas<".-.;ssig"',-,g feature. ir. ocher words the principle attempts 

to systema tica lly rule out the appeal-a. lee of S' in a Case pos ition, However, 

Travis (1984: 261) again notes that Case assignment may not account 

for all of the facts. She give; !::orne instances from Gel"man, where S's 

move even from psssivised structUi"es where Case is not assigned . Thus 

she suggests to extend Case domains to complement domains. In light 

of this, the CRP can be incorporated into the not ion of Domain Adjacency. 

In thE following Khamtang" st r uctures the inter r uption of a complement 

domain can be seen : 

( 18 ) i ) tar-aw wangeH-z tamar; 
come-REL-:<ms Gospel- DEF- POS$ student 
"student of the Gos~el who came" 

iij * wangel-;·", 

Gospe!-DEF-POSS 

[tar-awl 
5' 
come-REL- 3ms 

famari 

student 

ii i) tar-aw ak!"um-t wiingel-i - z tamari 
come-REL-3ms A. POSS 
"the student of the Gospe! 

Gospei-DEF--POSS student 
f rom Aksum who came" 

iv) * aksum-tl [filrawl wiinge!-i-z tamari 

A-POSS S' come-REL-3ms GoSpei-DEf-POSS student 

In both structures, (ii) and (Iv),. the clause is found in a complement 

domain. Suppose (19) is the representa t ion of (l8(:i)}. 
w y X 

[ t~ raw ] 
5' 

tamar;] 

It is clear that Y cannot enter into R with W. Thus W( vi'{nge Z) "Gospel" 

cannot be licen<;E'd fo r obvious re250l's. As a result the structure 

becomes ungrammatical . 



Fin;:li}" , ,. $ho\ ~d bp. no~:-'!d t,,?i It h '·l'~t ~~;""l;.~IO 1 '-I -i-j:d ai' Lompicments 
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cxpan!' ;o., of one "'. p, 
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ChAPTER FOUR 

AU propeJ·tie~ of t~~ I~xjcon car.no~ b~ tea;Af'lI7!d. in light of 
some proposals in the study nf senerative morphology, as r Aronoff 
(1976i, S .. Anden,on ,1982.), Sclkirik (1982), Wif'i3ms (l93l), Sea ise (1984). 
These studies, emf;loying different formalisms . agree that the lexicon 
is not strictly memorized but also consists 0: some predictable-. entities. 

2. This r a ises question s about the c laim that a Veti> subcategorizes 
for two arguments in three-predicate verbs like (jive. If the very sub­
categorizes for two arguments it means it assigns 8-roles to them. How 
can its failure to assign Case be explained? Stowell (1982) pOints out 
the suggestion of Borer that verbs may not actually assign 0' -roles 
to subcategorized PP complements , but what she caBs a compositional 
8 -role to the NP object of P within PP, by combining the verb's 8 -role 
with the inherent m€aning of the preposition. 

3. The fact that Y does not enter into R with W seems to suffice 
because we are dealing with complements that have the pGtential of 
assigning &- ro les theITl!'elve~. 



The st-.Jdy set, out to accomplish one onajor task - to ani Iyze the 

structuce of nOlfn pl-u"s" cO'1'p!"'meflts ir. Knamtafl~a, In tne first cha pter, 

general theo r e tical isssues 'vere ciscus,,~d . It was shown that serne fundamental 

claims made by phrase structure ruies cannot be mainta ined in t he light 

of the Wltral concern of modern linguistic theory , i.e , achieving a level 

of explanatory adequacy . On t he other hand, it was demonstrated that 

the principles and parameters approach which characterizes the GB theory 

can be employed to analyze the projection of lexical heads into higher 

levels and explain the particular relationship the head has with its complements. 

Chapter two and three focussed on this task. 

".Tn Chapter two, pht'asa! compiements of NP were examined. It 

wa s found out that genitive con~ tructions with d'fferent functions can 

be complements and the func:ion of PP complements generally can be factored 

out between geritive NPs a nd rela tives , The relationship the NP has with 

each complement was analyzed in t e rms of EJ -role and Case assignment. 

Taking t he insight of Chomsky (1986a) where N can assign a 8-role and 

by the Uni formity Condition is ,-equired to assign an in'1erent (genitive) 

Case, it was illustrated that par t icular PS rules would not be necessary 

at all . The status of genitive constructions that involve possessive pro­

nominals was also discussed. it was claimed that since these NPs occur 

with typical specifiers they should be treated as complements~ T he failure 

of NP complements to occur in the domain where pronominal proclitics are 

found was attributed to a gene~al property of cl it ics, namely Case Absorpt­

ion . Some counter examples to this analys is were accounted for by invoking 

the notion of incorporation o~ cHtics in the lexicoll ::'y il word fo~mation 

rule. 

98 



t:xt;~nding tne d,scus~tor. t('l :-1 c:ci. 5'i.;i ':-):1 ").p,mer i , (: e dnatysi ~ attempted 

to account fot' the re'aticn-:i1ip l.,etwce- u rro'ative ,-)aus ..... , and -;.ne NP. The 

re~ at ~v<? C,=-iUSi'.:! ·-..... fi<.;',_ • .I('.\~,~i. h:'::. !;t" .-{' {X.'3-I; ~"; -.,:.. ir~ er'"1~ 0; :"'~Iativixatior. 

strateg!es . It '.t,!as tOI~'nd Cdt 'hat ~9reel'nl;tt fe3:tures 'n th:." relativ~ verb 

that are coindexed w,th a base generr.tt'd empty category license the relativized 

NP by predication. It was found out ~hat fonnally ; simiiar forms which 

exhibit the relative verb pa radigm can actually funct10n different:y: the 

relative construction can productive ly function as an attributive and predicative 

adjective. This has complicated the analysis of the distinction between 

APs and 5'. But by showing important differences an attempt has been 

made to explain t he categorial status of adjectives. 

In the fourth c'hapter a very important issue in terms of P5 rules 

was raised - the quesiton of order between the complements of NP. Again 

by showing the inadequac y of ? S rules in determining order between complements, 

some general principles were introd~lced that can account for order. The 

relevant notions were the CasE: Ad jacency condition, the Case Resistance 

Principle and t he Domain Adjacency Condition. Particularly revealing was 

the DAC which was employed to account for ordering restrictions with in 

phrasal complements and also lletween phrasal complements and the relative 

clause. It was found out that the insight which requires that a complement 

domain must not be interrupted has g reat explanatory power in determining 

constituent order. 

In general, given the resea rch strategy outlined by the principles 

and parameters approach, the study has attempted to demonstrate t hat 

a particular aspect of NP structure in Khamtanga can be treated by independent­

ly motivat ed principles. 

1 
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