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ABSTRACT

The Structure of Moun Phrase Complemenis

in Khamianga

This study analyzes the structure of noun phrase complements in
Khamtanga. It is stated in Jackendoff {1977] that various phrases and
clauses can function as complements in a noun phrase. These compiements
occur at different levels of projection by phrase structure (PS) rules.
Following the principles and parameteres approach of Government and
Binding theory as developed in Chomsky (1981) and recent works, the
present study shows that PS5 rules are not needed to account for the
projection of NP complements. it is claimed that the relationshio of
complements with a head noun can be explained by independently motivated

principles of Universal Grammar (UG).

The first chapter deals with some important theoretical issues regard-
ing the mode! of grammar. The major ciaim is that PS ruiles create a

redundancy which cannot be mainiained in a restricted model of grammar.

The second chapter presents the anaivsis of phrasal compiements.
Because of the productive function of the genitive consfruction 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 ctause. It is arqued that forms that formally

resemble the relative construction can be quite different functionally.



In the fourth chapter the resitriction thal is imposed upon the order
of compiements is discussed. it is shown that ordering restriction can
be explained independently without resorting to PS rules of particular

grammars.
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CHAFTER ONE

e

INTRODUCTION
1.1 The language

Khamtanga /XamiaNa/ is a Cushilic language spoken in the northern
part of Ethiopia particularly in Wollo adminisirative area. Together with
other three languages it forms s distinct group within Cushitic ~ known
as CJentral Cushiiic (Bender, 1976:14]), though it is customarily referred
to as the Agaw group . QOther languages that belong to the same group
are Bilin, Kemant, and Awngi, spoken in Eritrea, Gondar and Cojjam

respectively .

Khamianga iike other Agaw anguages is becoming highly influenced
by Ambaric and Tigrinya. Most speakers are bi-linguals speaking,in
addition to Khamtanga, Amharic or Tigrinya or both, The exact number
of speakers and possible dialect areas of the language are noi clear matiers.
Regarding the latler, however, Appleyard (1987:247) sugygests about
four dialect areas. These are (i} ABbargalie. (1} Zikwala, {lii} Sakwata,

and (iv} Siman cialecis. As for the peopulation estimate there is no reliable

figure, though Bender {1376] put it arcund 5,000,

The phonemic inventory of consonzanis and vowels Is presented below

adopted from Appleyard {[1$87:246).

The Consonants

Plosive Stops bilabia!l &
coronal t d
velar k a
labio-velar k™ g™
uvilar G
- W
iabic-uvular 4



Fricatives

Clntialized
fricatives

Affricatss

Ciottalized
affricate

Nasgzis

Lateral
Tap

Semivowels

Low

(]

! Pl | i
“Yaiar Ky
iaban-velar g W
Iabis—dentsi f
coronst s
palatal é’(s;
uvular %

, w
labig~uvutar x’
laryngeai h
Coronal -

; ¥ stem
paiatal ¢ {c)

. v -
paiatal o 1L
Lifabial
coronal
veiar
labyio-velar
coronal
coronal
bilabial
paiatal

Vowels
High | + (4
Mg £

o

S

pra

j

m

n
1, {N)
AVNY}

P



138 hdoqd™ Bita W't A bvam e 1T G0 AR L 3 far sre, Leo
&l s By , B34, CSont! Rossing's 23 il b ngua
R LT 1Rud}, and Javid Apslaysyda's PR akizoah of
Broviiange (1887}, Relnizoi's Chacmirspracne, (hough preceded by few

other woerks - mostly short word lists - was the first desciiption of the
isnuuage. Although there are & number of asymmetries between the data
of  Chemirsprache and that of the present Khamtangs - there seem o

ze enough similarities to refar o Loth as belonging to ke same language.

The apparent difference of nomenciature also seems insignificant because

of the fact that fhamianga speakers call themsesives as  Anamre {(Namrs;
which can easily be associaled with Chamir. Oo the other hand, the

deia in Conti Rossini’s beief descriptive situdy seems to differ significantly
frem the present Khamlangs, dsopite the obvious simiiarity between the

name Kaomro  and Khamtangs,

Appleyard {1987] is the recent arnd up-to-date descripticn of Khamtanga
which presents both general and particalar features of the language. It
shwows moce gereral patterns by preseniing the features which Kamtanga
sharas with {or differs from} other Agaw languages. In this respect the
study is yel another important contribution of the author to the comparative
study within Agaw as in Appleyard {1984a, 1984b, 1586}. In his grammarical
description of the language the author has dealt with two areas: ‘he nomingl
sycten and the verbal syetem. In both the focus of description is on the
various morphoiogical forms. The nominal system, for instance, comprises
the inflection of nouns for gender, number, case, and definiieness. Since
I shall have occassion to comment upon some of the claims made regarding

ithese systems, | shail not ge in W the detsil here,




Nevartheless, a general remari seems to he n order as to e overail
significance of the study. Speaking from a desciiptive point of view, the
analysis is more morphoiogiial and explanations are often derived from dia-
chronic sources via a comparative anslysis. 7This iz not to imuly that there
is an absence of a synchronic analysis but « is rather o indicate that most
of the description focuses . on apparent similarities or differznces of the
ianguage in relation to the other Agaw langusges or a reconstructed Proto-

Agaw form.

This line of research cuﬁtributes very important findings. In fact,
within the wider realm of generative grammar many linguists reach at insight-
ful conciusions by employing these methods. In Lightfoot (1979) a number
of important issues are discussed concerning diachronic syntax. Moreover,
generative grammarians would not ruie out linguistic phenomena that are
historical residues. As Chomsky {19286a: 145) pointed out, recent studies
on rejated languages iike those nn the Romance languages, as in Kayne (1975,

19284}, have been vielding quile eniightening findings.

The issue being quasticned is, thus, not the theoretical nor the
empirical relevance of historical comparative linguistics per se, but rather
the thecreticai framework in which it may be employed. This point was

made explicitly in Hoekstra (1984:20}, from which the follewing is quoted:

"The framework /of the seventies/ was relatively
unsuitable as 'an explenatory theory in the domain

of compavative syntax. Differences between languages
could be accounted for in a variety of ways, s.g. in
terme of statements to the effect that a particular
rule was absent in the grammar of one language but
present in the grammar of another language, without
it being clear why this should be se.”



(%2}

in other words, the issue cuis across the difference between levels cof

adequacy = .2 notion developed in Chomsky (1957) and subsequent works.

The study of Khamtanga as outlined in Appleyard {(1387) can be termed
as an attempt towards a descriptively adequate grammar. Radford (1988:28)
defines descriptive adequacy as a leve!l which can be reached by a grammar
if it "properly describes the syntactic,semantic, morpholegical, and phonéiogicai
structure of the sentences in the language in such a way to provide a
principled account of the native speaker's intuitions about this structure."
Therefore, as a systematic morphological description, the study contributes
é lot to the better understanding of this Agaw language and it has set the
stege for further research. Indeed, Appleyard's study is wider in its scope

than what might be implied by the word skotch o

Regarding the unpublished werks, they include two {B.A) thesises
(at Addis Ababa University), The first one is Morphological Strweture of
Nouns and Nemincls in Wag S&iqmotcz Agaw {in Amharic, 1950) by Kasse Kelkay,
and the second cne is The Verb Morphology of Yhamta (1984}, by Mengistu
Amberber. Both studies attempt an elementary morphological description

of nouns and verbs respactivelv,

1.3 The Present Study

There are at least two factors that can distinguish the present study
from its predecessors. The first one has to dc with scope whiie the second
one deals with goal. Apparently the latter seems more fundamental than
the former because it involves mentioning the theoretical assumptions on
which the study is based. . Thus, | shall only mention the general direction

here and elaborate the detail in the next section. Generally speaking the



study aims to male an expisnatorily adaguatle analysis of noun phrase comple-
ments in the language. This i1s of course easily siated than implemented

into practice, becausa the highest level »f adequaty presupposes. amorn:g

other things, the fulilliment of the lower leveis. In other words, the present
study not only describes certain aspecis of the lanquage but also attempis

to explain why these aspects are perceived the way they are. However,

as Chomsky (1986a) stressed, higher explanatory study has to sssume fewer

descriptive mechanisms.

As for the scope of the study, it is limited to the anaiysis of the syntactic
structure of noun phrase complements in Khavtanga. Complements here are
used fo incorperate phrasal and clausal moditiers of a noun phrase. There-.
fore, it is much limited in scope than the previcus studies which covered

a larger domain.

in terms of data, the study is limited to the Zikwala diaiect which is
spoken around Zikwala region becruse my two informaris had come from
that arca. ¥or a comparative purpose | have alsc elicited data from Bilin

and Awngi speakers.

1.4 The Theoretica! Framework

In the preceding sections the term generativ: grammar was mentioned
without being defined explicitly. This section shall attempt to define this

term.

As Chomsky (1886a:4) asserts, generative grammar is not a theory
in the strict sense of the word. He goes on to claim that "generative gram-
mar is not a theary any more than Chemistry is a theory. Cenerative grammar
is a topic, which one may or may not chogse to study ." Thus, the axact theo-
retical assumptions thai the present study shail foliow within the topic of

generative grammar must be clearly identified.



The study is enclosed in the Governmont-Sinding {(GB) model as

deveiopad in Chomsky (1981, 1282,1986a, 1286D) and others. Chomsky (1981:1)},

introduced tiis notion for sspositsry purposes as an alternative approaczh

to some of the concepis he sketchad in his eariier {1980) framework. The
whole development is embedded within the Ixiended Stondard lheory {(EST)-
which evoived as a result of Chomsky's pioneering work {1972} and others.
This theory itself is an extension «f the fundamental issuss brought forward
by Chomsky {1965) aisc known as the Standard Theory or the Aspect model .
Thus, the GB mode! could never be comprehended in isolation from the

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

line this relationship. In Chomsky (1982:3] he cleariy siated it as follows:

"Because of che cruclal roles played by the notilens
of zovernment and binding, the approacu is sometimes
callaed govarnment bindiang (GB) theory. I will refe:x
to it by that name here, though it develops directly
and without a radical break from earlier work on
transformational generative grammar, in particular,
from research that falls within the framework of the
Extended Standard Theory (ESTY
If GB is incorporated within EST in the above sense, the next task

is to identify the components of grammar.

-

The major proposal regarding the components of grammar™ states that jt
consists of two systems: The subcomponents of the ruiz sysiem and the sub-
systems of principles. 7he sulicomponents of the ruls gystemq are the fol!o-w—
ing:

i} lexicon
if} syntax
. a) categerial component
b} transformational component
iii} PF {Phonetic Form)

ivl LF (Logical Form]




The lexicon inchides the inhereni and idiosyncratic properties of
lexical Hams. !t also comprises lexical redundancy rules which determine
praediclacle properites. [n general it includes categoriai (the category to

which a lexical item belongs) and contextual {subcategorization) features.

The categorial component consists of phrase structure rueis which
generate D-struciure {deep structure}. These rules permit the expansion

of lexical categories into phrasal categories.

The rules of the tranformational component which are reduced o
their absolute minimum by Meove o (Move anything anywhere), map D-
structure to a corresponding S-structure . Movements that are not possible

are explained by independent principies.

The remaining two components - the PF and LF (which are refersed
to as the interpretive sub-components) cperate on S-structure to assign

the associated phonetic form and legical ‘i-'c'rrx:6 respectively.

These subcomponents of the rule system interact with the subsystem
of principles which are believeu to De availzble by Universal Grammar {UG).
The complex nature of this relationship is cheracteristic of the research
strategy designed tc acouire UG. The main focus of this strategv is reducing

the expressive power of particular gramrars, i.e. gremmars of particular
languages, by factoring out general principies, thereby ;ﬁarmwing down the
option of possible grammars to be selected by the language learner. Clarify-
ing the propertf of this relaticnship, Riemsdijk and Williams (1986:110) comment

as follows:




Heryrs

The general principles, whirch take over ths b le
of regulating whena and how ths rules apgply. are
asamed to be part of Unlversal Grawuwenr god hence
constitute linguists® first crude altempt st
characcerizing che bicorogical endowment with which
the child cen face this overwhelming tasi.”

Taken individually, these subsystems of principles car be considered
as independent modules exhibiting their own characteristic features. These

modules of grammar are the following,assketched in Chomsky {(1982:6}:

a} X-bar theory

b) € ~theory

cj Case theory

d} Binding theorv
e} Bounding theory
f} Conirol theory

g} Government theory

The evoluton of X-bar thsory (which iz concomitant with the first
major reduction of the transiormational component) determines the hierarchical
organization of lexical categories to phrasal caitegories. It also predicts
the linear ordering of a head lexical category with respect to other construct-

ions.

in 0 ~{theta qr. thematic) -theory how each argume'nt {complement of
a headlreceives a thematic (semantic} role is getermined. Its basic feature,
namely, the G-criierion ensures that every argument is assigned a unique
@ -role. In other words, there seems to be a cne 10 one correlation between
théta roles and arguments. Wiilligms (1937:437} in describing the proposiiions

embedded in the G-criterion suggests the possibility of finding 'more theta
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roies in a sentence than NPs but nol vice versa.™ His claim was motivated
by the existence of optional or impilicit arguments, Latier devaiopments

in the theury had extended the assignment of thematic roles to crains .

a notion developed with the recognition of traces. The recognition of the
structural imporiance attached to traces: brought witn it insightful concepts
to the development of the theory. This stage is referred to as the Revised
Extended Standard Theory (REST}, See for discussion Riemsdijk and
Williams {1986:171). The theory also attempted tc converge € ~roie assignment
with Case assignment under what is known as the Visibility Condition .
According to Aoun (1985:89}, "in order for an eiementi to be visible in PF,
it must be case marked"”. This condition subsumes the major principle of
Case theory, i.e. the Case iilver , which rules out structures that contain

Case-less {phonologically real) NPs,

Thus, more generality was captured by raducing much of the effects
of the Case Filter - which is a desirable resul! in accoerdance with the research

strategy.

The theory of binding mainly deals with the interpretation of anaphors
{reflexives and reciprocals) and pronominais. There are three principles
which are central to the theory of binding. They are presented below from
Chomsky (1986a:166f7):

a} an anaphor is bound in a local domain
b} a pronominal is free in & local comain
c} an r-expression is free
The notion of a local domain is equated with the minimal governing category

of . And a governing category can be defined as a maximai preiection
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PuiaToorg . conpion  TOFL) whnere & grammalical functions compeatible with

fts heac ara resiized in . Cinsey celsted Is found the theory of coantrol
which accounts for the relation of PRO femoly Pronomingi} witnh possible
antecedenis. In gereral the notion of emply categories (ECs! pays s crucial
role. There are four kinds of EC: RP-iruce, Variabis, PRO, and Pro.

An NP-trace is Case-iess, and a variable 15 like an raxprezsion but is bounded
by an eclement in a non-argument {A] position. PRO is ungoverned but could
be cither bound or free. According in Chomeky {1585a:184) when FFEO is

free it typicaelly has an arbitrary interpretation similar 1o onz, as in "one's
beliefs often prove false.” The EC zro is a purs pronominal element like

he, she, they, or an sxpletive {» and s found in null subjest lenguages

fike ltallan where the subject can be dropped. It is cbvicus from the earlier
model that the study of the relavionshin between different NPz and their
pussible antecedents has led 10 the Wmrmation of wsighiful concents.  in

faci, according to Borer [lssd: /), “ine central cencern of GB is to characterize
the positions in whicn ditforentl manifestations of NPs con appear.” She
further states that the subsystems of principies nisract, "sach prediciing

a geriain distribution of nominagl elements i a cartain domain,”

The theory of bounding opersates by reguiating the locality conditions
en which HMove o can apply. [t specifies the possiie barriers to govern-

ment and movement in human languages.
The theory of government is related wiih 2 number of principizs that
play important roles in the operation of other subsystems. i’ is also closely

reflated wilh siructural notions itke r-coemmand {constituent commandl, A



id
crevmmand colstion is a structural reiadon whare VA oc-commatgis £ and
oniv if the iirst branching nede dominating A zlso cominaies B and A does
not itself dominate B.' (Riemsdijk and Witliams {1386:142}}. The basic nction
of government is exprassed by Aocua {[1985:22) as foliows:

"Government is ecseatinlly a relation that holds in a
agpeciflc structural configuration between a governesr

and a governed ¢lement, In the cure case a2 lexical
head governs ifs complements.”

Different formulations of government have been proposed in the literature.

For Chomsky (1986a:162), who follows the approach developed in Acun and
Sportiche (1983], "a categoryo governe 2 maximal profection X* if o and

X" c-commanrd each other; and if o governs X" in this sense, then o governs
the specifier and the nead X of X*.* Thus given the above domain government
is indeed a crucial concept. It reguiates, inter alia, the assignment of Case
and O ~roles. Thomsky {19665.1) stresses the imporiance attached to the

concept of goverument by saying, "government aniers into a broad range

of considerations; as a result zny proposal concerning its formulation has

many intricate consequences.”

Having sesn the major tenets of the grammar as outlined in the GB
madel we shall axamine some of the important issues i lignt of the objective
oi the present study. Since a noun phrase is one type of phrase structure,
the discussion focusses on the following twe aspects:

i) the nature of the caiegorial component and ifs interaction with
cother components of the rule system;

it} the roie of the subsystems of principles in regulating the rules

of the categerial component.
The development of the theory that cnarazierizes the phrase structure

{or categorial} component is marked Dy twe onpasite frends: the first one
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witnessed {vs envichment and the second one s 'mpoverished status, The
first significant modification that ccoured in the phiass sbruclure component
is s envichment. Thiz outcome was caused Dy the shift of some bDurden
from the transformuiionz] compaonent (o The phrase siructure component as

a consequence of Chomsky's Remarks on Somdnclization 11970}, By taking
one iype of trensformation, namely, nominslization, Chomsky showed that

it can be obviated if & base generstion approach is inveked. This propasai

mmplied the exisience of nominal phrases that sre lower than full phrases.

With the introduction of the X-bar convention in Aemarks ~ later to
be developad by Jackendeff {1977}, the phrase structure component lcok
over Turther tasks thai were formerly accorded o the transformaiional

component,

The X-bar convention reguires, among ciner things, that the head
of & given phrase should be one bar lower than the dominating higher level -
which is axpressed by the schemata A ey a0 X”“‘s {jackendoff, 1977:301.
in addition, an essential notion was made sxpliciily which recognizes the

existence of intermediate levels of projeclion for every head ‘exical catagory

RiX=Nfoun), Vierb!, Aldjective), Firepcsition)].

With the development of the theory ifrom system of rules to subsystems
of principles, however, the claums made by the X-bar convenlion as oroperties
of a possible theory of a phrase structure (FS) were gradually reduced.

Most of the effects of the X-Dar theory that once looked elegant were proved
tc be reduada&j:ts, which can easily be reduced to the effects of cther
independantly motivated general princepies. Chomsky {7981:321) points out

the reduplication caused by the P3 rules claiming that the rules merely restate



the wiormatior shech 5 Sivezdy proveoest by the dexicon.  He further argues
dae of there i 3 universal princigrs thet ensuras ibe fuidiliment of the require-

P ) 2 -
ment of lexical categories at every ievel of represetation,

Ab, a0
X ¥ E D

such unnei=ssary
redoptization shall De eliminated. Thus, e invokes {(1981:29; one such
principie namely the Frojeciton FPrinsiple , 33 Ma guiding principie for the
iheory. Me {ormuiaies it sz foilows:

Representations at each syntuactic level (a8, I¥: and

Do znd O-struciure} are projected from the lexic

on
than they observe the subcutegorizatdon ,s'c:perties e
lenizal items.

wore specifically, Stowell {1981) argues that most of the P& rulas are deriv-
aie from independeni bBul interaciing arncipies.  He proposss that most

of the head-compioment orders that were made avallable by PE rules would
foliow from the properiis of Casa and @ -roiz assignment. He then davelops

the notion of  Jooe dodncorice Friccinls waich veguires that a Case assigner
o Lo el "

alement must be close w the asignee.

&

Therefor:, due o these and 3 number of ather theoretical and empirical
chatlerged 1 bacame Guite obvious that PR ryles are rot adeguate as explanaiory
gevices. In Teol, Mosksitra {1954:2%) polnis oul inet somsz of the FS rules -

E)

as developed in Jackendoff {1977} - "imalv the existence of phrasss that

du net actually occur," which means that PS rules are not adequate even

at the descriptive lavel.

The direction of these arguments is 1o oropose & theory that highly
consirains possible PS rules. it sppears that the only infarmation an M-pay
theory should consist is the relative positien ¢f the head with ifs complements
Tnis defines the headedrsas perameier - right or teft headsed - for the

language learner. The outcowe i3 agaia in Hoe with ihe creral!l rosearch



strotany cisngnedd Tor the heary wihich assumes anparvent differences to be
restdts of floing cermain valses of a paramelar o7 2 ceriain general principle.
Sut even here some tnguisis, notably Koospman [(1983) and Travis {1584},
suGGest  that ine heavedness notion can be o elininated by invoking the
dpveciimality of Case and 9 -role assignment. Still others have extended

tne srguements o nclude the traditional distinciion between configurstional

and non-configurational lancuages. For instence, Hale (1279) - as guoted

o

in Stoweil [1992:736) - suggests hat janguages iiike Latin, Sanskrit, Japanese)
whiszh pevmii free word order {as opposed to BEaglish type languages where
oraer batween he msior constituents is fixed} lack P& rules antirely. Stowell

{1eaz

e

iy furthar develops (Riz aotinn by claining thet the phnenomenon

of fixed word order can He cxplained “in terns of independentiy motivated
oriacipies of other components of grammer - while simultaneocusty accounting
for the nappucaniiity of these principles in the grammars of the non-
convigquranonal languages.” b desoribing the full implication of his ciaim,
Stowell ceys, Ude couid assame hat the componzind of categoria! rules simply
doesr't oxist 0 ooy lenguage; thes would amoun) to treating janguages such

85 Engilst as being essentizlly nonconfigurationai, from the perspective of

the theory of pinase stvucture”,

While the above and other proposals regarding the nature of the
categorial compovent and s status within the theory of grammar should
be subject fo more emoirics] considerstions - and thereby o mare investiga-
tion of a number of oiher languages - the redundancy of PS rules in grammar
stands oul wrosinentiy. Consequently, the trend to eliminate PS rules would
iead 0 5 desirable outcome particularly in explaining the rapidity of language

aaguisiticn,
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the restriction

gstricis oihwer parts o0 the grammar™ which

iz a uesirable consequence within the Theoretios! assumptions of the CGB model.

considerations, For the purpose of the present study, howaver, | heve
apted for what Redford {(¥288:337) cails  $he sigssiecl version of X-bar
theory - which posits a two-level phrasel expansion (X' and X" {or X7})
for a head X, where 'Ia is 3 lexical category: the lexical categories M,V AP
are gefined in terms of syntactic distinclive features (28, V] {as in

e iy

schendot? (1977:31}. The study alse assumes the Modifier Mowinmality

Comgbyoind i whioh reguires that every modifisr {a
par-pead term in the expansion of e lexical head) must itzelf be s maximal
srojection.  in other words, gl complemenis of the noun phirzse are considered

& = oo < Liameiisi B T g
i De wmaxinw! groeciions {(AVs].

e term CJomplement is smploved in s wider sense to include both

Socirews {18851 thal makese distinctions beiwesn the so calied

-
&
?31
3
5
&
i
e
s
o
£
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:
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adgurats and complements, e semantically besed classificaiion of comple-
ments inte thiree distingt levels shall not ke persued in the study for the
obvious veasons thal were made explicit sbove. instead, the relzlicnship

of the complements both within themselves and with the head NP shail be

examined In terms of the relevant general principies of grammar,




et thve Loial potes aowd word lises - like that of Bender

leann! e David i persoarnat  compunication) that
e has welirfes an article an he gefinda greilz of Khamtiige., But
uafortunawly | could nol get | aco2ss 10 iDL Throughout the thesis | have
extensively quoted frow Aosievard (1987, Thus if noet indicated otherwise,
Applayard refers to the above mentioned study.

3. The concept of gremmar and Universsi Grammar is very cruied
hecause of its philoscphical and other theoretics! impiications. Universal
Grammar (UC) s defined in most works on, generetive grammar as a notion
reziatec with the human fanguage Tacully - & biological human endowment.
See Fiemsdilk and Wiitiams (1986} for discussion.

{1981).

fiz

itial is base f;7:)r.*:p._.-n.£m‘, . whiia (iii] and Ei‘v} ara grouped
togaiher f.-'ca'ff;mi*.-;:?ater .

5. S-structure here is not surfoce siructurs proper but it is rather
an output of transformations in the sense of Radfora (1981:280).

A, Ties componen: deais with aspects of meaning -structural meaning
pposed 10 laxical meaning. The term IF should be understood, as
Chomsiky sugoests Ume and again, with the usual provisos bDecause the
same term is used differently in predicate logic.




CHAFPTER TWO

PHRASAL COMPLEMENTS

The phrazes that funclion as NP complements shali be examined in
- this chapter. Following the discussion in the preceding chaptgr .these
phrases are considered to be maximei projections of their respective heads.
In the first séct‘&en, the general distribution of noun phrases in Khamtanga
shali be presenied in terms of their grammatical function within a me.‘trixl
clause. The types of piwases that can occur in the st_rﬁctut:e .o-f the nolun-

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

that do not function as complements, an explanation shall be forwarded.

Z.1 General Distribition

Before prasenting the distribution of the noun phrasés,Ait is worth-
while to elabprate the usage of some hasic concepis which can often be takm
for granted without being so clear. The notions ;;ubjeaf;; objeet, direct |
cbject ang thé fike are grammatical Functions‘ that express'structu'ral relat~ e
jons - as oppesed o e—xpmssihg semantic or pragmatic functions. Ger,-a:érati‘ve.'
grammay holds thai these notions are not primitive units themselves but .
are rather concepts that presuppose other basic sysiem. In other words, :
grammatical functions or relations are considered ;#r;iv;tivvg terms. .in
Aspects Chomsky has extensively dealt upon this point and in Chomﬁk'-y_

{1981) he explicitly has distinguished between primitive and derivative | .
cnnc_eéts. His mein argument against taking terms like subject-of or ohject»"‘
.oj"'as primitives is based on the requirement of UG, which he st_ates-'as ;
follows (1981:10}: - | |
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The process of defining these notion In UG involves a number of factors.
Among thesa, the important one is thela rele ascsignment.. Thus, it is
obrvicns that a certain position in lerms of a grammatical funciion does not
neceasarily correizte with the thematic reistion expressad in that same position.
Parallel to the distinction Dbebtweesn orimitives and derivatives, is found the
distincuion between semantic selection {s-selection] and categorial sefection
{c-selection). Chomsky {1986a:45) suggests (hat onece an elemant s~selects
a complement with a ceriain semantic roie, then s s-ssiectinn

gerivabie ang nesd not be specitied ceparately.

Another important issue regarding gramimatical reist'ons has to do
with their representation, in gsperedive grammar, Jrammatical functions
are expressad configurationally. For instance, /NP, 3/ expresses the
gramunatical function {CF] subject o7 5 or NP gominated by S. A different
view from ihis repraseptation sceerditg te Andrews [1985:64) holds that
“"grammatical Tunctions arg ireatad as lebels of reiations in a network...
The overt form of the senience weuld be delermined by principles for resliz-
ing such neiworks..."

Afthough there are morve problems regarding the interpretation of
grammaticatl functions, the above generz! assumptions shall suffice as a

peckgrowsid to the concept.



fn wiwey diews, the general distributlon of noun phrases in Khamtangs

{id fiir ~g ar-u NP, S/
ran-DEF  come-psi-lms
The mzn came”
{2} an ljir-d gai-u~-n INP, VP .
i~ man-DEF see-pst-lis
"i saw the man®
{2} idmme lilr-i-z bira  Yie-u INP, NP, VP/
L. man-DEF-to ox givepsi-3ms
“lemma gave an ox to the man®
A the structures (1-3) show, noun phrases can occur in subjects.
object, and direct abject positions in simple clauses. These structures show
he presence of single nouns in each position. The head nouns can take

various complements as i the following examples:

{4} glsum-tl riiggust—d b INE, S/
A. POSS  king-DEF die~psi-Ims

"The king of Aksum died"

pdni-2 haz X -u-n INP,VP/
inday -DEF-POES  fishes eat-pst-is

{5 an
i ll
"I ate todayv's fizshes"

v,
[
o i

ij Nay  alsum-i arSa-y-z bira yiw-u-N /NP NP,VP/
They A -PGHS  farmer-DEF-to Ox give-pst-3pi
"They gave an ox to the farmer of Aksum®
Y 9

i; MNay arSa~y-z axsum-i! bira yiw-u-N
They farmer~DEF-to A-POSS ox give-pst-3pl
"Thev gave to the farmer an ox of Aksum®

by

The head nouns in (4) and (5] nligusld "king™ and 'Fsh' heve aken complement
phrases. n {6}, where the lexical requirement of ‘:he-ver'i: ~ yiw~ "give"
dictates the presence of two internal arguments - which can be called theme
and goa! in the sense of Kocopman {1983)— both NPg can take a complement.
Thus, aksum-t is the complement of arSg "farmer™ in (6{i}), while it 1s

.

the complemeni of bivy "ox® in {6011}
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in al! the zbove structures the heads can be censidered as simple

nominzis,.  Derived nouns, particulariy the so-called  verbal nownz can also

function as heads in 2 noun phrase. In Khamtanga, <maw is a very productive

suffiv ‘o forming verbal nouns:
{7} 1) diz-u ii} diz@ndw
destroy-pst-3ms "to destroy/destruction”

"he destroyed”
Like ina number of other languages, these kinds of nouns can occur in the

positions described above.

{8} i} xatma-y-z dizanaw Clka NaN
town-DEF-POSS destruction-DEF bad be-pr.3ms
"The destruction of the city is bad."
i} an xatmé-y-z dizanaw wac-u-n
i town-DEF-POSS destruction hear-pst-1s..

"I heard the destruction of the town."
iii) an tjfr-i-z xatma-y-z dizénaw jiNz-u-n
! man-DEF-to town-DEF-POSS destruction tell-pst-is
"1 told to the man about the destruction of the town"
The cccurence of the derived nominal as the single realization of a

noun phrase is less common than simple nouns. Nevertheless, it can occur

as im {9} - {1i}:

{9} dizanaw-d Clke NaN
destruction-DEF bad be-pr.3ms
"The destruction is bad®

{10} an dizanaw-d wac-u-n
! destruction-DEF hear-pst-is
“I heard the destruction"

{11} an ljir-i-z dizanaw-d jiNz-u-n
i man-DEF-to town-DEF tell-pst-ls

"1 told to the men about the desiruction”
Mote that the nominal is followed by a definite marker when it occurs
as the single realization, i.e., when it is not preceded by complements as

in (81.



23
In.spiiz of ity imited distribution, i?. is interesting to neie the para-
Heiism of the durived nominal with the corresponding verbh as extensively
discussed in Chomsky é?%?f}}’.: The following examples are itustrative®.

(82} i3 1Bmma ijlr-irz bira yiw-u
L man~DEF-to0  ax give-psi-ims

(18]

Lemms gave an oxX 16 the man®

it} 1zmma-t  ijir-i-z bira yiwanaw
L.POSS man-DEF-to ox to give/giving
“Lamma’s giving of an ox to the man”

Before concluding this section, some generzl remarks séem io be in
order. It has been shown that the noun phrase can function as a subject,
object, and an indireci object in & simple clause. The head noun can occur
alone and also with different compiement phrases. The noun that ¢an head

a noun phrase can be either a simple nominal or a derived nominal.

One question regarding the general distribution of s noun phrase
couid be whether or not there are other posilions where 5 noun phrase fan
occur in some way. OF courss, thera arz a numbar of other functions that
are not discussed here. One of inem is what Andrews [1353:89) csils
swternal function invelvirg structures fike cieft-consiructions and topicalization.
Since these structures are wsually, though not entirely, related with pragmaile
fubctions, they cannot be adequately tireated within the limited scops of
this study. Tharefore, the main focus iz on core grammatical relastions

which include, subjects, oblecis, and indirect ebjects.

Another point is the relative position of the head noun with the compie-
meni. The structures exemplifed abuve are in accordance with the word
order tvpolegies as in Greenberg {1963). where modifiers pracagde the modified

element in SOV language. This is true in a3t much as the above dsscription




the! e dzruusge b

©®y

rEv R 5t ot v of kobar tligewry T onrdfey

apbapga o feogs it paramear

wirether this relationship in Khamianga is molivated by geneval principles
af ' shait be examined ingether with other relafed izsues in the subseguent

thSCussun.

2.7 Choice of Complement Phrases

tn the preceding section the usage of the term comeloment phvase
was deliburaisly waaue - as e main focus was on the ganeral distribution
of the nous phrase {n lerme of the core grammatical relations. The kind
of phrasas that can ocour as complements in ans NP shail be exeminad in

et el

2.2 1 fe Nplion of 2 Complement

Aot was stetad o the introducciion of this chaptler the noiion
cosrpden a1 used hers i its wadder contexi to include maximal! projections
trgl pariicipate in the expansiop of 5 noun phrase. 1 has & distinct fune-
tion 835 uppused W& spacr fior which, according to Jackendof? (1577:1¢3)
medinly ancludes determiners, expressions of guantification and some posses-
sive NP5, Henes, 3 complement is & funciional or relationg! faiel and not
a categurial one as Chomsky (1888h:3) poinied out. in the relevant
Hicrature however, thers are different senses whera 2 complenent is
employed, In Redford (1988:177) the distinction Letwaen gomplemant and

.

adlensr ds proposed, baseq en the oiipwirg Fingd of slructures:
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= =}
ter {13), Radford claims that the Hezt PP " papstss 1S & compiement
pshirase wintls e s@rend o Sty saktn I v an =djanct phrese,  He
saguests ther comploments axpandg N o N wiile adjurels cauiat de the

same in £ ar-sence of a compilement, as the engramaticeirty of (i8] shows:

£

{14 *A student with long hair of poyveics

The apparent restriction that is imposed o the positiens that can bs assumed
by these phrases with a particuiar relerence to Khamtanaa shal! be the main
theme of the fourth chapter. Suffice it to say here that Loth phrases can

be referred o as complementz and thelr apparent restriction {0 terms af

arder iz derivable from other indpendentiv motivated principles of grammar-

Anciher yoe of 3 complement is the kind found in Huddleston {1984:
250, where il Iz used distinctively trom the so calied ropt-roud modifiars,
For Huddizston, ithe phrase in (I} is o complement, while the one in {16}

i o2 oosit-head andifier:

{13 ner relance lor her father]
oy

116} & gir! [with red hair]
1243

He argues for this distingtion by providing semantic and syniactic metivations.
Tt his syntactic araument is taken here, he claims {p.263), that syntactically
there are three properties of complements ithat dislinguish thews from modifi-
&Y. These are, {a) the occurance of a complement of a given kind depends
sn the pressnce of a2 verb of snappropriate subclass, (b} complements are
obhligatery with certain verbs, {c] prototypical complements are realised by

H¥s or Adifs. These supposedly distinguizhing properiies cannoi be



gxtanslod Yy the 8P gtrurture in Khemisoxm Decgese ey sre p? aobeoer e
motivations gt frgn 2 pavigplaniat & o o v welsl ity of wisw . Feun

5 pariigulasis! poinl of wveay the distinclion seys T2t nwore thany be i sarved
phernsenon. 1 deos not Jdescribe oshesivaly wtich iflen nsads Sligetomy oo nor
s B osay wny Uese particular ones reed these commpisncnt s cewd ot orees . Feal o porsafts
oot of view, the employment of the very pnvase pust-head s a lanowsge -partizd - which canrnot
be used, tn any fruitful way, in head-final lunguages. Awn a rasull it cannnt
ever: ha employed at the observationai level, Thus boib phrates (5]
and {18), can be considered as complements,

Having cleared the terminciogical confusion that may arise by the
use of compieirent, the kinds of nhrases that cun bear this jaliel in the MPs

of Khamiznga shall be lreated i detasd,

2.2.2 Cumplement Frrases

coerding o Jackendofi (1677 69,74}, noacsible roun phease
compiements are the fullowing:

(17) 02 N' w3 NO{Brl-iNP)-(FF)- PR

i

5D

i} MY <=3 {(A™)* - W - (PP}
Since the prasent study considers only mexima! proectons { KPs) as Jomple-
mends, (Pri} in (1743} shall.not be examined heire.  Nor she!l the clzuse

{S'} bDe examined becauss 1 shall be tzken cover in *he pext chapler (S5 -—

<
0
a
=
u
®©

Comp S ~ where Comp is a complementizer ke bt and e | oves
is represented a2z 5', even when thers iz no overt complementizer). These
leaves us with the (NP}, (PP} and (A" o AdiP} complemants. XP* shows
a "concatenatinon of an indefirnte Xs" as in Jackendoff {1977:73) or more

precizely sz in Chomsky {19286b:2) "X* stands for zero or more cucurances

of sume maxima! proiection.”  Jackenuoff did not propose theee phruse ivpes



de necesnary universal progerites - sincg Bis mgin concern wes e agilish

complement systear.  Nevertheiess, given the assuspions he madda for UG,
the essentizls of (17} shouid be axpected in otner levguages ton. i fact

a nmut.ufar o stuchies have been comducied in the same L0000t as 1o Baye (1988]),
Al the same the dJdiscussion of these compisment phrases - NP, PP, and AdjF,

is not as clear in Khamtange as it seems the case in English. We shall

examine each complament phrase below,

Z,2.2.1 NF Complements

Although, Jackendoff (1977:671), was the first to doubt the wvalidity
of his distingilon between complement fypes - attributing it to "litile study
of a oossibie distinction among different kinds of NP complemenis”, he has

proposed some Tormal properties for ecach of the complemenis.

Regarding the NP in (170i)), he claims {p.63) tha: "in surface
structure . ...N cannot be followed by KNP object or predicate. An W
corresponding to a V' with 2 direct object generally coniains o¢ ... ". Thus,

in structures ke {18) the head noun i fdliowsc by of+iP .

£18% i) cestroy the city
it} destruction of the cily
The crucial guestion that is directly refevant for the present discussion
will be what to cail the ¢+ structure:js it a PP ite&'cieci by the head P
of or is it an NP occuring with of for some other reasen. Morzovar, what
iz the explanation for the difference between the former phrases and
{19) and {20)?
(19} i] the city's destruction
il}] the destruction of the ity

20} i} the studenrt of Chenigt-y

i} *Chemistry's studert



Fodos ey Chopsky (1285a1, the stuwrd: of ai- 3¢ L prudiure L
secounied for svsremalicaltly, ¥ nas Leso asssimssd et ooy S tu sive
ine NY B gemplement postuot: feon fre Caue P Trrgitsh emirlove & ruic
ef ofimpevl wnasi being & sewmarteosly emply Case csavher.  Asoiber

!
pussihilily for the genitive Case assicntrent ¢n Znglish o ile aff

the P(OSS{essive) elemerit fo the HP in cubject pesilion 1o get structures

fie {19{i}}. Chomsky (1986a:193) argues further ihat Case assignmeni

at D-structure must be distinguished from Case-realization at S-structure,
a?tho.ugh both occur under governmaent. in order o capture mers genevaliza-
tionn, Chomsky preposes (p.1534) whatl he <calls the Usifowmicy Jonolifon
formatized as follows:

{27} if o1y an inherent Case-wmarker, then o case marks
MNP if and only if u-marks the chain headed by MNP,

Assuming tegether with Chomsky that Ms sre inheront CTase assigners, {21}
shali e ihe core principle in the anralysis of the presant study.
The axsct nature of the NP in compiemer: position shall be ciear

if the overall characteristics of genitive construction in Khamtangs is

examined

in Khamtanga, as it is the case in Crome {Have, 19881, and Amharic
{Mirtler, 198:), the same genitive structure can express g number of different
relations. The following are the relevant exampies:
24} i) aksum-t arsa
A-POSS farmer
®A farmer of Aksum®
it} lgra-y-z fiClra

boy-DEF-FOS5  goat
“ithe boy's goat”



’
Feffiwhagii-DEF-PUSS ‘rifera Mwey )

Yinjera of Teif

iv) $fr-i-z Tk
inan-DEF-POSS  jeg
"The man's leg®

v} {amma-tl  Zin
L. -PUSS brother
®iemma's broiher®

vi! xatmd-y-z dizBndw
iown-DEF-POSS destriciion

Pdestiruction of the town"

it iz clear that in the above examples. the genitive relation between the
head and ils complement is different. For instance, following Baye [198§), we
@n call ockswr-t in {22{i)}} & locativ: geanitive since it shows us a pariicular

focation - Aluwm - with which we can asscciate the hesad noun. (22{ii}} shows

a2 ppssessional ralation - the head noun belonging to the complemani in some

i

way. Howsaver, in all cases the assignment of genitive Case is the sams,

in 12241)] Akgrm iz in an argument cosition. Being in a NP we can also
assume this argument position to be 3 v-pousition [since raising predicates and
tha passive marphology arenol invaived). 7Tous, the NF in tiils nesitien

mirst be assigned the apgropriate (~veole, 11 can ondy be assignsd such a
role by “is goveraning nead - arfa - and by wvirtue of the Uniformity Condition
it cans be further assumed that the NP in guestion iz also assigned genitive
Case by the same head. Therefore, iiouw is assignad genitive Case which
is morphoiogically realized by the suffix -+ . The saie can be sz about
the rest except that mostly Case is realized by the suffix -~z which is the
pessessive Case marker in masculine nouns other than proper names, of,

£457 below for the full inventory of Case mariars)

Thervefore, in {22} genitive Case is assighed snd reaiized on the

wossssiive NF and as & result there is ne vielation of the Case il
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of Ehamianga but is raiier a {ypical properiy of pussessite 1P oy gensrsl

a5 pointed out in Willlams {1928). Therefora nspiie ov she Jhiferant veia* ans

0

expressed by the genitive constructior the gssignment o restt o
Cese is identical.

Thus assuming the NP to be the maxima! projection modifying ihe
head N, the correspending D-structure and S-structure of [22{1)) can be
shown as foliows:

{257 D-structure [aksum arSal

S-structure [aksum-1  arSaj
it is interesting to note ithat, alithough Jackendol] {:877:65! claims thst an
NP can occur as a complement of N 21 -3 arnd with of-insertion =L 3-5,
he does nol expiain why this sboul? be so. But with the noiion of e Case
Filter thiz phenomenocon Is expleined systemalivelly. Thiz and other universsl
princigies net oniy obviate the need {o have an elaborszted rwie svster but
alsg strongly support the assumplion mads by ~aiegory neautra chrase structurs,
as in Stowel]l {1981} which postulates that any P can oo o compiement of
any lexical head X. Thus, ths act ihal Englieh requires the role of ol-insertion

is a defoult as Chomsky (19855:194) calls it and ~on be cbaracterized as

belenging to the periphery vather than to the wore grammar,

Another issue that needs to be sxemirad is he difforence Leiween
the genitive constructions expressed by {151 and [(20). The Khamianga
phrase that is the eguivalent of {20} is (24}

(24} wéinge!v-ivzu famari

Gospel-DEF-POSE  student
"Student of the Gospet!



Yo teperiant 2 flarenicn axris's Del e vaigi e Looneen owhen

prolher plagss 3§ odoiedt as in the 1yaish ;
{25% a student of phvaius frain BEnglens
(23} akgum-t pane-i-2 OB Tl
A-TISS Gosprl-DET-POSS  cludant

A student of the Gospel bom Aksue”

The crucial point is that while in Khanusnga the new ohease introduced
I = . i

is marked by ihe genitive Case rzafizalion, in Brglish it is heoded oy &

preposition  ron ; the of-inseriion rule cannct be lmplemented ns the

ungrammaticaiily of {27) shows:

{27} * a student of ovhysics of England
One possivie explanation ke the ungrammaticality of {27 and the grammaticai-
ity of {16} can be derived from the properiies of Casze and S-role assignment,
If student f-marks physics - giving it some kind of © ~role - lihe wessess =~

ST

LongiQ crele  {Arnvierson [1983:5) sucgesls that this J-role can be called
Foggregtonwis tozetron ), then it can assign it genitive Case again by virtue
of ithe Uniformity Condition. Then, this Case ‘s realized 7 5 Dy the
af-insertion mechanism.  But the NP Tnolond cannet be assigned Case by
ofingertion, 1t seems English dos=s not allow bhere the defaull case, L.e.
(i~imaertios ~*Phyics of England. ir other words, the ungrammaticaiity

of 127} is associated with the failure of Case assigiment by ithe language
particular default mechanism. This can be supported by the fact that English
seems to allow successive of-insection elsevhare as the grammatics! structure

in {28) shows:
(728} the zan of the fricnd of the farmer

But in (26) ihe head poun #0nard o -marks the complement and genitive

Case 1= assignea and morphologicatly resfized. At this siage an importani
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These formz can gutur in genitive construclions as in {34}

{291 i) Mir-Hwa

ner-cow
e ool

) M- M
Ber—-house
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8 &y o n
ReEr enye
" .
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womeo~DE F-RPUES  ner-vow
Hrhe women's cow

1) twrd pdneu tiva
woman~DEF-POSS  tow
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ctubd-DEF-POSH
“the ouw of the wegan's ohilg®

ive Pzzay Ewnl’éﬂ;raé’s---ti -_é’-:"lkw
those  woman DEF-POSS chichens
fthose chickens of the woman”
wi dnin yhfivra
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Fire obvicus guestion, iren, & what i3 the reiabhilastege o e protoming
prechitiv v the head nourn? in ordear o gel a comprehensive answar o this
cuiesticn some gensral properties of the bound {zrms In [38) should be

euamined

it is ciear from the observational level thnat forms in (38) are bound
as opposed {o independent words. [f they are bound then, they are either
clitics or affixes. The distinciion between ciitics and affixas has become
»~

an interesting area of research in the recent llterature mthm different

theoretical approaches.

Within the principles and parameters approach of Government and
Binding theory, the study of ciitic constructions hes atiracied special atien~
tion, The studies of Jasggii (1382}, Borer {19883}, and Rivero {1988),
among others, have given importani insights about clitic constructions,
Rivero (1986:774), cizims that "a homogeneous typoiogy of pronominal clitics"
can emerge from the studies preceding hers. So she summarizes the main
characteristices of the clitic conztructions particularly those found in modern

Romance languages s follows:

oy
=
e
st

i} Clitics are oownd worde or affix-like items
in pon-Avcgument oositlon,

ii; Llitics zbsord some fealurz of the V connecied
with Government/LCese/ G-roie.

iti} Clitice are linked to an Fapty cai=gory in
Argument pusition.

it is not intended here to present in detai! zail the maijor proposals
made within generative grammar on the nature of clitic constructions,
The choice of one proposal over the others is largely deiermined empirically.
However, we shall appeal to the analysis made by Borer [1988a2), in
describing the siatus of the bLiound possessive pronouns of Khamiangs.

Mevertheless, we sheil nol oialm that this shall be the only possible analysis.
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Borsy assumes inat the clitic is 4 speli-cut of the Case feaiures of

the nead. She formalizes the rule as follows .0.37;:
{42) Cltie Speil-Cut
P, Xy O case] — {xx[ ugase, ¢ gender, Ynumber, § pergoni)

® = [+V] in Romance
% = ¥V,P, N in Semitic
She furiher argues that since the ciitic is fizelf a speli-out of the Case
features, it absorbes Case. The relevant examples from Modern Hebrew are
presented bDelow:
{433 i} et ha-moras

nouse the-teacher{ fem)
“the teacher s bhouse®

i beit-as
nouse-ler
e house®

il *beit-a ha-mors
haitise-har the teachar
ivi bHeit-a Sel ha~mars
Bouse-her  of the-teacrar

“the teacher's house"
The clitic -2 in {43{fii}} abscrbs the genitive Casz that ctherwise would
be assignad o the compiement. As § result the structure Is ungrammagical
by virtue of the Case-Filter. The complemant NP which is in need of Case
van be rescusd by the Case assigner Sgl "oft and the resuiting siructurs

becomes grammatical,

The Khamtangs structure {80{i}}, can be accounted for in a simifar
manner. The bound possessive pronominai has absorbed the Case which
would have been assigned to the compiement NP. Thus the compiemahi
Toni-yin “the woman" cannot be licensed. The rrucial goasticn is wheiber
Khamtanga has a2 device ' rancys the CTage jgse NP zs Moderiy Hebrew.
We shall arguz below that Khamtanga has such a device. The ‘ollowing

examples are {ilustrative:
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& L) 1) twnasyar-s Hir-liwa
I woman-DEF-t¢ haer-cow
§ lit. "to the woman her cow"
: "the woeman's cow"
§ it} 'wnd-yén-s Nir-firéngw
3 woman~DoF-to her-lzaving
4 iit. "to the woman her leaving”
“the woman's leaving"
iii} ababa-s Nir-1x"1r
A. to her-child

:
3
!

lit. "to Ababa her child"
HAbeba's chiid.®

the -2 segment in the structures is identified in Appleyard {p.258}, as the

feminine felationzl Case marker. Although the present siudy is not

concerned with the analysés of the Case system, it will be usefu! to present

ihe relevant Case markers for the subsequent discussion.

{u5}) R, ot f.
Abs, ] é
Obj.
Poss. -z . ~ZW -2 -t
Rel. ~Z -

We will argue that the relstional Case macker is not actually a Case marker
inn the sense of the POSS ar the object marker. Il is a kind of an adposi-

tion. Observe the following seniences:

SHER RN TN AR e S R e BN A S ki o8 e R

(86) i} iwnd-yan-s mas'anif-d y fw-u-n
womarn-DEF-to book-DEF give-pst-1s
" gave the ook to the women” .
it} Vlwd-yan-s 3K yiyi
cow-DEF-1o grass give-imp.2s

"Give grass to the cow!"
in {46} the transitive verb ylw- "give" subcategorizes for two arguments.
it can govern and assign Case only to one argument in the sense of Chomsky
{1281:181) and Uriagereka (1988:20}. Thus mis'ahifd receives accusative

Case {which is not overtly realized in masculine nouns). The remaining

e Lo SRR S R, el

4 argument then must be a:ssigred Case by other means. The -z segment

has exactly this function: it assigns Case to Ilwng-yan “the woman."



Thus, the status of thic segment is clear from {45} : it is not a Case realiza-
tiont. In Bilin {(Palmer, 1958:376), the equivalent of the relational Case has
been termed dzrive . Bul Palmer seems o be aware of the conseguences

of these rerms because he stresses that "names and translations are used

for identification only: the analysis does not empioy any notional criteria

that might appear to be implied by them", {Palmer, lbid, n.2)}.

Then, the uagrammaticality of (46ii}} can be accounted for by invok-
ing some general properties of clitic coenstructions. Particulariy ithe notion
of Case Absorption can be systematicaly applied to the Khamtanga data.
However, Appleyard (15.261}, prasenis some examples that couid challenge

the present analysis. They are presented below:

(47} i arSa-y-z Ni-sin
farmer-DEF-POS5S  his-sister
Ythe farmer's sister”

ii} Hjagird-van-tl MNir-zin
girl-DEF-PGSS her- brother
"the gir!'s brother”

i} iar-i-z Na-rniva
boys-DE{F~-POS% their-mother
"the boys’ mother"

Based on the above data some genera! remarks can be made. Firstly, all
the examples :nvolve Kinship lerms. Thus any comprehensive sciution to
the probiem shouid examine the nature of kinship terms in the language.
As Applevard himself notes kinship terms behave differently since they cannot

occur in isolation as other nouns do. Compare (48(iv)) with (43{i)}-(}ii)):

{4§) i) 1iwa ‘“cow”

it} i1 bayat
iii} Mo "house"
iv} sin ?
fwnz-yan-tl sin  “tre woman's sister”

MNir-sin Uher sister”
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While other nouns can oocur in isofation, Kinshio terms like (48(ivi] cannot

be interpreted uniess thwey occur with complemeni NPs or possessive pro-

nominal proclitics.
Secondty, what Agnievard oSresented as a nossessive Case realization
in (87(i} and (iil]}, must be ratnsr the relationgl Case ar the kind of
an adpositional function which we argued for in relation to {44 and (46}
above. Thus the real counter-example is {47{ji}}, becauss the i seament
is clearly the feminine genitive Case marker iformally different from the feminine
relational Case marker -z . In other words we are claiming that (i) and
(iii) can be accounted for in the same way as (44} because the genitive
Case marker in masculine nouns and plurals -z , is formaily similar with
the rlaiional or the adposition -z as (L5) shows. The following sentences

ive evidence 1o the status of the -z segment:
S

(49) 1) arSa-y-z bira yiw-u-n
farmer-DEF-to ox give-pst-is
" gave an ox to the farmar®
i) lfar-i-z mi yiw=-u-n
boys-DEF-to  Injeralbread} give-pst-is
"I gave injerz o the boys.”

However, the structure in {47{i1)), presentis a real problem to our analysis
because contrary to our cleim the proclitic has not absorbed the genitive
Case that should be assigned by the head. My informants have insisted
that (47(ii}} is not possibie at all. What is possible is the structure where
-g the relational Case marker or the adpesition occurs with the complement
NP as in (50}:
{50} i) lwna-yan-s Nir-sin
woman-DEF-to her-sister

Lit. "o the woman her sister®?
"+he woman's sister”
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ii) lwna-yan-s Nir-zin-i-z Min
woman-DEF-toc  her-brother-DEF-POSS house
fit. “to the woman her brother's house™
"the house of the woman's brother"

The same phenomenon is found in Silin and Awngi. The follewing examples

are illusirative:

{51) Bilin
i) In-Ix¥ing-r Sani

DEF-woman-PUOSS sister
"the woman's sister"

i) *In-1x¥ing-r nl-Sani
DEF-woman-POSS her sister

iii) in-ixYind-si ni-Sani
DEF-woman-to her-sister

lit."to the woman her sister"
"the woman's sister"

Awngi
i) Ni-cuza
her-sister
"her sister!
i) *lwna-t Ni-cuza
woman-POS5 her-sister
iii) lwna-s Ni~cuza
woman-to her-sister

fit. "o the woman her sister"
"the woman's sister”

So given the above facts we might be inclined to suspect the validity of
{47(ii)). |If we conclude that it is erronecus then there will be nothing

more to assume. But given the difference of judgements of native speakers,
it may not be appropriate to ruie out the possibility of structures like (47
{ii}). Then the analysis should be able to subsume cases like (47(ii))
without contradicting the general preperty 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 will argue below that this may be possible.
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Suppose we assume that a Kinship teram has an empty thematic siot
that must be filled by a genitive construction in the syntax and bv &
clitic in the lexicon. Then, i we further azsume that this slot must be
filled by either the clitic or genitive consiructions ai every level (because
of the projection principle}, then the boundedness of kinsnip terms can
be expleined. Whnat we are propesing in effect is Kinship terms have the
potential of incorporating the clitic by 2 word formation rule. Once this
process has taken place a complex noun is created that would be able to
assign Case the same way as other nouns do. This process of word forma-
tion related to kinship terms is allowed given the idiosyncratic nature of
the lexicon. Stowell {1981:301}, invokes a word formation ruie to account

for some Doubie Object constructions in Engiish, as in (52):

(52) Wayne senit [Robert {a telegramj]
In order to sbviate apparent counter-examples to the principle of Case
Adjacency, Stowell proposes that the internal NP can be "“incorporated into
the lexicon" by a word formation rule. The structure he derives looks
as follows:

{53) Wayne iv,[s@(nt-Robert]Ia telegram] ]
Therefore, the attachment of the pronominal proclitic to kinship terms by
a word fermation rule in Khamtanga can be seen in the same light, The
proclitic no more functions as Case absorber because it has been incorporated

into the noun as a2 primitive.

However, this noun differs from any other in one important way:
it cannct have features different from the NP in argument position, while
other nouns are not sensitive to this requirement. Observe the followinn

structures:



(54] i} Hjagird-yan-ii Nie-sln -
girl-DEF-POSS her-sister
"the woman's sister”
it} *jbr-i-z Filv-sin
man~DEF~-POSS har sister
it} fwn3-yan-ti fiwa

woman-DEF-POSS cow
"the woman's cow"

iv) ljlr-i-z ilwa ,
man-DEF-POSS COW
"the man's cow"

If we assume as we did that the [cl+kinship]l term is one lexical iiem, then
it is a referential NP and should be free according to principle C of binding
thecry. But {58) shows that this noun should be obligatorily coreferential
with the compiement NP. This couid be expiained in terms of the peculiar
nature of possessive pronouns themselves. Anderson {1579:23) following
Lasnik (1976} suggests that possessive pronouns could be considered as

an obligatoriiy buund proncuns as in the following exampies:

{55} i} John lost his mind
it} They blinked their eyes
Thus since the gompiex noun created by the incorporation of the prociitic
in Khamtanga contains a possessive pronominal, it should be treated dif-

ferently.

Before conciuding, some general remarks seem to. be in order. Firstly,
in the case of kirship terms and in other cases also the configuration [NP+POSS
cl+Nj is not possible. If it is possible as Appleyard's data suggest then
it must be a highly marked option given the facts of isiated languzges -
Bilin and Awngi - as in (51). The option aiso runs against evidences of
a number of other languages as in Amheric {(Mullcn, 1988] and Orome

(Baye, 1986). Secandly, even in data of the present study the configuration
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INP+POSS NPL s more marked than [cI*NFj coanticuration in the case of
kinship terms. |In other words there seemz to e 2 izndency fc prefer
{i) than {ii] in {56} below:

5

. il e s kA
{561 17 Ni-sin s 86

3

i) djle-i-z sin Tihe man’s sister"
in this respect Khamtanga seems to be closer to Awngi than to Bilin because
in Awngi kinship terms are possible oniy with ihe attachementi of the pro-
nominal proclitic, as in (57):
{57) i} Hi-cuza “her sister"
ii} lwné-t cuza "the women's sister”

iti} lwnd-t lilwa "the woman's cow”
This indicaies ‘hat the possessive pronominal proclitics are becoming affix-
like in Khamianga, while the same has been accomplished earlier in Awngi.
Perhaps this orocess can be considered as an evidence to Givon's {1971)
claim {quoted in Klavans (1985:103}) that the bistorical path of clitics is

from independent words to affixes.

It shouid be obvious then that different genitive'construc:tions funct-
ion differently in noun phrases. in the remaining discussion how other
phrases - namely, PPs and APs behave as compiemenis in NP shall be

examined.

2.2.2.2 PP Compiements

Regarding PPs Jackendof? (1977:72) claims that PPs of time, place
and accompainment can function as PP complements in noun phrases.
Since in Khamianga the genitive construction has a wide range of funrtinn
it has been demonstrated that phrases that express spatial relation are
subsumed under this construction  Those that show temporal relation are
also expressed by a genitive construction as example (5} repeated here

shows:
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{5} an niC-i-z haz X" euen
I teday-LEF-FPO5S  fishes eat-pst-1s
"} ate today's fishes"

Thus, we will exagmine the siatus of other PPs,

in Engli:sh the PP in (58 can be considered as a compiement of

the preceding noun (from Jlackendoff (1877:69}):

{58) the talk [about the war]
PP

In Khamtanga the equivalent of (58} is the following:
{59) aCina-y-z wiga~d
war~-DEF-POSS talk-DEF
Lit. "the war's talk"
"the talk about the war"
Again the structure in (59} involves a genitive construction and it cannot

be identified as a PP. In structures like (60} with with phrases, Khamtanga

NPs involve guite a different struciure as in (6i):

{66} i} the gir! with a black hair

ii; the mar with a black mule

} i} NICHr s'ibKa s'ay-ray fwnd-vin
black hair has-3fs -REL woman- DEF
¥The woman whao kas a bilacik hair®

—
N
="

it} NiCir bigia Say-aw ijtr-d

biack muis has-3&s-REL man-DEF

"The man who has a black mule"
it is obvious that Khamtanga empioys the relative verb form of Zave to
express the with hhrases in {60}. This comnletely different machanism
could be partly the resuit of the interpretation of wiih PPs themseives.
As Andrews(1985:91]) noted with-PPs can be probiematic as far as their
semantic function is concerned. Thus, he cites the example -~ the old man
walke with a stick can mean either the man walks nging o st’ek or the
man walks earrying o sfiel . In the latler sense wivh does not indicate

ingtrumentol usage bui rather that of accompainment or even possession.
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incidentallv, Amharic seems to have two oplions to exuress (60]

s

though - which one of them involves a 7P is controversiel.

f62) i} Kay s'agur  yi-aliat sat
red hair REL-nas-3fs-pst  woman
"a woman who has a red hair®
ii} ba-ald fardssu saw-yye

{ twithj horse-DEF man-DEF
Ythe man with a3 horse®

Therefore, while the meaning depicted by (87} is one of possession,
Khamtenga does noi eamploy the usual genitive construction but instead
shows a different structure thal invelves the relative of the verb s'qy-
“to have”. An obvious and natural question would be what is the distine-
tion between ihis (wo strafegies - the genitive construction andthe fAgve

1

construction? in other words iz thers any sysiemsatlic relationship between

these constructions - one being derived from the ovther?

Similar quastions have been saised in g number of studies as in
Stockwell, Schachter and Partes (1873}, and Anderson
£1983}. Aczording to Anderson {1983:4) phrases like (83{i}} zennot be

considered as derived from the Jgre phrase (637433, where Fgpe might

e deleted somewnere in the derivation:

{63 i} Mary's store
iij Mary has a siore
She argues then, following Siockwell, Schachter and Partes {1873} against
the hypothetical relotionship between (630} ond [63(ii)), by saving ihat
the Zave consiruction, “does not adequately cover the range of meanings
included in the possessive...". To demonstirate the validity of her claim

she provides the following erampics



{6) i} Rehari's house g while
it} Tee house Fobert has is white
She points out that, Aolerst’s hoirse could be the one he cwns  rents,
usecd 10 live in, has pickad out as his favourits o worxs in... while
{ii) excludes szll of these interpretations excespi the one in which he has
pussession of the house". Thus, it seems reasonable at feast based on
the potentiai of covering & range o) meaning ihat the twa possible sitrategies

are not identicai.

Moreover. the thematic relation that hoids between the head and the
genitive construction is different in the two possibilities. considering the
Khamtanga example (61}, the thematic relation between the head uouns
and their respective complamenis is differenti: it is possible to omit the
adjective in {61{ii}) as in {65{ii}}, but doing the same in 61{i}) as in

(65(i}) incurs ungrammaticality ov semi-accepiabilicy

(65} ¢} ? s'tbKa s'ay- By iwni-ydn
hair has-3fs-KREL wotmn-DEF
? Ythe woman with hair"

i} bigia stay-dw- f1ir-d
muia has~3ms-REL wan-DEF
"the man whe has s mule’
Therefore, given the above examples the PF position in  ihe NP is expressz?
by differant ways in Khamianga, inciuding g=zunitive NP: and clausal compie-

menis.

2.2.2.3 AP Complements

Adjectival Phrases as complements in NP are more pvoblematic in
Khamtanga than NP and PP compiements. The main reason for ihis situat-
ion is the apparent lack of adieeiivz proper in the sense of Amharic or

English. In the unmarked case Khamtanga employs relative verb forms
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as adiectives {which is also noted by Appieyard (2671}, The following

exampies are iHustrative:

{55) {a) Adiective
i) xaysw Liar "a big boy"
ii} xayray fiClra *a big goat”
i) xaydk™ bil "big ox"

{b) Reiative

i} ca¥aw lfar “the bey who shouted®
’ it) gas'ray iwna "{ne woman who shouted"
iii} qas'ak” iK "the men who shouted"

As it is obvious from (66}, the adjectives strictly follow the raiative verb

paradigm - being conjugated fer rson/number/cender,
g jug pe

Thus, it follows that any adequie anaiysis of ihese adisciives in
rticular and APs in general must presuppose an examination of the
pa S : PP

relative construction. This task shall be addressad i the nexi chapier.

It is not, of course, strange to find relative verb forms functioning
as adjectives. In Engiish, though not the relative verb per se, as
English does not have a differant relative verb, 8 syntactic means of
relative clause formation may be said to have an aitributive funciton.
Moreover some verbs known as pariiciples funciion in the same way as
adjectives do as Huddleston {i38%) points out:

(87) i} The vase is broken

ii} A broken vase
Khamtanga employs relative verb forms to express (67}:
(568} i} Cin-d kild!-S wiyn-u

vase-DEF break-PASS be-pst-3ms
*The vase was broken



However, there are very few adjectives thal do not fali undar the

relative ve n varucigw, These are the fellowing:
{65} i} NiClr "black"
it} CiKa "bad"
iti} witu “smali"
i W H 35 1]
iv) imq u dirty

The fact that oniy these few adjeciives diverge from the relative verb

form seems to be an iiosyncratic feature since neither lexical nor semantic

. : - 7
consiraints seem to operzie only oo these adjectives as cpposed to others .
The adjectives occur in modifying 2 single N or an expanded N:

{70} i} NICir firza
black horse
"A biack horse®

ii} NICIr Iwna-yan-tl firza
black wonain-GEF-POSES horse

"The black hoirse of the woman®
The adjective in (70{ii)] modities the NP [unig- in-t! firsa "the woman's
horse". The head moun Urzs “hovsa' has assianed the
appropriate {-role and Cas2 fo fuwi-ydn "ihe woman! Another vossible

structure is {71}):

{71} lwnd-yan-ti NiClr firza
woman-DEF-PGS58 black horse

"The women's black horse"
But as we shall argue in chapter four, (77) is a possibility eniy at a
different level of representation. In other words Ilwwi-ydr cannot be
assigned Case by the adjective because adjectives neither assign nor receive
Case. One evidence is that the adjsctive unlike the noun can occur ir.

clitic constructions where we argued for the property of Case absorption:



{727 MNICir yl-firea
black v horss
“my Biack nhorse®
ft cannot assign case, because if it had, structures like (72) would
have heen grammatical:
{73) *lwna-van-tl NiCir
woman-DEF-POSS biack
To summarize the discussion, the mein finding is that genitive NPs
can productively function as complements in an NP. However, genitive
constructions also function as PPs of time, place, accompainment, eic,-
which would have been expressed by PPs proper in the sense of English.

The role of APs also has bzen sxamined and it was found out that the

graat majority of adjectives are actually relative veri forms.
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Z. The jdiosyncratic nature of the torme of derived nomnals also
can be seer in Khamtanga, This can he radily coserved i comparison
with Ambearic forms:

Amharic Khamtanga
Y
i) dakKKaKkig "hecame flour” diku
it} madKak "becoming four” Filkanaw
iii; duKKet *fHlour™ Tz

The third form in the Khamtanoa exawmples is completely different boih from
the verb or the second devived numinal. in other cases the derived nominal
is derived froem a clsusal complex:
i) naffasa “the wind blew”® figiya tédr-u
wind comes-psi-3ms
“wind cams"

ii} manii "being blown" figyanaw
i) nifas Pwiod” figya

3. In soms few instances Case may not hoe realized wmorpholegically,
when the reiation belween the possessor snd the possessed is of an idiomatlic
nature., Appieyard {260) gives some examples.

i} xzr zilas
inghi-bird
oird of night®

iii dir awCina
Torest-catl
"forest cat”
it will be possitle to treat these furms as compounds, rather than

FPaerhans.
accusative (object) Cass is not realized

twa separate nouns. Moregver,
on masculine nouns.

il an ijir-a gat-u-n
H man-DEF see-pst-is
1 saw the man"

it} an lwng-yan-ti gal-u-n
I woman-DEF-ACC see-pst-is

"} saw the woman”
The segment 7 after 1 is not part of the Case merker but it seems
to be a kind of epenthesis,



&, iv iz obvious from the deia that the
by different forns. Applayerd {257) ciafis 1hBaE: i e dis-
tinguishas iwo genel /number forms.  The masculice /pluval foom 5 realized
by a number of allemorphs before 8 Case norker., Thus foliowing Appleyard
we can present the alternation of the defiimte marker as fullows:

— T e

absatue gbject aifher caser

we it (TRt} m, ~d{i)ydin;- s iy i
pl. ~diifiza~

f ~S&n v yin o

The alternation of -y~ with <~ is phonological: the former occurs after
& vowsl fina!l stem end the latter after 2 consonant.

5. Borer shows the clitic doubling construction by the following configura-
tion:
Xl!

——

e e =
< NP
x % cii% ié'
cli + x j ’

There are ammber of zonlroversial igsues in deternining the exact
comporent{s) vhere clitic assignment takes niace. See for discussion
Kiavans J. {19853, Zwicky, A.M. (1985), Rivero, M-1L. (1986).

6. Tremblay, {n.d<.} ms,, considers Ambaric PPs as Case phrases
and claims that ¢ and G among others are {ase morphemes. This
analysis embadded within the OB fremework is motivated by generalizations
on Amharic word order wnere heads appesar o the right in svery XPB,

7. Within this small set a finer distinction cen be made based on the
inflectionai pattern. Thus as Appleyard indicated the first two in (69}
follow the pailern of nouns:

RiCir (sg) NiCir-Tan {ph
The last two can be singlad oul by the different patitern they snow wits

+ A T T . : T
“smali® and Img ua "diriy? inflect for gerer and number by suffixing ~u
"masc", - Yfem", and K Yplu". Interestingly the antonyms of most of
these adiectives follow the reiative paradign:

NiCir Thlack” s'araw "white"
CiKa "hud® Kasdw #good”

witu “smatl” X2 iy Hbig®



CHAPTER THREE

THE RELATIVE CLAUSE

in the preceding chapter phrasal complements in the noun phrase
were examined. [t was also pointed out that ciausal complements particular-
ly relative clauses, can function as complements. According to the phrase
structure schema of Jackendoff (1977} restrictive and appositive relative
clauses can project from N'' and N'' leveis respectively. In this chapter

the general distribution of relative clauses shall be examined.

The first section shall deal with some intorductory notion about the
significance of relative ciauses as the main clausal complements in NPs.
In the second section, the relativizable positions in the formation of
relatives in Khamtanga shall be presented. The third section examines

the relationship of the relative verb with adjectives.

3.1 General Properties

The study of relative clauses has been characierized by a number
of kﬁmﬁng issues. Before we go into the detzil of these issues it is
worthwhile o have a working definition of a reiative clause. Lehmann
{1986), in his comprehensive study on the typology of relatives, proposes

the following definition of the reiative ciause construction (p.664}:

"A relative construction 18 a construction consisting

of a nominal (or a common noun phrase, in the terms of
categorial grammar) (which may be smpty) and a subordinate
clause interpreted as attributively modifying tbe nominal.
The nominal is called the head and the subordinate clause
the RC."

From a descriptive point of view, the definiticn by Lehmann can serve the

purpose of identifying the relative clause.

w1
(¥3]



56
in a language like English on which linguists have done extensive
studies, wmost of the properties of the relative have been learnca.  Within
generative crammar, the sen&nat works of Ross (1967), Chomsky {1377},
- Ickendoff {1877) though Jifferert in.2 number of ways, nave shown
important aspects of the reiative clause. The studies also brought new
insighis in the analysis of other constructions like clefis, comparatives,

and topicaiization. \

There have heen of course different ways of analysing the relative
clause. Regarding the branching possibiiities, for instance, there have
been at least three major contending approaches which Jackendoff {1977: '
169}, describes as the determirer theory, the Chomsky-adiosined theory,
and the WP-compiement theory. It is not possible to go into the detail of
these approaches here. It s\haii suffice to say that according to the first
the relative ciause (S'}) branchas with a determiner c!ém-inated by a node
Art'', and by a rule of obligatory extrapesition appears to the right of
N'_ in the second theory, ' branches as a sister of N'' while dominated
by another N''. The NP-complement theory proposed by Jackendoff (1977),
on the other hand stipulates that restriciive relatives are sisters to N,

while appositives are sisters to N,

Jackendoff argues against the former approaches. He claims that
the determiner theory invoives urnecessary rule of exfraposition and the
Chomsky-adjoined theory is not consistent with the endocentricity condition
of the phrase structure schema. He zlso argues against other approaches
like that of Thompson (1971}, where conjoined structures are stipulated

to be the sources of a relative clause.

Although Jackendoff builds a strong case for his NP-complement
theory, some of his motivations and formelisms have been seriously

questioned.
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The first problem, as mentionad in the fies! chizptur is his powertul
endoceniricity constraint whicih proh’bils recursive projecticiss. The
second one is his attampt to equate the distinclion betwesn resiriclive and
non-restrictive {(appositive) relative clauses with different hierarchies in
the projection of NPs. It seems the case that the 2nalysis of the second
probiem foliows from the former as in Emonds {1379) where it iz arqued
that the third bar level is rot necessary because appposilives do nol have
distinct properties. However, according to Jackendoff {(1877:172],
restrictives and appositives differ in a number of ways. One important
difference is the presence of an intonation break. Thus in {1} below,
the intoration break marked by the comma is a charocleristic feature of
a non-restrictive relative :

{1} The man, wno Bill saw, sneezed
In other words in the abgsance of the intoaation break (1) becemes a
restrictive. Generclizing thelr distribution, Jackendoff [ibid) claims that
Tthe Tact that appositives always follow resitrictives ig explainable Ly the
NP-compiement theory as & consaquence of restrictives being NY comple-

menis ang asposilives being MY complements.®
21 g

The probiem with this ciaim is that the cowmma intonation plavs an
important role in distinguishing the two relatives. This obscures the
distinction because the notion of intonation cannot be siudied from a purcly
formal approach. As Bache znd Jakobsen (1380:266) commented, this
classification should take inte account commmicutive chavucteriarics.

Their distinction is based on semantic criteria: restrictives contribuie "to

whal an addresser is taliking aboutl,” whiie noo-reciviciives, "predicate

something about which is Deing iziked about rather than contributing.”
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feam main alcuass thal are ¢otardinated o the cinuse that comiains the

ariscedant and mot by a differenl base gencration, the need o postulate

an godivonal por oavel wouls e cbviated

The distinorion belwess these lwo relatives has become more importand
in the recent literature within aenerative grammar as it is presenting new
imsignts on the nature of the different components of arammar. Based
o e principizss and parameters approach of OB theory, atternis have
Deen madie o optein why such a distinetien should exist at all. it bas

e

Decome obvious by now that the grgumenis of Jackendoff cannni be

iH

%

waiviaieed,  HHe claim seems fo bBe civouwiay; i 8 guestion arizes as to why
restmietives and net eppositives project from NY, the answer would be
Gogay e the fSarmer ara N complamenis and not N' complements. And f
& suestion 2iso srises 2s to why N compiensnts should project at that

Serticuiar devel. twe answer wotidd ke thal they are restrictives in mean-

it has been attmepted o attribuie the distine-

g, Do the ok
tin hetwesn thees relatives o different components of the grammaer and
Herent levels of rapresentation,  Thus, Safir {1386} equates this dis-

= :

tinctton to o diztinction between pinding relations. Exploiting ideas

aroposed in Chomsky (1982}, Safir suggestis that the difference between

these r=lstives could be accountsd for by assuming reindewing at oFf
Ta le«ol fpier than LY. By introducing the aotion of  F-bingingo,

hinding by @ relative head, ne jurther argues {p. 653}, thai “coindexing

petwaen @ reiaiive operaior and a2 relative hesd holds at a3 syatzciic level
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simr Mg oy oon-vesire ive relatlves vuat st for restrictive selatives,
foen e nypothegizer thar "at LFE restrictive vrelalive haads must R-biodd
rmiithog in ihe clobse ths® follews ... R-Dinding can be vacuous for

LR < IR

Re rameresicctive Lead a0 LFLT Thus, the distingction belween the {we

ceduced to the bindiag rsiation Safir says that, "sil relalives have

e stractare of the restrictive relative”, as in {2}

fcomp {who, |l Bill knows {e]iiif
: :

an be prosenied configurationally, as (3):

1‘"[
Y

(31 INP S
Thus, both the mouveiion for prejecling relative clauses from
diffevent bor levels and the distributional restriction can be expisined by
invoking more general princindes,  Assuming (3} to depict the strucsture

af relntivas, subject to the word order parameter, other particilar pro-

Dariies 3va Jenvable frem indsperndent principles.

pegorting i aversil status of £ in 131, rany helieve it is a
rarticuiar Lind of clause both sharing some properies with other clauses
wed abso Ffforiag I lpporiant ways.  According to Rapgoaport (1987;%84),
3 ruiativa clavse is a kind of smertnbutive clause.  He sugges.:
en aftribpiidve gause i defired 2s 2 clause modifying a nominal, a relative

57

iz a special Kind of arn altributive clause." This implies of course

wtause
Tt there are cther clauses {hat resanmbie the eralative clause.

Crie such kind of dlause which has a siriking resemilance with ihe
relauive 5 wihal is known as the rwoun compegment claquse.  According to
Ragiord (1981:216) some few nouns like, rast | idas | clif:, lthazcoo:  can
take noun compiement clavses. Hapuapor. {(15387:4801 shows tmporian

ifferences heivson noun compicoent clizuses goed velative clauses, The




fuitrrie i MU =Eredors ig e Jact trad shabive Cladsy oonian a
emety peritHol wivie covn complessml lauses €y Dot Ve JHsdaction s
Bocad o lavicad propeviies of the head. anon e clavse Dhat e oomoips
g velafier | noanrerragetive slause. Presnan snd v gshew (19783343

swew oot the similarity ie superticiai. One o the rmporiant differences
ié’f:_fg peit® ool is the fact tha: while a relative ciauses cannol contain
muitiple Wh-ireses, ar intervogative clause ff.a‘n.. Still another construc-
ior whiciy has been idendified with rejatives is the cleft consiructiion,
Soeme argued, as in Schachter (1973}, that the ciefi construction like

T te moon st pepe , should have the same non-language specific deep
ziracture with a relalive constraction. Chomsky {19771 kas argued in a

£

SRRt St

Tiver. these fgots i is ghwious thal the reiative constrioction differs

frowm aiber {lauses.

2,7 Helativized Vesiimns

There sve thres eeiativicabie gositions in & ruiztive clause formation

. ; & L T
corresocndit . 1o e posidons whers NPs Can ocour. i grder i show
the reation of the reiative clause with the Fead NP, i is appropriste 1o

present the ssiativizable positions within 3 matrix clause.

fui it djle-a tar-u
mar-DEF come-pst-3ms
¥The man came"

i) ijir-d fiClra-van-ti jib-u
man-DEF goat-DEF-AZC DUV-PSE- s
“The man bought the gnal”

ds8an - ] Gl habsSe-d v =g N
priests-0EF  womsn-DEF 19 gz g-DELD give-pst--Ipi
Tha priests gave Jw oread fc Tthe woman®
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i presoend hg romEivized forms ars gresentad s f51
{%) s b DiBeiow] Lphifredl
NP S ape-REL 3my T aan-4sk
i N an <o C: "aiq
Hl oat |l lf!C!f‘a yan-ti s aw i tilr-et

b coat— DEF-ACC puy-REL-3ms NP.;;—*-@’* DEF
P >

"Tie man who bought the goat

B 1 [lile-g jih-ay) fiCird- yan]
8 o : = NP
NS man- BEF buv-REL-3ms — goat-DEF
TThe goat whom the man bDought®
iii) al [ iiK in-i-z haaSe-o ;‘iw-ré'ifw? N;,K;s.saﬂ»di
%mra“}*ﬁ)‘? POSS bread-DEF  give-REL-1pl priests DEF

"The pricsts who gave the breaa te the woman®
b} 1 indssan-d habi#Se-d  viw-N2K' | R E g B o)
[ &

NP =Y —_— i L
~ priests-LEF bread- DEF give-REL-3pl vamen-DEF

"The women 1o wham the prissis gave the breag”

£} timassanr-d S § T viw-Naw ] hé,.!';?ﬂhabe"d!
Nitg! N : X
priests-DEF woman-JEF-16 bread- DEF
*The braand which e presis womer’

As it can b2 ghserved from [5; ihe reladvized pe ters: me 7w subject
gosition i (1), the subject and the chiect prsitiors i (i, the subjeci

arnd obligus positions iro i},

Before procecdiing furtna | some generdt “swarks aboui (B) and (5)
seain i erder.  Firsbly, thers zre some slemonits T the chove siruciuves
that can be omitied: ihe dePrllg maikare on the velativized NFs are not
abigatorv. Secondly, the NF in sunject position ;‘Jf%} can ke cmited,

singce 1t e recoverabie in the verb., Howsver ;o (4] the NP In abisct

3 4

:osittons ranmot be deleted Lecause Khamiznge verbs ao not show abject

i

it
agreement
t seens clesr thai Khartanga eaploys differeni verbal forms in

sptativization. 1t is aqually obvious thet these verhal forms show featuie

suresment wilh the relatvizen NP, The fact thel thare aee ditferant foims



bur sgibper o relativization as gistinet from obbigue -eligtivization s net
Fegatty ebeorvgille Som (3 Sare moch of woal llows may depeso on
pmisvstanchng thess forms they ae presected below by iaking ong verh
; 5
L » £ eyt
en ; cut? [from Apolevevd, (43330
£ vubjess Reastive Goplinue Resgtive

! Kabge Kasaw Kby KabaK
2 Kadbrar Kibraw Habriay Kabrdk
3 Kébaw Kibsw Kabay Kabag

3t Kébray Kabriw Kibriy Ksbesk ™

i Kdpmak Ksbnaw Kabnay KEbnIK

- N i - o Y
2 Kabirma i Xahirnew Rablrniy Kibirnmak
Kabak KabNGw K3hngy Kabngs ™

ot

The paradigms in (6] show {he relative verd form for gvery person,
number, and gendsr, The nexl mporiant issue 3 o find out the reiativiza~

tion strategy in Zhamianus.

It has been stated that languagss differ in thelr strateay of relativiza-

e

tionn, Keensr {i485: 1861 claims that there are o numbar of ways of present-
ing the relzdivized NP, Those sre, where ho selativized NP2 may be (i}
an  ordinary persenal prupown, {#] a special pronomingl form peculiar to

ceee progoes, and i} nothing at

reiativas - which Can be
ali or a gap. Chomsky (1977:80) hes analyzed English relativization as a
case of Wh-movemeni and admitted that not 2it 'anguages employ movement

e
3

for relativization hus, he suqgests that in langusges which lack the

movement rule, relativication "interprets a2 basg-generated pronoun in the

-~

To find cutl the strotec s of relativization in Khamtanga. the relation-

shiz beiween ihe relativized MNP and the clause wmust be eraminsd.
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"The goat whoin the man bought"

ihe EC cannct be PRO because it is in a governed position. it is
ot an NP-irace or 8 variabie Decause it is neither triggered by an instance
af Move-. nor is Abound Ly an operator. Thus, it is reasonable to

i

assume that this EC must be Fro.
Secandly, ine agresment of the relative verb with the relativized

NP s obligatory.
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dowever, there is a differance beiween sublect and obdigue reialives in
terims of agreement possibiiities. In the subject realiive form it is Dossibie

to omit the obiect position as in (101

S

jth-aw Hir-d
Muy ~REL-2ms man-DEF
the man who boughit™

{10

Hawever, 1his parase has 2 reading, anaiogaus with Ambaric,
graza-w o5 - "the men who bought", That means {(10) does not
indicaie what was actuelly bought.,  In otner words {[10] cannotl be
consdisred ps an zalternaive o (8!, On the other hand, in the oblique
refative the relative verb shows a subject and an object agreament as in
{17}
[#i) ":Ls- dy {il=5-yan

uy- R L~3ms goat-DEF
'.Spe geat he bought®

Thus, {11} can be an aiternstive fo {3{1}i}. Decause the relative verb form

ay indicates both the subject {3ms} and ithe abject (3fs}. In other

)

e A
Lf

By

words, The shblique reiative is a kind of complex form showing a subject

and an chject agreement. This can he seen if we change the subject in

{11}, because the change will be seen in the relative verb, as in (12]:
(12} b~ Nay fiClrii-yan

L.UY“PEL‘:}T)i Gaatl - -OEF
“iha ceat they bovoht”
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This sitwation can aiso be foumid in some Amharic relatives. The

fohiowing Khamianos {15{17) and Amharic {i3{i1)) exampias are (Liustrative:
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woman- D5 F-ALC
“the woman DouOH tha .‘_;,:u&i’

2y fiyval-wa-n \;a*-;w_z ac- seti-yo
goai-DEF-ACC REL- *'nj, "1‘ womun-DEF
"the woman who bought the goat”

e} cetl-vawa vd-gazz-acoat vy Al
woman-LE  WEL~buv-3fs Guat
fthe goat wihich the woman bougnt®

7 {15053} the relative verk i iy ie Tdentical despite the rvelativization
i wwo different positions the gublezt in {3} and the object in {c}.

n [15(H}] “G-gies-ie-at is alse identical in subject and object relativiza-
‘i, This phenomenon can aise be found in Awngi, Hetzron (1989:39)

aiggesis that "this is the natural consequence of the sgreement ruies”

ang solely reprosented by the relative verb
srmoare Apamiangs. b0 ether woeds . fhwre 8 no 5-"“"&"&’%0\!(—'!139!“%'?'6 as in
Tnghisls, to foom the reiative copsiruction, 1t is glse ciear that thers is
o form with 2 complementizer funciton, as in Ambharie y7 {(Mullen, 1286},
o as in Oemo kae {(Bave, 19861, There is neither a kind of independent
rsonai pronoun as in Mocern HebDrew (Borer, 1684, nor a relative
sroncun in the sense of Keenan (19851, wherse forms similar with inter-
‘egative and demanstrative pronouns are cite Then would it be possible
o atiribute the relativization sirategy of Khamtangs to gapped forms of
mgiish as in {18}¢

{18} the boys | saw
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(221} ove OB RREUINE
3 refereatial expression
Nitlizias {ibid}
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s rejativized, as in (50i1=
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sirategy of predicalion

zgresment fesiure b the relative
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palatives any sabiect rsistives i Helbrew based of, The datrtbution of
gaps ard rospsipiive proanouas Thus, gsinee the main focus of the study
b aralyzing the relaloooaip of v bead NP with s compiement clause,
perndps 2@ nofe irval question st an explanatory level (s why would such
a oefference exis! at all?  in other words, why does Khamtanga show

shies i agrespent 1o rofatives, vwhan 1 dess nol do the same In main verbk

sxplznation can be found H some general facts of

~

2 orale assignment efe censiderad.  Suppose the santence in (4{H1) can

be represanted as sfows

(19 <

=d NP v

jitbh-u
Duy-pst-Ims

Foliowing #iiliame 173307987} we can zssume that 0 rules can be
assigned ifrndes amidy ond by predicstion.  The miernal arqument of ihe
varb is assigrizd 9 srode of theme under "ihe tightest nossible relation
of sisterhocy’  Williams {1987 425, The sxlerne! ar jument is assignad
a G-role by predication = iy maxima! proeciion of (he aussigner, ine VP,

assiagns the U -reie a1 agert te it, This can Ye showp as ~olluws:
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tna interral grgumenl of ths varn lihe sor b has iha tightest possibi

radd o i should be mzintzined

relation or sisterhosd) the themeilc roje assig
by agreementi leatures in e verb., Oa the other hand, when relativizstion
|

takes place sfiocting the subjant positicn, the themalic relation with the

veru is vie the maxims! projection which obviales the nesd to show object

agreement,  Pherhaps 7 similar restrcoon Dyl of s gifferent relativization
sirategy can Le fownd in Englisih as che fellowing exasmplas show:
{2%} i} the man saw the boy
i the man whn sgaw the bey
iy ¢ thie pey who tne mas sew
iv) the bey whom the man saw
Thus, s {27181 when rafaiivization affects the subject position it is

wdicated by who [ when the obiec? of tha verb is relativized the O-role
aszgsigned lo it must e transcarent or: whe aswhomn {210ivil,  Otherwise,
(210G11) 15 ot acceptable at least not in standard Englizh.
The relationship of the relative wilh the head can also be exhibited
in sne ecther way. With the presence of the proper agreement element in
the retativized vern, the neadd NF can be omitied. The deielion ohserves
the ocoverabilily condition: the heads in {22{n1) and {iii} beiuw are recoverable
Dy the define parker -dim) and -0 (f), respectively. This process

moLpeductive o fodussed siruciures iike clefting.



Yy i} pnantina vi-zin 1Ap-iy
yasisrday v -hroiher come-usi-Ims
"My brether came yoesterday”
it} tinantina San i-zln tar- aw-o

come-REL -3ms DEF

yesterday Brother
§r o - e ” L33
Bil 08 ves By came

tinanting

vesterdsy ma-psi-3is
"My siser came ye
ivl thhantina Nan yi-sin tat -ray-yan
my-sister come-REL-3fs-DEF

vesterday be-prs-3ms
it s yesterday thst my sisier came®

In case of relativizing the object of an adposition the process is

123} i} Tamma Tar-i-z

Tlemma kifla the goat witl

i imma FACHE-van-i
e

L. gouat-Dcf-ACC
"The spear by which
fr: the sbove siruciure the relativized
"with a speur”.

-

phrass Tor-{
relativized consiruction.
comparison with the

amme Da-Tor

B emma

L5 i

kittad

1] i@mma anbisa-w-in
k. Hon—-DEF-ALDC

"the spear by which

if we assums with Malisn {1986:268), that the
clitic which combines with the pireposition

whatever one might call it plays an mporiant

can be seen In 2

NP are presant:

t spear-DEF-with goat-DEF-ACC

with sp=ar
he Hon with the spear®

fiClrd-yan-ti Kiw-u
Kiil-pst-Zme
the spear™
Kiw-aw Tor-d
kifi-REL-3ms spear-DEF
Leminz xilled the goat®

complemant is the NP of the adposition

Howaver thers is no sign of -z, in the
Perhaps tnls contrast will be more clear in

T structures:

gadddid-w
Kil-pst-3ms

anbasss-w-in
;.5\'3?".-"1. E?’}};{:c

Teor
spear

ya-gaddiia-bbat

REL-ktif-pst-3ms.~ci
Lemma killed the ion"
i (28{ii}) is an object

L/

_?'*-r"f(:v";’;
b3~ , then clearly, this element,

role in refativization. This

siructure whers on'y the refsiivized verd ang the head
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The gios. far (281§D} om (253 ondy e the abasencs of the subject
ang tne obieci HPs of the verh o Wit Beln are rernversbie in

the relativized verd. However, the sane cannot be saig with the following

Khamianga struciure, 0 relption to (23dlii:

{26y , Kiw-aw Tor-d
" Riil-REL~3ias spear-DEF

The gloss for (26} will not be similar with Hs suppesedly angicgous
struciure (23(i1). it bas a reading: “the spear that ki s;"kii!eé“g,

In fact the relative construction in {18} scems to have acguired a different

P

kind of function: that of lmiting the range of meaning of the head NP to

a “particular brand of spear”, as an ativibulive adjective. Gae obvious
guestien is whether it is possible o account for the absencs of an
adposition agreemant in the verb in the sawe way asg we Jid for (19),

where some general notions of C-rofe assignmeni wers consicered. Suppose

the structure in {23} can be represenied as foliows:

(27} 5
."M*‘%“%““%,
N{_ﬂ? VP

L Adp v
NP P NP v
n{:_i \ ‘fi‘m\\“’\ 5
Tor-i “z fiCird-yan-tl Kiw~u
spear-DEF  with goat-DES-ACC kill-pst-3ms

"Lemma killed the goat with the spear”®
The verb assigns a O-role to its subcategorizing compiement -

the NP [iCizi-ydrn "the goat". But the NP 7o» i3 assigned a © -role



73
independent of the verb by the gavemingv adposition -~z and as a result
the ve?b does not show this agreement in relativization. The absence of
cblique clitics seems to be niejspcmsible for the difference of interpretation
between (23(ii}) and {26)., Hetzron (1969:17) observes a similar situation
in Awngi. The following are the relevant examples:
{28} i} kantaw Nm{i) “the house which | see®

ii} Kaniat Kins "the small house [fem.} which | see"
iii) Kantak" Ninka ithe housas which ! sea"

{29) i} desaw Nin “the house [in] which | ‘study“
it} desat Nina "the small house [in] which | study"
ili} dessak Ninka  "the houses [in] which | study"

Hetzron suggests that "which (acc)™, "in which", "to which", etc., of

English are not distinguished in Agaw.

When reiativization takes plage in an expanded NP, what has been
discussed so far applies with equal force. The following is one example:
(36} i) kis 1amma-t firza siN-ru
you{s] L.-POSS  horse steal-pst-iIs

"You stole Lamma's horse"

i} [ Ikt sid-riw] 1amma-t firza]

¥
ks you stea!-—REszigp L.POSS  horse
Yhorse of Lemma which you stoie"

At this stage few remarks about a restrictive vs. a nonrestrictive
: : ‘ - ; g : . 9
relative are in order. As far as the familiar diagnosis of an intonation

break is concerned, Khamianga relatives behave as predicted for English:

(31) [{tlnantina tdraw] ! [jima Kann-3w] “Hir-d]
8! S g
2 yesterday come- song fike-REL-3ms man-DEF
REL-3ms

"the man whe came yesterday, who likes to sing”

In {31) there should be an intonation brezk between 5'T and $‘2, for

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



‘elative construction substitutes the funciion of gther constitvents {(which

jere discussed in the precedipg dwaniar) as in {32}

{32} [ [tinantinae 3r-3w; s'ay-aw! litr-d}l

3 Y S o _
5.! vesierday come-REil-lwms 71 gz bhave-REL-3ms man-DEF

Pthe man who came yesterday, who has an ox”

: 5 . 1
.3 Adiectival Relatives *

in the previous section some of the important characteristic features
if the relative construction were discussed. Among these its potential
o be an attributive adjective was pointed out. Since this construction
woductively functions as an adjective, a fact mentioned in chapter two

ilso, the issue shall be explored in this section.

The cistinction between relative clauses and adjectives has been an
nteresting topic from differant perspectives. Fer typological description
his distinction is importani for drawing surface generalizations that can
iold across languages. [In an sattempt of such nature Lehmann {1984) claims
hat the apparent similarity between reletive clauses and attributive
wdiectives can be datermined by what he calis morphelogical closeness
retween the head and the atiribute {cf. Haiman {1%86] review of Lehmann
-1984}1. He argques that the exizstence of a formal differénce between
elative ciausés and atiributive . adjectives is due to the greater distance

etween head and attribute in the former case than in the latter.

in structural descriptions it has been a traditional view that
wdjectives may derive from relative clauses. The following example is
retavant:

£33} i} an English teacher

it} & teacher wheo is English



2

However, Huddlssion: {19%4:287) argues that this kind of derivation
is hard to maintain, because 51 the irregular rature of the semantic and
syntactic relationhsip beiween the relative and the adjective. Some of the
differences he poinis out are the following:

f3a} t] there is conirsst in relstive clauses beiwesn restrictive

and non-resirictive, which :s not sysiematically made

in adjectives.

"y
ey
R

the relative clause mskes a distinction of tense:

a} the tomato that was ripe

o} the tomato that is ripe

whereas in adjectives, the temporal contrast is not
encoded.

iii} there iz 2 tendency for atiributive adjectives to correspond
to properties that are relatively permansnt, whereas the

relative clause construction can be used for permanent

*

or temporary properties.
Huddiésion (268) then concluded that "the difference between the two
constructions are toe great for us to regsrd one a2s sysiematically derived
from the other. "
in line with the Lexicalist Hypothesis, Chomsky {187¢}, the notion
of deriving 2 word-class adjective from verbal sources cannot be maintained

because of the idiosyncratic nature of each fexical item.

To determine the kind of reiationship that holds between the relative
and adjectives in Khamtenga, their disiribution must be examined. Among
the major properties of adjectives that dist%n«guish them ;s a word class
from others is their potential to be en’%péoyed as an attribute and as a

pradiczte. Both are presented below:



(35} i} the atiributive use
a) a tall man
b) ligzéw  ijir-d
tali{mi man-DEF
“a talt man®
ii} the predicative
a) He was tall
b) lilr-d ligzéw  wiyrn—u
man-DEF tait{m]} be-pst-3ms
"he was tali"
Thus it is obvious thal the so-calied adjectival relatives can appear in
typical adjective positions. What about their capacity of projection? In
other words could they take modifiers as in the following English
structurs?

(36) Very tall

The adjectives in Khamtanga can ziso {ake a degree modifier:

£37) CiKnan ligzaw
vary taii{m}

tvary tail®
The adjective with iis degme modifier can be a complement to an expanded
N&:
{38) CiKnan s'Hriw aksum~i! tabb

very white{m} A.-POSS Teff
"very white Teff of Aksum®

Thus, it is clear even at the observational leve! that in Khamtanga
adjectival meanings are conveyed through verbal forms. This situation
seems toc be expected in lenguages which lack open class adiectives in the
sense of English. In English, #ell in the tall woman is an cpen class
adjective. According to Schachter (1985] in languages which lack an open
class adjective, the nctionzi squivalent of adjeciives is expressed either

by nouns or verbs. He suggests then the expression of adjectival



meanings through verls in

iy involves relativizaiion to «

{Schachter, 1285:12}. He gives the followino examplez from Bemba:
5 ; - v . B X .
{321 i} umuuntu Uashipa [tizkesz {Ulaceenjela
person who is brave /| whoe is strong / who is wise

"a brave/sirong/wise person”
[ ﬁ'— 3 .
i1} umuuntu ualemba

person wno is writing

"a person who is writing"

The above exampias show a modifying adjective. In the case of a predicative

adjective, a non-relativized verb is used:
(48) i) umountu dashipa / Sakosa / aaceenjeia

person is bravefis strong [/ is wise

“the perscn (s brave /[ strong/ wise"

i} umuunty  Salemba
person iz writing
"The person is writing"”
The interesting point is that while Bemba employs the relative verb form
only as a modifying adjective or a3 an attribute, Khamtanga employs it

both in the attributive and predicative siructures as shown in {35}. Thus,

the Khamtanga data give additional facts to the typeology of Schachter.

Given these facis it can be said that the adjectival. relatives in
Khamtanga do not behave differently in any important way from an

adjective proper. In other words, except the similarity in form an adjective
%
with a relative construction behaves quite distinctively from the relative

clause. One such evidence that sirongly supports this claim is found in
Huddleston's main points of distinction éresented above in {38}. He has
suggested that the relative clause is disiinct from the adjective because
it makes disiinctions of tense. Therefore, since the Khamtanga reiative

3

does nct make this distinction, as mentioned earlier, one may conciude that



i8

the zame form is used aither as an adiechive or ss a raiaiive verb under
the appropriate siructurea! environments. In Awnai whers the relative
construction disiingaisnes tehse, it does not productively function as an

adjective. Most of the adjedtivas then foliow tha inflection gatlern of nouns

as in {81} below:

(21} i} dedeNi #short {m}®
dedeNa ¥short (f)Y
dedeiNka “short {pl}*

ii) ligizimi agi
talliim] man
“tell man®
legesema iwna
tall {¥) woman

"iall woman®

legesemka aG

tail {pl} men

izt men®
in Bilin aiso where terse is distinguished, adjectives in general follow
the patiern of nouns. Palmer (1958:38%) said, “many adjectives follow
the pattern of the noun® as in {(82(i}} and "2 common type of adjective

has a plural stem structure with an infix -gn-...." as In (42(ii}}):

{42} m. £, pl.
i] kixin Lkixini kikin Hetlavar®
i} Timun : Timuni fimunan *faithful®

Generzlly speaking therelative verb form is very preductive in the
language. We have seen it functioning as an attributive ar;d predicative
adjective. Moreover, in soms instances the relative seems to be derived
directly from common nouns as in (as;_:

{83) i} s'abb “{foot) shoet

it} c'abbidw *enei{m: who wears g shos®
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A numper of issues can be ciscussed related to adiectival relatives in
particuler and the relative censtruction in general. The important generaliza-
tion, however, iz thst forma!?y’ideniicai constituents mey behawe differently
as far as their syn'zciic funation is concarned. Thus, these forms should

be investigated separately and should not be treated together Decause of

their appareni similarity.
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NOTES FOR
CHAPTER THREE

. g P :
t. There are aiternativé structures that have been suggested:
Parte: {1375} sucgests [Det [Nom S]] {cf. Safir {1985, n.i}).

1
2. Chomsky {1977:94) notes the striking resemblancz of cleft
consiructions with topicalization, and proposes that a closer connection
could be established between the two by stipulating (i) to be "the
underiying structure of cieft sentences"

(i) It -is ~ S
3. Appleyard (483), categorizes these positions into two: ‘the sufpfect and the
oblique ~the latter includes every non-subject position. Hetzron (1969:17)
uses the term Complemental Relative for non-subjectal .relatives. For
expository purpose | have distinguished between direct object, indirect
object, and an olkiject of an adposition. ! not to refer to these peositions
individually | shall use the term oblique just in the sense of Appleyard.

4. Recoversbility is used hare in the ssnse of Chomsky and Lasnik
{1977} and CThomsky {1980, 1981}. The central notion is that deletion can
be conducted only under recoverability. Alithough | have deliberately used
the word omission , it could be very well the case that Khamianga is a
pro-drop language. This is true as far as one of the criteriz that distinguish
pro-drop languages from the others, in the sense of Chomsky {(1381) and
Rizzi (1982] is concerned; the crilerion of missing subjzet can be confirmed
withcut any centroversy. 1 refrain from using the more technical term
pro~drcp because | believe ihat o zali a language by such ierm needs
to incorporate certain sther facis that cannot be covered within the scope
of this study.

5. Only one veryg ityie - Type une {Appleyard, E78}, with the sicble
eonscnant-final stem ~ ie taken bere. Baswcaily the forms of other types
are similar.

6. It may seem prematurs to conciude that there is no Wh-movement
just by the data in {5]. However. since Wh-movement does neot operate
in question formstion, there is good reason for this conclusion. Wh-quest-
ion is in situ as in (ii) below: )
i} djir-d tar-u
man-DEF come-pst-3ms
“the man came®

ii} aw tEr-u?
who come-pst-3ms
whe came?®

7. The alternation in the stem, far —> tat is pert of a morphelegical
rule that reguires a consonani adaut in certain stems. (cf. Appleyard (474)].
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8. This has bean noted n Appleyerd {43%). He has also listad the
relztive verb form for both subjoct and obligue in the negative, and this
dis ;rqmeﬂes tense. The negative form is not analyz2ed separately, because
basicoily it does nof exhibit any difference in the relation with the head.
if it c.tffaz*s i any imporiani/way, it is by its faiiure o be used in the
attributive funclion - for a fezson that shalli be clear in section 3.

o

. According to Jackendoff {1377:16%], ancther way of distinguishing
restrictives vs. non-restrictives is that the latter can modify a proper noun,
as in (i

i John, who came vesierday

In Khamtanga, it is also the non-restrictive that can occur here because
there is an intonation braak.

i) [thentind  thraw] i3mmal
$ vesterday come-REL-3ms L.
"Lemma, who came yesterday"”

10. The term adjectival relative does not have any theoretical
importance 3nd is empicyed for a purely expository purpose, i.e. to dis-
tinguish this particular form from the relative verb that occurs in the
relative ciause. Schachter (71985} uses the term adjectivgl-verk languages
to classify languages that uses verbs as adjectives as oppased o languages
which use nouns as adjectives.



CHAPTER FOUR
ORDERING RESTRIC TIONS
In this chapter some issues concerning word order shall be ralsed

and discussec. The anzlvsiz shail be based un the fnuings mace in the

previous twe chapters. -

It hes been shown thet particular phrase types or maximal project-
ions of some Xs and the reiative clause can be complemenis in en NP, It
has also been indicatad tuet the hsad & wiich is mocified by these comple-
ment phrases and the ciause cgours at the righi-most of the grojection.

In other words, ali complemanis precede the head. What has not been
shown is the order within these compiementis. [n fact the notion of order
has nct beern mentionad. Thorefore, this chapter shall address this probiem

in some detail.

4.1 The Significance of Ordeoring

The study of word ore- in its wider Cdomain, has been = particulariy
interesting area. It is not uncommon 1o find in prescriptivaly oriented
grammars statements to the cffect thal & ceriain wo: € or pariticle should
precede or follow =noihsr aone. i can be saic, however, this area has
not in the past attraciaed the atiention of other grammerians rr;ers than it
did that of the typeiogisis. One aminent work with the theme of a
typological description is that of Graenberg (1953}, Greenberg has
attempted to classify the languages of the worid by the major word order
they exhibit: the order between S{ubject), OGibject), and Vi{erb}. |
Togsther with this he presented & number of implicational universals .
For instance; he ciaimed thst i a language has a Comnant "0\- oidal,

and the genitive follows the governing moun, inen the adjective likewise

-
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relativeiv weaber (hap the giners end are grefeced oy the sizlement more
thaw ehance [recve oy . Dicce Aoy, meny stodies huve brought important
{indinc: abouf word oroe” across fogages as o result of more descriptive

works on urstudied waneuvages. Among studies with this spirit are

Greenbery (1978}, Dawning (1273}, Hawkins {1983}, end Comrie {1981}.

Although different formalisms are empicysd by the different typo-
fogical studies, ali are characterized by a common goaf. They attempt to
factor outl some universal features languages exhibit by makéné surface

-
descriptions. Az it has been siated at the begining of the first chapter
while there is n@thfng wrong about this kind of approach o language
universais, i. does not evan hring an elementary insight to the centrail
question of grammatical study - nama'i'g that of expfanatory a2deguacy. It
neither questions nor aitempts %¢ analyzs why 2 ceriain word order is pre-
ferred in 2z particular language out of a number of other options. That
is whv typoicgical studies wiil not give us more than interesting generaliza-
tions about ceriain facis.

On tie other hand within generative grammar, particulariy with the
advert of A-bar theory, a good start has been made to derive facis of
word orcer from a restricted wmodel of grammar., {ais theosry atiempis to
show that 2 lexica!l categcory ¥ projects into a maximal category and by
virtue of this prejnction svery level must have @ head. Therefore, the
major word order difference betwesn 0OV, and VO, Is the result of setting

the head-fina! or the head-initial prarameter of ihe X-bar theory.

in the current development of the principles and parameters anne~--

however, masl of the claims made bv the X-bar theory were highiy reduced
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or even eliminated, apari from the head-final/hesad-initial parameter.

As research goues ™, new 5.15_5@"&1:; are gaired which indicate that phrase
structure ruies should not be npart of the grammar referring to among others,
order of the head with its %omgtemems or the order balween ibe complements
themseives. These studies Stoweil{(1981}, Koopman {(1883), and Travis (1384
among others, showed that word order rules can be factored oul by other
components of the grammar like Case theory, O-theory, and government

theory.

Such an approach to the study of word order has brought remarkable
results. A case inx point is the explanation accorded to structures of the
foliowing kind, {(from Travis, {19848:34}}:

{1) iy I iiice books vary much

it *1 like very much bcoks

The tvpical phrase siructurs acccount for {1i)), as in Jackendoff {1977},
weould be ¢ claim that the compliement of the vert should be projected from
X' (in this particular example from V'}, arnd any proeciion to the t:sntrary
results in ungremmaticality. The best explanation that can be found from
this PS account is the claim that X' complemenis musi be close to the head
- because they are functional argumsnts. What iz particulariy characteristic
of these functional arguments to project at the X' level is not questicned
at all. However, examples like {1{ii}} can be accounted for by invoking

-

independentiy motivated principles.

4.2 Ordering of Complements

In this section we shail arque that the ordering restriction between
phrasal complements that were analyzed in chapler two can be accounted
for by general principles of different components of grammar and not by

PS rules.
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Ganitive constructions shztl be examined first., I {2}, there are

differert expansions of NP:

4y

2} i} Mr‘iie‘ibb-ﬂ?“a Llmill
1 g = . iy i< " £ oo B
Fefi-DEF-POUSS  Injeraioread)
¥injera-of Teff®
L]

it} g aksum-ti ,[tabb-i~z mill

A.-POSS N Teff-DEF-POSS Injera
“injera of Teff from Aksum”

in ehapier two we have discussed the process of G-role and Case
assignment. It is to be seen now whether these two compliement phrases

are restricted to the order in {2{i)}}. Observe the following phrase:

(3) * tabb-i-z aksum—t} i
Teff-DEF-POSS  A.-POSS iniera

The resulting structure is ungrammatical. This result is vt unpredictable,
jiven the PS schema: tabb-i-z iz an N' complement like the of-complement
n English and gksum-tl is an W' complement. Thus, by determining the
itructura!l position occupied by different phrases - as X', X¥, and X'
:omplements, the phrase structurs schema pradicis ungrammatical structures
ike (3}. Following this approach, Baye [1936:85). argues that genitives
ike tabb-i-z may be called cource oenilives because ihey "... define

he head N in terms of the materis! from which it is made or has originated.”
fruis, thesegmzﬁaa are complarents of N', and any other order is ungrammatical. Even
1 a8 PSrule which 8 less restricive than IackendGfs, and where recursive nodss are aliowed,
¥ resticton s dotermined by a sule,"in Radford (1388:179) (4] below is ruled

ut by virtue of the distinction between complements and posinominal
djuncts:

{4) * a student ol With fong hairil _cf physics]
Pt

or him, these twe PPz zre projected by two different PS rules: the

f-vhrase by a complement rule that projecis N inte N'. and the wiih
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phrase . by & rcursive adiunct vale that projects Wints N'. The insight

is that phrases projected by ,& compiaiment rule are subcategorizing complements
and as such must be ac;jacer;? tn the head. Thus it seems that PS rules

can predict ordering betweén complements of a head.

However, there s at least one drawback with such explanation of
ordering resiriction. The reason provided for stipulating that subcategorized
complements must be adjacent to the head, as opposed to other phrases,
is not independenitly motivated. Since it refers to the subcategriizing frame
of lexical items it has rich expressive power, It makes use of descriptive
devices that are hard to maintain in grammar, particularly from the point
of a language acguisition. The child learning Khamtanga shouild be able
to know which positions are reserved for which ﬁompieménts. This task
becomes more and more complicated cross-categorially, because of the
idiosyncratic neturs o7 each lexical item and the categorial distinction of
the heads. But we know from typical poveriy of stimulus arguments as
in Chomsky {13%86a}, that the language learner has little or no positive
evidence at his disposal to work oul the specifics of grammar. Therefore,
naturally, a theory that is less expressive and employs fewer dascriptive
devices iz io be preferred over the cne which resorts to an elaborated
system of ruies. This theary then must be asle to explain how a given
order between constituenis is to be preferrad {or rather tc be zliowed)
over any other, so that the ruiing out of structures like {3} and (4] would

be natural.

The principles and parameters approach of the GB theory, accounts
for {3j) and (8} by inveking general principles which are independentiy
motivated. The theory atismpts et only to ceplure category-. neutral
generalizations within a particuiar language but il goes further and defines

the property of configurational and noncontigurational languages in the
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sense of Chomsky (1281}, Stowell (1881,19821. The main insight can be

stated as follows: tha grammar can be perceived as basically characterized

P

by a free order betwecad eczc%’;/ constituent. Then the order thal langusages
actually exhibit is derivable frem independent but interaciing components

of grammar. These components of grammar have general principles and
paramelers to be fixed at a certain value by the language learner of a particular
language. For instance, the child acquiring Khamtanga begins by fixing

the head-final value of the X-bar paramter: this natlwally specifies inter

alia, that modifiers of different sort will precede a head lexical category

in the canonical structure of ordering. Together with the details of the
ie:r:ic:':m1 which he hlas to iearn he proceeds. by fixing parametric values of

osther components of the grammar. The sum total of these values of parameters

then define the particular nature of Khamtanga.

Then, how are structures like {3) actually ruled ocut? What are the
specific values of parameters that have been fixed in order 1o make (3}
an unacceptable order of complemenis? The most relevant subsystems of
principles that can account for this problem are Case theory and ©O-

theory.

The notion of Cage Adjacency as developed in Sm\ee-n {1881] can account

for certain ordering restrictions in Enalish. According te¢ this principle,

a Case assigner element musi be adjacent tc its complement. In (4) the of

PP is actually an NP which is & complement of the head N siudent . Since

N assigns © -role and Case to its complement, it must be realized by the
insertion of of in a manner discussed in Chapter €we. So, this NP cannot
be peripheral {o its (dummy) Case assigner. The princple alse predicts
ordering in VPs requiriig the NF comprement {whnich is dependent for its

0 ~role on the verb) to be adjacent io the verb,”
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The Case ﬁcﬁface&cy requirement shows variation. Stowell (1382:244)
himself noies this and suggesis thet the "effacis of the adjacency requirement
are more itransparent” in English where even manner adverbials do not
intervene betwesn a verb ar;t;‘i its objzact NP, as opposad to italian where
the same is not the cass. However, the Case Adjacency requirement is

iess relevant in languages where Case is morphologically realized as Chomsky

{1386a:82) pointed ocut.

Suppose we test the effects of this principle on {3]. The NP adjacent
to the head N is agksum and can be assigned 0 -role and inherent Case
by the head N- »Z, in the manner discussed in chapter two. Then if
we assume, as we did earlier, that every compleemnt NP can potentially
be assigned an inhersent Case by its governing N, the complement NP
tabb can be assigned Case accordingly, and there does not seem tc be
a violation of the Case Adjacency Principle. But since according to the
Uniformity Condition we have equated the assignment of Case fo N with
the assignment of O -rcle, the Adjacency requirement must be able to subsume
adjacenicy in terms of O -role assignment. In other words, the primary thing
we want ocur Adjacency reguirement to do is 1o pr‘edict uncrammaticality
due to a failure of O-role assignment by NPs. And since the Case Adjscency
Principle is concerned with Case assignment, it cannot .be empioyed in cases
like {3) a2s it stands. Moreover, iﬁe....faf;t that this principle is -less.
relevant in morphological languages whers the morghiology overily shows
Case; indicates that it is a condition rather than.zn oveiriding principle.
Therefore, how. can the ungrammaticality of (3} be sxphiined without resortin
to:ASrules?. There Seem to.be twés possibilitiss. The first, perhaps ‘the

kasier one .is. 1o completely do away.with tha Case Adiatencv condition:
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antt ook, for ancther eguslly iagepcrden® notion that predicis structure

-3

¥

fike {3]. The second one 1s b= findd 3 way whichgharpens the Case
Adjacency requiremen’ in such 3 woy S0 28 fto aake it work for cases like
(3}.

The first option seems & pgriori wrong  As Chomsky repeatedly pointed
out this kind of approach is against the very natura of scientific inquiry.
In any scientific inquiry a certain principle that proved io be important in
explaining a good amount of datais not abandocned 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 whenever it meets & challenge, then the theory that
has advocated ths princinic has little explhagtory power and ultimately will turn

to nothing.

Thus this leaves us with the second option. Noting the loose nature
of the Case Adjacency condition, Travis [1384:78) proposes an mieresting way
of extending the notion of the Adjacsxy requirements. Her major claim is
that, "G -role is aiso conditioned by adjacency." Her proposal not only can
cover cases like {3} which shail be demonsirated below, but alse accounts
for som=z 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 vesterday
it} *Deborah bought vesterday a book
i} Deborah put a boock on the table yesterday

ii} *Deborah put & book yesterday on the table
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it is obvicus that (5(ii}] is an cutright violstion of the Case Adjacency
condition.  The verb Dought 8s a transitive verb lexically requires an
internai argument. The KP a Lock cam fill this argument position and
receive accusative Tase. Bui since it it not adjacent io the verb it
cannot receive Case, and as a result the structure is ungrammatical.
But the case of (6{il}) is guite different since every NP in need of
Case has been assigned one either by the governing verb or by octher

assigner.

Thus, Travis (ibid} argues thai, “obviously iwo arguments cannot
be adjacent to a verb. | suggest instead that there exist certain domains
and that these domains camnnot be interrupied by elements from outside
them." {emphasis added]. Then, for Travis, {8} exemplifies the interrupt-
ion of a O-role or 2 Complement Domain. She formalizes this notion
of domain adjacency as foliows {p. 76}):

{7) Domain Adjzcency CGondition {DAC)

Given a direci reistion R betweer a node

W and a node X, where R involvas sisiar-

hood, if there is ancther node Y that

does not enter into R with W or X, then
L IO SR T L |

Direct relations are C-role assignment

{complementation] and case assignment.

The DAC can rule out (6(ii})] in the following manner:
X i W
{8) Illput ... yesterday [on the tabiel]
The node Y has interruptecd the complement domain betwen X and W.

We can examine now the effects of the DAC on (3] repeated here:

{33 * tabb-i-z aksum-—il mi
Teff-DEF-POSS A.-POSS injera
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Agsuining X o be the lexica; head, which is the right most element

in Khamianga, we can reprasent {3} in terms of DAC:

i

w ' ¥ X

i3) il * tabo-i-z sksum-ii i
W ¥
i tebip-i-z Ligh

Teff-DEF-POSE  Injera
“injera of Tefi®

First, lets recapiulate certain facts. An N can assign an inherent {genitive}
Case to its compiement under government. And if an NP compiement
is not assigned the proper © -role it cannot be assigned Case and thus
cannot be licensed,
in {8{ii}} Ximi) can be in direct relationship R with Wltabb-i-z}.
And given the directionality of Case and © ~role assignment in the sense
of Travis {1984) it is X that assigns 3 O -role and Case to W. As a
resizit we heve the grammatical structure [9{ii}}. However, in {%{i})
there is a Y{ akswn-£ ] that interrupts this domain and Y does not anter
into R with W, Again given the notion of directionality it is only Y
that can assign © -role. to W and never vice versa. But Y gannot assign W
the appropriate 6-vole,  If we assume thot it can assign one thasthe Toliowing structure must be possib
{10} * tabb-i~z aksum
Tefi-DEF-PGSS A,
M Aksum of Teff"
it is not possible in Amharic, *Y3-t'¢ff akewm, nor in English * fngland of
wheat . Then how can (10} be explained? In other words as stated
earlier N has a potential of assigning a 0 -role, and then a genitive
Case: then why does the N in {10} fzils to do so? There are two options
to the solution of this problem. The first is to devise some criteria
that classify the nouns into those which assign O -role and those that
do not. By taking this option we can group the N in {18} with the
fatter and expiain the ill formadness in terms of the lexical property of

the N. This approach is particulariy atiractive because cur examples
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nvolve proser nouns ke gieswm wshich are traditionaily different from
yther nouns. But even if we substitute agksum Dy [jIr-4d "the man”
ihe problem remains the same.” The second iv to find out some mechanism
that wouid rule out {10} withou! ioosing the generality that all nouns
zan assign some sert of O-role. The first option seems to introduce
fevices that resort 1o arbitrary  properties of lexical items and as such
1as a weak explanstory power. Taking the second option we may sppesl
to the principle of Full Interpretation (Fi}, which checks structures
it both levels of the interpretive components, and can claim ti';at {19}
& incoherent at LF.

In erder to illustrate the whole process, we can assume the following
D-structure representiation.

{11} [tabb-DEF aksum  mil

Given the D.S {11} the assigameni of C-roie can proceed as follows

. ki v X
{i2) ! Db——ﬁEF aisum mi/
@ ~role O-role

The node ¥ then cannoet enter into B with W because of Fi a3t LF,

One important question about this process is that if we are invoking
ieneral principles that operate at different levels of synitactic representation
. D.5, §.§, and L.F, - is the DAC relevant st all levsis? Although

comprahensive relpy to this question would certainly inveive the investigat
art of other XPs, particularly VPs, we can plausibly assume ;ﬁ:ith Travis
1984:268), that "domains play an important role at 21l levels of syntax.”

Therefore, {3} can ulumately be accounted for as an interruption

i 2 complement domain. Since &!! of the relevani phrasai complemsnts

Xcept APs involve the genilive construction, ths zbove anaysis could
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he axieiciqed Thus we should examine huw adisctives behave in terms d

af the complement domain ordering. Observe the foliowing phrases.

{13}

wange-i-z £
PUSS siudent

7 {r&:;ﬁ!’?- -G F-PC
‘*t?e tall student of the Cospel

it} **-,s.*féngei—i--‘z ‘ figzaw tamari
Gospel-DEF-P0SS t2li (m) siudent
in {13} the complement domain of the head tamar: {with the comple-
ment wingel } is interrupted by the adjective. Since {wigel-] in (i)
cannot receive a O -role from Iigzaw (tali{m}) the structure will be ruled
out.
the above .structures the head MNP is a simple nominal. If the
notion of domain adjacency predicts word order in structures where
simpie nominals are involved, it should asic operate with equal force
in structures where derived nominals ars invoived., Observe the following
exampie:
(18] HKaérr-i-z fiCir .:-v"éri ti Kiwdndw

Kinfe-DEF-with goa t-DEF-AC to kili/killing

“to kill/killing the go&% with the knife®
if we asume, as we did in chapter 4wo, that NPs like (18] are similar
with a cleuse then, In {12} the derived nominal Krwanaw "to kili/killing"
assigns Case to its internal argument. This Case is reaiized by the
Case suffix -£. Thus ihe NP igrikinfe" must be assigned Case independently
in order to be licensed. 5o -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 siructure is commonly found:

{15} fCira-yan-ti Karr-i-z Kiwiniw
goat-DEF-ACC knife-DEF-with to kill/kiiling

"to kill/killing the goat with the knife"
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! {15) the cowpiement domain of the head NP and its argument seems
0 be interrupted. Buat contrary to the DAC prediction this structure is

Fd
&l Jungrammatical, 7

e will argue that {15] does not present 3 viclation of the complement
adjacency requirement. In fact {15] is ancther evidence (o the claim
that domains shouid not be interrupted. If we assume that the complement
NP flCIrayan “the goat is preposed tc the maximal NP by adjunciton,
then it leaves a frace. This irace is in a c-command reiationship to
its antecendent and its presence is required by the projeciion principle.
This trace can only be a small pro because itr is in a govened argument
position. Moreover, which is crucial to sur argument, the adjunction
movement is not a syntactic movemen? iriggered by syntactic reasons
iike Case assignment. The movement is rather a posi-syniactic one
operating for pragmatic purposes at PF., Therefore, in {15} the complement
domain of the head is not interrupted at ali but is shown by the empty

category which is csindexed with the moved aniecedent.

Given this result with ihe ohrasa!l compleisents, the basic insight
¥ :

of DAC can be extended iv the anziysis of clausal complements.

The schema in Jackendoff {(1%77] Imposes an ordering restriction
on the position of clausal compiements, in the same way it does on phrases.
Accordingly relative clauses either project as restrécfive modifiers from
X' or as appositive modifiers from X'"'. In the canonical siructure they
occur peripheral to the head after all other complements as in the following
example:

{18} The student of physics [ who was herel
S!



A different prder will cuuse unaremmziicaiiiy:

r = Y =g O 3 x - T spvpz ot 1 = . T T
(17} * The studsrt {+he was heretled physies

¥

in accounting for {17}, 5ftowall (7931) uroposed the (gue Kesisianes
Frineiple (CRP} which bars the assignment of Case to a caiegory which
bears a Case-assigning feature. In ciher words the principle ailempts
to systematically rule out the app=arance of S’ in a Case position. However,
Travis {1984:261) agzin notes that Case assignment may not account
for all of the facts. She gives some instances from German, where S's
move even from passivised structures where Case is not assigned. Thus
she suggests to extend Case domzins to complement domains. In light
of this, the CRP can be incorporated into the notion of Domain Adjacency.
in the following Khamianga structures the interruption of a complement
demain can bDs seen:
{138} il t3r-dw wangel-i-z iamari

come~REL-2ms Gospei-DEF-POS5 student
"student of the Gospel who came®
it} * wangel-i-z értér*’éwl famari

Sospei-DEF-POSS come~REL-3ms  student

i) tar-dw aksum-t wiingel-i-z témari
come~REL-3ms A.POSE Gospei-DEF-POSS  student
“"the student of the Gospe! from Aksum who came”

ivl * aksum-tl {fardw] wangel-i-z tamari
3
A-FQSS come-REL-3ms Gospei-DEF-POSS student

in both structures, (it} and {iv]}, the ciause is Tound in a complement
domain. Suppose {18} is the representation of (i8(ii}j}.
W ] )4
(19} [wangel-DEF [tEraw] tdmaril
S!
it is clear that Y cannot enter inio R with W. Thus W{ wingel ) "Gospel"

cannot be license:s for abvicus rezsons. As z result the siructure

becomes ungrammatical.



ey
(51}

tis rot common io find ail complemenis

Finaliy, it shouid be nofad that |
fod reiztives widhin the

i.e. genitive NPs of different funciion,
it this Le ine cass ordering cestriciton

A3

]

expansicin of one NP. However.

is observed along the lines discussed above.
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CHAPTER FOUR

1. All properties of the lexicon cannct be leairned, in Hght of
some proposals in the study sf cenerative morphology, 2s in Arvenolf
(1876}, S. Anderson (1982), Selkirik (1982), Wiilliams (1981}, Scaiise {1984).
These studies, employing different formalisms. agree that the lexicon
is not strictly memorized but also consists of some predictabis.: entities.

2. This raises questions aboui the claim that a verb subcategorizes
for two arguments in three-predicate verbs like give . If the very sub-
categorizes for two arguments it means it assigns C-rolez 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 ©-roles
to subcategorized PP complements, but what she calis a compositional
0 -role to the NP object of P within PP, by combining the verb's 0 -role
with the inherent meaning of the preposition.

3. The fact that Y does not enter into R with W seems o suffice
because we are dealing with complements that have the potential of
assigning C-roles themcelves.



The study set. outl io ;ﬁ:cmmpE;sh one major task ~ o anslyze the
structure of noun phrase compisments in Knamtanga. In the first chapter,
general theoretiical isssues 'vere ciscussaed. [t was shown that some fundamental
claims made by phrase structure rules cannot be maintained in the light
of the central concern of modern linguistic theory, l.e. achieving a level
of explanatory adequacy. On the 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_a particular relationship the head has with its complements.

Chapter twoc and three focussed on this task.

I chapier two, phrasal compiements of NF were examined. [t
was found out that genitive constructions with different functions can
be complements and the funclion of PP complements generslly can be factored
out between genftive NPs and relatives. The relationship the NP has with
each complement was analyzed in terms of 0O -role and Case assignment.
Taking the insight of Chomsky (1986a) where N can assign a € -role and
by the Uniformity Condition is required to assign an inherent {(genitive]
Case, it was iilustrated that particular PS rutes would not be necessary
at ali. The status of genitive constructions that invoive posssssive piro-
nominals was alsc discussed. It was claimed that since these NPs occur
with typical specifiers they should be treated as complements, The fallure
of NP complementsto occur in the domain where pronominal prociitics are
found was attributed to a general property of clitics, namely Case Absorpt-
ion. Some counter examples to this analysis were accounted for by invoking
the notion of incorporation cf clitics in the lexicon by a word formation

rufe.

114]
{44]



a5

Extending the discussion te a clavear compiameni, the analysis attempied

to account for the relaticnship between a relative clause and (ne NP. The
refative clause constiruction has been exam aed in ferms of relativization
strategies. It was found cut that agreement features in the relative verb

that are coindexed with a base generaited empiy category license the reiativized
NP by predication. It was found oul thet formaliy  similar forms which
exhibit the relative verb paradigm can actually function differently: the
relative construction can productively function as an attributive and predicative
adjective. This has complicated the anaiysis of the éistiﬁation between

APs and S'. But by showing important differences an attempt has been

made to explain the categorial status of adjectives.

in the fourth cChapter a very important issue in terms of PS rules
was raised - the quesiton of order between the complements of NP. Again
by showing the inadeguacy of 75 ruies in determining order between complements,
some general principles were introduced that can account for order. The
relevant notions were the Case Adjacency condition, the Case Resistance
Principle and the Domain Adjacency Condition. Particulariy revealing was
the DAC which was employed to account for ordering restricticns within
phrasal compliements and also between phrasal complements and the relative
clause. !t was found out that the insight which requires that a compiement
domain must not be interrupted has great expianatory power in determining
constituent order. -

In general, given the research strategy outlined by the principles
and parameters approach, the study has attempted to demonstrate that
a particular aspect of NP structure in Khamianga can be treated by independent-

ly motivated principles.
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