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The Structurs of Moun Phrase Complements

i Eltamianga

This study analvzes the siructure of noun ghrase complements in
Khamtanga. W it stated in Jackendoff {iS77) th=t various phrases and
clauses can function as complements in a toun phrase. These compiements
cccur at different levels of projection by phrase structure (PS) rules.
Following the principies and parameteres approach of Government and
Binding theory as developed in Chomsky (1981} and receni works, the
present study shows that PS ruies are not needed to account for the
projection of NP cemplemenis. {t is claimed that the relationship of
complements with a hsad noun can be explained by independently molivated

principles of Universal Grammar (UG).

The first chapter deals with some important theoretical issues regard-
ing the mode! of grammar. The major claim is that PS5 rules create a

redundancy which cannot be maintained in s restricted modei of grammar.

The second chapter prasents the analysis of phrasal compiements.
Because of the productive function of the genitive consfruction in the

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

The third chapter investigates the most common clausal complement
in NPs, i.e. the reiative clguse. It is argued that forms that formally

resemble the relative construction can be quite different functicnally.



In the feurth chapter the resiriction that is imposed upon the order
of compiements is discussed. It is shown that ordering restriction can
be explained independently without resorting to PS ruies of particular

grammars.
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1.1 The ' =nguage
- 3 : I -~ 1 . wh ey - " sdiaie . L g [
Khamianga /Xamieha! is a8 Cushillc languags ssoken in 1 norinern

part of Ethiopia particularly in Wollo adminisiritive area. Together with
other three languages it forms a distinct group within Cushitic -~ known
as Clentral Cushiitiz {(Bender, 1376:14], though it is customariiy referred
to as the 4gow grouv . Other languages that oelong o the same group
are Bilin, Kemant., and Awngi, spoken in Eritrea, Gondar and Cojjam

respeciively.

i

is becoming highly influenced
A
by Ambaric and Tigrinya. Most speakars are bi-lingusis speaking,in

Khamianga like other Agaw {(angusge

addition to Khamlanga, Amharic or Tigrinya or both. The exact number

%
Tk

of speakers ang possible dialect areas of the langusge are not ciear matters.
Regarding tne iatter, however, Appieyard (1987 247) suggests zbout
four dialect areas., These ars {1} Abargalle, (] Zikwala, (i} Sakwata,

and {iv) Siman dialects. As fer the popu'ation estimate there is no reliable

figure, though Bender {1975} put it arsund 5,00¢.

The phonemic inventory of consonanis and voweils 15 presented below

adopted from Appleyard (1987:246}.

The Consonanis
Plosive Stops bilabial
coronal i

velar ke

. . , W
tabio-veiar K
wivular G

s 2 w
fabic-uvuiar g
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Lanouage. ajthough nere are a numoer »,:mmaraes petween the data
of Chemz.irsprﬁch&a and ihat of the pfessent ¥ hamianga o~ spare 3een i
e cnough simitarities 10 refor o both @5 O welonging 10 phe same fanguage.
e apparent difference of nomenciaiure atso sSeems insignificant becaluse
~¢ tne fact it K pamianga 9% sakers call themselves as Knomra ‘Yamral "
winich can easily be ascociated witn Chamif. On the other rand, the
data In Conti Rossini's briet desoriplive study seems to differ mgni‘ffraﬂtw
from the prﬁgem K pamiangs despite he obvious 5 niiarity petween the
name Kharia apet Khamiangs:

App!eyar{i (1987} is the recent and up-107 ~date descripiion of Khamtanga
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sharas with (or differs from} other Agaw janguages. ipy this resp ect Ine

study is yel anciber imporiant contripution of the authof to the comparalive

g

syudy within Agaw 28 in Apph levard {1988a, 19880, 19861, his grammaricai

description of the language she author has . deait with WO areas: he nominal
gyeten and *the porbal system in both ihe focus of description s on the
various morphoiogical forms. (ne rominal systert, for insiancé, compyrises

= Pt

the inflection of nouns 107 gender, aumber . case; arndc definiieness. Since

1 shall have accassion 0 comment upe son.e of the claims made ragarding

{hese sysiems, | shall ot 9o in W ine detail here.



?=€e;reri%‘:e:‘-*:g:-a, 4 gineral remars seems S i grgap 95 10 the overaj
significance of the sryugy, Spea}qiﬁg from s descriptive pGint of view, the
analysis jg mor: morphoiogical and SXpianation: e often derivid from dia-

chronic Sources vig g Comparative wialysis,  Thig T no 1o mply that therga

is an absence of 2 Sy Chronic énalysis bui s i$ rathe, to sticicate that most

This line of research Cantrinutes very impertar"st féﬁdirigs, in fact,
within the wider realy of generative Grammar many linguists reach at insight-
fui Conciusions by employing thege Tethods, |n Lightfoot (1979} 3 Number
of important issues ara discusseq Concerning girchronic Syntax, Morsover,
generative Urammariansg would not ryje out linguistic phenomana inat are
historicat residues, Ag Chomsk\y {19863 . 1453 Pointeg QUL recens studies
on related ianguages fike those eNn the Romance languages, %5 in Kayne {1975,

1984}, have biean yielding quite eﬂféghfaﬂim;g findings.

The issya being Questioned g thus, net the teorecica) Ny tha

empirical relevance of historical CoOMmparaiive ngriistics SR se. byt rather

the theoretica; framewory in which it may be empioyved, This point was
made expiicitly in Hoeksira 51984:231, from wrich tha fé}i!csw:‘ng iIs quoted:

“The framewori /of the Seventies/ wag rnlatfvely

Unsuitabie as an explanazory theory ip the domain

of Comparative Syntax, Differeﬁces between languages
Could be dccounted for in a variety of wayg, e.g. in
terms of statementg Lo the effect that 5 PARTEicylay
rule wag absent igp the grapmar of one language but
Present .in the grammar of another language, wirhout
it being clear why thig should pe go. 7



In othepr Words, tha issue cyts 4Cr08s the difference between lavels of

adequacy T8 notion developed in Chﬂmsky f1957) angd subsequent Vorks.

The study of }(han'itunga as outlined in Appleyva, o (1987) can be termed
as an attempt towards g aﬂascréptivefy adequate drammar, Raddford (1388:23)
defines descriptive acfequacy s a levg| which cap be reached by a grammar

if it *’properly describes the syntacfic,semanf:ic, marphu#sgical, and phonﬂ!ogicai

stage for further resespeh indeeq, Appleyardig study js wider in jig scope

than what might be implied by the worg sketeh 2,

Regarding the Unpublisheq Werks, they include tweo {(B.A) thesises
{at Adais Ababg Univer;ity}, The first one is Morphologiear Stuetype of
Houns gi;g fomingls in Hag 5%t Agaw {in Airharic, 1280) by Kasse Kelkay,
and the secong one is 1y, Vers fvfoz-_,—:ﬁh:Zo%- af ihamtc; {1984) by Mengisty

Amberber. Boiy Studies attempr an elementayr o morphological descri tion
(8] 4 o g

1.3 The Present Study

There are at least two facturs that can distinguish the present study
from jts Predecessops The first Ohe has to dgn with SCope whiie the second
one deals with goal. Apparent!y the latter Seams mgre fundamenta) than
the former because it invelves Mmentioning the theoreticaj assumptions gn
which the study js based, ‘ Thus, | shali only mention the generaj direction

here ang elaborate the dewi; i the next section. Generaf!y Speaking the



study afms to make an sxplonatorily adequaie analysis of noun pnhrase compile-
ments in tho isnguage. This is of course easily stated than implemented

into practice, because the nighest leval of adeguacy presupposas, among

sther things, the fulfilliment of the iower fevels. In other words, the present
study not only describes certain aspecis of the language bul aiso attemplis

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

as Chomsky {1986a} stressed, higher explanatory study has to assuma fewar

descriptive mechanisms.

As for the scope of the study, it is iimited to the anaiysis of the syntactic

structure of noun phrase complements in Khamwianga. Complements here are
used to incorperate phrasai and clausal modifiers of a noun phrase. There-.
fore, it is much limited in scope than fthe previous siudies which covered

a larger domain.

in terms of data, the study is limited 1o the Zilewala dialect which is
spoken arocund Zikwala region because my two informants had come from
that ares. For @& comparative purpose | have aiso elicited data from Bilin

and Awng! speakeis.

1.4 The Theoretical Framework

in the praceding sections the term generative grawmmar Was mentioned
without being defined explicitly. This section shall attempt w0 define this

term.

As Chomsky (1985a:4) asserts, generaiive grammar is not a theory
in the strict sense of the word. He goes on to ciaim that “generative gram-
mar is not a:fheary any more than Chemistry is a theory. Generative grammar
is a topic, which cne may or may not choose to study." Thus, the exact theo-
retical assumptions that the present study shall follow within tha topic of

generative grammar must ba clearly identified.




The study is enciosed in the Lovernment - ading (sl madst us
daevaloped in Chomsicy (1981 F982, 19065, 19951 and athars Chomsky 11987 113,
introciuced this notio:. for ERPCELILCYY purposes as an altemarive approeach
to some of the concepts he skeiched in h.s earlier {15980} framework. The
whole development is embedded within the ‘iiended Svandard Theory (EST)-
which evoived as a result of Chomsky's pionssring werk (1970) and others.
This theory itself is an extension of the fundamental issues brought forward
by Chomsky (1965) alce known as the Standard Theory or the Azpect model .
Thus, the GB mode! could never De comprehended in isolation from the
Extended Standard Theory. Hitherto, Chomsky, has never ceased to under-
line this relationship, in Chomsky {(1982:3} he ciearly stated it as follows:
"Bzcause of rhe crucial roles played by the noti
of govermment and binding, the approach ic
called goverament binding {(GB)} theory. I will y
Lo 1t by that neme here, though it develops dirac
and without a radical break from earliesr work on
transio armational gere*‘a‘. LVE Zrammmar in 03\'"*:1&3:,
frow research that falls within the frameuua of rhe
Extended Standard Tke:r fEST.

iIf 38 is incorporated within £ST irn the above sense, the next task

is to identify the cemponents of grammar,

The major proposat regarding the components of grammara states that jt
ccn;ists of two systems: $he subcomponents of the rule sysiem and the sub-~
systems of principles. The subcomponents of the rule ;;ystemq are the follow-
ing:

i} lexicon
ii} syntax
a) categorial component
b} transformational component
iiij P¥ {Phonetic Form)

ivi LF {Logical Form}




The lexicon includes the inherent snd idiosyncratic properties of
texical items. it alzo comprises lexical redundancy ruies which determine
prediciable properites. I'n general it inciudes Categorial {the caleqgory io

which a lexical i‘em belongs) and contexiual {subcategorization) feaiures,

The categoriat tomponent consists of phrase structure ruels which
generae D-structure {deep siructure). These rules permit the expansion

of lexical categories into phrasai categories.

The rules of the tranformational Cemponent which are reduced to
their absclute minimum by Move o (Move anything anywhere}, map D-
structure to a corresponding S*structureg, Movements that are not possible

. 8re explained By independent principles.
\
The remaining two compenents - the PF and LF {which are refaread

to as the interpretive sub-components) eperate on S-structure o assign

the associated phonetic form and logical form® respectivaly,

These subcomponents of the ruie system interact with the subsystem
of principles which are believed ic be available QY Universal Crammar {UG).
The complex nature of inis relationship is charscteristic of the research
strategy designed to acquire UG, The main focus of this strategv is reducing
the expressive power of particular grammars, i.e. grammars of particular
languages, by factoring out general principles, thereby ;mrmwing down the
option of possible grammars to be seiected by the language learner. Clarify-
ing the pmperty of this relationship, Riemsdijk and Williams {1386:110} comment

as follows:



i ral principles, which take over the burder

of regulating when and how the riuie. apply. are -
asgmed to be part of Universal Grammar aand hence
coustitute lingudsts’ fivst crude actempt =t
Cnaracieecizing che bilological endowment with which

the child can face this overwhelming tesk.”

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
£} Control theory

g! Government theory

The evoluton of X-bar theory {which iz concomitant with the first
major reduction of the transformational component) determines the hisrarchical
organization of lexical categories to phrasal cailegories. it aiso predicts
the- linear ordering of a Zeqd lexical category with respect to other corstruct-
ions.

in € ~{tbeta or. thematic) -thedry how each arga;me’nt {complement of
a2 headlreceives a‘themati*: {semantic] role is determined. its bas.c feature,
namely, the u~criferion ensures that every agument is assigned a unique
@ -role. In other words, there seems to be a ane ic one correiation hetween
thela roles and arguments. Willigns (1987:437} in describing *he proposiiions

embedded in the O-criterion suggasts the vossibitity of finding Ymore theta



roies in 2 sentence iman NPs but not vice versa.” His ciaim was motivated
by the existence of cptienal or implicit arguments. fatter developments

in the theory had extended the assignment of thematic roles to chains ,

a rction develovad with the recognition of trgces. The recognition of the
structural importance atlached to tracaw Lrought with it insightful concepts
to the development of the theory. This stage is referred to 25 the Revised
Extended Standard Theory (REST}; See for discussion Riemsdijx and
Williams {1986:171}. The theory aiso atlempted ic converge 0O -raie assignment
with Case assignment under what is kKnown as the Visibility Condition .
According to Aoun {1985:8¢9}, "in order for an eiement to pe visible in PF,
it must be case marked". This condition subsumes the major principle of
Case theory, i.e. the Czse Jiiear , which rules out struciures that contain

Case-less {phonologicaily real) MPg,

Thus, mors generality was captuced by reduciing much of the effects
of the Case Filter ~ which is 2 desirable resuit in accordance with the research

sirategyv.

The theory of binding mainty deals with the interpretation of anaphors
{reflexives and recipmcalsi and prencminals. There are three orinciples
which are centra! to the theory of binding. They are presented beiow from
Chomsky {1386a:166ff): '

a) an anaphor is bound in 2 local domain
b} a pronominal is free in 2 Joca! domain
¢} an r-expression is free

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

of . And 2 governing category can be defined as a maximai proiection
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Foiinss! s S iy af e b
LN e reary of oontral

which accounts for the relstinn of FRO fempty Pronominagl) with possibis

antecederts.  In geneval the notlon of smpty categories (£Cs) paavs a crucial
role.  There are four kinds of 2C: NP-irace, Variable, PRG, and Pro.
An NP-trace is Case-iess, and a varisble ts like an r-expression but is bounded

by an element in a non-argumsat (A] position.  PRO s ungoverned bhul could

be either bound or fres. According to Chomsky {19 when FRGO (s

 free it typica ity has an arditrary interpratation sinilar 0 omz, &8s in Yone's
d pUTe Sronomingl element like

found in null subiee:

model that the study of the refationship batweee

possibie antecedenis has led o the sxrmainn of

i £ L T . p £ Fri e Bkl grocssmosuny oo F AT T BAL B e i T i
fa‘.‘sh, dLC{}ft'nciklg iis bL—"Y'ﬁr ’:5,:?.';“{-2«:',‘. thie CENTrA; Conicearn oF i im L CNGraQieriza

the positions in vhich diffarent mar

My can appear.t She

further states that ire subsvsiems:

The theurv of bounding cserates by regulating the iocality corditions
o which Meve 2o can appiy. it specifies ths possible barriers io govern-
ment and movament in human fanguages.

The theory of government is related with a number of principles that

play important roles in the operation of other subsystams it is also closely

refated witht strisciural aotions like s-commane {eo nstituent command!. A
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only if the first Dranching neds domi

not itselfl dominate B.* iﬁlﬁﬁﬁuffk angd Withams L1986:142) . fre basic norion

of government is €Xpressed by Aoun [i1285.22) as foliows

"overnment ig eesentially a relotion that hoids in a
grecific siructural coufiguration between i governear
and @ governed element, In the cure case a lexicsal

head governs its complemenis.

Different formulations of government have hesn proposed in the literature .
For Chomsky (1986a:162), wio foliows the approach daveloped in Acun and
Sportiche (1983}, “a categury o govers: a2 maximal profection X" if g and

X" c-command each other: and if o governs X°© in thiz sense, then g governs

the specifier and the head X of X" Thus given the above domsin government

is indeed a crucial concept. i regulstes, inter ata, the assignment of Case
and o ~roles. Chomsky {1986b:1; stresses the imporiance attached to the
concept of government DY saving, “government entere into a broad range

af considerations: s3 o result ENY proposal toncerning s formufation has

fany intricote conse uences
4

Having seer the major tenats of the Qrammar ss GE

iji

madel we shal! sxamine some of the imporiant fssuas in fignt of the objective
of the present study.  3Since a noun phrase is one type of vhrase structure,
the discussion focusses on the following two aspects:
i) the nature of the categorial component anc ils interaction with
other components of the rule svsiam;
it} the roie of the subsyslems of principles in requisting the rules
of the categorial component,
The development or ths theory that characterizes the phrass structure

{or categoriai} conmponent is mycloed Dy two oppasite trands: tfie first one
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a consequence of Chomsky’'s Jemarls on bowinaliza P1670;. By eking

S bk e s R et M. 3 - o B
ene iype of transformation, namely, noming

zation, Chomsky showed that
it can be obviated 1 & base generation appresch (s invoked, This proposal

implied the existence of nominel phrases that gre lower than Tull phrases,

With the introducticn of the X-bar conventien In Femauics ~ later lo
be developed by Jeckendeff {1377}, the phrese structure component look
over furither fasks that were formerly sccerded to the transiormavional
component.

The X-var convention reqguires, asnong sther things, that the head

of a given phrase should be one har lower than the dominating higher level -

which 15 expressed by the schemata X7 —p -0 X {leckands??, 1877:38).

in addition, an essential notion wasz made exnplicitly waich recognizes the
existence of intermedisie is ai projection for avery nxical cotegory

r e E i 1 £ oAt s . “gf L L
i X=NMioun), VI Y Afdiegtive) . Fireoosition: i,
KiX=Mioun}, Vierb!, Afldiective) ronasition

With the deveiopment of the theory from sysiem of rules ww subDsystems
of principies, however, the claims made by ihe X-bar conventicn as properiies
of a possible theory o a2 phrase structure {F3) were gradually reduced.

Most of the effects of the X-bar theory tha! once looked elegant were proved

te be redundanis, which can easily be recuced 1o the effects of ciber

s

independently motivated general princenies, Chomsky (1981:21

'

points out

the reduplication caused by the P35 ruies claiming that the rules merely restate




More specificaliy, Stowall {1981) crgues thal most of the PS r
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where

Stowel!

nroposals regarding the nature of the

the tneory of grammar should

e subjecrt to mwre emoirical considerations - and thereby to more invesliga-
tion of 2 aumber of other iangusges - the redundancy of PS rules in grammar
stands our grominently.  (Consequently, ihe trend to eliminate PS rules would

auicome oacticulariy in explaining the rapidity of language
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paria of the Grammar” which

josi essumphions of the GB model.

gver enother wsgein depends on empivical
considerations, For the purposs of the present st dy, howaver, I have
Y cigesicol version of X-bar

thaory - which posits a *ﬁiw;swiﬁvai ohrasal expension (X' and XY {or XP)]

for n head X, where }-’. ie a lexical category: the lexical categovie

i

.ﬁ,‘j ﬂ‘p

are defined in terms of syntactic distinclive fealures fa8, 2V} |

i
i

iackendofs (1977:31). The study also assumes the Modifier Mowimality

sy
e
a‘,‘?

TR, PR
(.,,;-"..r_, BT W uDWER

cgt 781 which requires that svery modifisr (a2

raaetl must itgell be g maximal

.

wrojection.  in other words, sl complements of the noun phrase sre consiclerad

i

iy R s s oy et T e
sp be maximai propections {KPs).

war 15 emploved in fts wider sense fo include both
re atvd ol ffer from other spprosches

mal make distinciions between the so caited

semanticaily bassd ¢lassificaiion of compie-
ments inte three distinct levels shall not be persued in the study for the
obvious reasons that were made sxpiicit siove. instead, the refationship
of the complements both within themselves and with the head NP shail be

examined in terme of the relevant general principles i grammar,
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wonss 1o it Throughout the thesis { have
from Appleyard (19873, Thus if not indicated otherwise,
i e above mentioned stuady .

ation) that

¢

concept of grammar and Universal Grammar is vVery Crusial
prilosophical and other theoretical implications. Universal

y oin defined in most works on generative grammar as a rotion
refpted with the Fuuman language fecully — @ hiological human endowment.
Can Riemsdiik and Wiikems {16861 for discussion.

ca subcomponents of the rule system are isken from Chomsky
i3, 0 Chomsky {1587 :4} thers are s0me mincr terminological differences:
g 5 Companent ,  while (i) and {iv} are grouped

T ¥

it iz rather

nere is not gupfoce slructirs prope
» [2]
£128

s v the sense of Radford

wrthky 20eots
Thae orm
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of meaning ~spructural meaning
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Tﬁe phrases that function as NP compiements shali be examined in
thig ‘:h:;zptaw“ Following the discussion in the precading chapter these
phirases are considered to be maximal projections of ‘their respective heaus
I she first section, the genersl ﬁistrihatiﬂn of mmﬁ phrésés in Khamtanga
shall be presenied in lerms of their grammatical functﬁon wnthm a m&tnx

Cglause. ihe types of p**mzes that can occur in the struc:tum af the n:oun

phrase shall be described in the semﬁd section. If there 'ar’e;_phrase types ,.;:r

that do not synciion as compiements, a0 explanation shatl be forwarded.

2.1 Generat Distrimition

Before presaenting ihe distribution of the noun phrases, it is worth—

while to elaborate the usage of some basic concepis which can often be takem .

 for granted without peing so clear. The notions subject, object, divect
object arich ?he fike are grammatical functic a,} that express 5":ruct£z'rai refat-
ions ~ as oppoesed G exprossing semantic oF pragmatic funciions.. Cenerative
grammar holds thai thzse notions are not primitive units thweiveﬁ but

are rather concepis et presuppose sther basic gysmmi in nt-her mrﬁa,:_
_grammatical functions of relations are considered .&twa‘twe terms.. e
Aspecta Chomsky has extensively dealt upon this peint and in Chomsky

{‘%1; e explicitly has dastinguished between girimiiive and d&rwaﬂv’e

concepis. Hie mein argument against taking terms like sub4ect~¢f qr-o&é;ec#-.éﬁ:

of as primitives is based on the requirement of 'Bﬁ, which he siates as

follows (1981:10}:




i Galined in
meets the condition

The uen in UG invelves a number of factors.
Among theso, the important one is thala cole ¢ scignment..  Thus, it is

obvioos that @ certain position in ierms of a grammaiical funclion does not
necassariiy corvelate with the thematic reistion expressed in that same position.
Paraliel 1o the distinetion betwean primitives and derivatives, is found the
distincuon between semantic selection {s-seiection) and categorial seiection
{c-saiection}, GChomsky {1986a:88) suggests that once an clement s-geiect

& complement with a certain semsntic roie, then s c-selection property is

derivable and need not De specitied separately.

Avathoy baportant issus

with their representation.  in generailive grommar, grammatical fonctions
are expressed senfigurationally . For instance, /NP, 5/ expresses the

e 3

¢ 5 or NP dominated by S. A diffarent

gramatica’ function {CF)
view from this represanialion according to Androws (1985:64) holds that

smmatical funcions are treatad as iabels of relations in a network. ..

The ovarl form of the sentence weouid be determined by principles for realiz-

LH

ing such neiworks...
Ajthnugh there are more problems regarding the interpretation of
grammatical functions, the above general assumptions shall suffice as 2

corousid (o the concept.
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in what follows, the gensrar Gis

c af noun phrases in Khamtanga

shall be presscted.

.y T NP3
et e
Tha
{2} an  dir-d qai-u-n INP VP .
I+ man-DEF  see-psi-is
*} saw the man®
§3) igmme  filr-i-z bira  Yiw-u NP, RE, VP

L. man-DEF-1o ox give-pst-ims
“emma gave an ox o the man”

Ae the structures {1-3) show, noun phrases can cocur I subject,.
object, and direct oblect positions in simple clauses. These structures show
-

the prasence of single nouns in each position. The head nouns can take

various complements as in the following examples:

{2} alesum-t! rigust-o fir-u TP, 5/
A. PSS wing-DEF die-psi-3Ims
"The king of Aksum died"

‘ o g W .

{53 g nid-i-z hey X Uy [N, VR
t

today-DEF-POSS  fishes eat-pst-ls’
?i ate today's fishes”

{5} i} Nay aksum-t arSa-y-z bira viw-u-N /NP, NP, VP/
They A -POSS  farmer-DEF-to Ox  give-pst-3pl
®They gave an ox to the farmer of Aksum”

ot
e
it

May arba-y-z aksum-i! bira yiw-u-N
They farmer~DEF-to A-POSS ox give-pst-3pl
“They gave to the farmer an ox of Aksum®

ke
The head nouns in (8) and (8} nlgusld "king® and “fish" have ken complement
ohrases. in (68}, where the lexical requirement of the verd - yiw- tgjve®
dictates the presence of two internal arguments ~ which can be cailed theme
and goal in the sense of Woopman (1383} both NPs can take a complement.

Thus, akewn-t is the complement of grSe “farmer™ in (60i3), while it is

the complement of birg "ox" in {8(ii}}.




ta all the above structures the hends can 2R Linsideraed as simple
nomingis,.  Derived noLns, particular by the se-catjo verbel nowe can also

/

function as heads in g noun phiase,  in Khamianga, “hde s a very praductive

SUTFiv tn forming grbsl nouns.
{7} 1) diz—y B dicBnew
destroy-pst-3ms "io destroy/destruction®

"he destroyed®
Like ina number of other languages, these kings of noUNs can oceur in the

positions deseribed above.

{8} i} xatmé-y-z cizandw Clka NIN
town-DEF-~POSS destruction-DEF bad oe-pr. ims

"The destruction of the city is bad. "

il ain xatmé-y-z dizandw Wac-u-n
i town-DEF-20SS destruction hear-pst-1s,.
“I heard the destruction of the town, "

i) an 1 jfrej-z Xatmi-y-z dizEnaw jiNz~u-n
Y man-DEF-to town-DEF-POS5S destruction tell-pst~Is
"I told to the man about the destruction of the town"
The occurence of the derived nominal as the single realization of a

nouny phrase is fege common than simple nouns. Nav&rthe!ess, it can occur

a5 i {8} - {131

15 dizdndw-d Cika MNEN
destruction-DEF bad be-pr, 3Ims
"The destruction is bad*

(10} an  dizindw-d wac-u~n
I destruction-DEF hear-pst-is
"1 heard the destruction®

(Y1) an ljir-i-z dizandw-d jiNz=u~n
I man-DEF-to town-DEF tell-pst-is

"l told to the mon about the destruction”
Note that the nominal is followed by & definite marker when it occurs
as the single realization, i.e., when it is not preceded by complements as

it {8},



Hedlsm of the
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REMME gave an oxX io dhe man®

Y
;mw.
HYE
Y
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{
ool

tir—i~z birz viwandw
SPORS man~DEF-to ox to give/giving
Lemma's giving of an ox to thae man &

gefore conciuding this section, some general remarks séem o he in
order. [t has been shown that the noun phrase can function as a subject,

object, and an indires: object in 2 simple clause.

The head noun can cocur
alene and aiso wi

The noun that csn haa

£

i

Une guesdon regarding ihe general

waan phirgse

i

b whether or not

OCcur in some way., OF course,

are not Jdiscussed here,  One .
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2.3 Chuice of Compdement Phrages

te the preceding section ihe usage of the term comel
\ :

wis deliverately vague - 2z the main focus was on the genercal gistribution

ot TEe o

in lermy of the core grammatical relstions., The kind

L as complemants inoan NP shat! b examioed in

2 Ceanple
R

eoguciion of tids chapter the rotion

ine

tx wzec hars i its wider contexi to include maximal projections

pate in the expansion of @ noun phrase. [t has o distingt fune-

uppnsed W& 55 e owhich, according to Jackendof? {1977:10%)

vl

erminers, axprassions of quantification and some posses-

b

a categorial one 18 Chomsky (i986H:3) pointed out. in the relevant
Hleratuve howevar, lhers are different senses where 2 compiement is

ampioyed.  In Radford {1938:177} the distinction between complement and

G0d, baseo on the ligwing kind of structures:

shall be expmined fogether with other ~elefed jssues i ihe subseqguent




P osladeat ¢ oof B ¥ : ; peiir
BT 1y
it i1, s elaios thel the Hest PP s it e B R omptemeeg
¥ LR 3 I v L1 W sty 3 ] ¥ dunet abras
expanc M Lo N owhile adiuncis wEoaT g0 the
same B e pireseres of 2 comu lemant, o ine of 1187 oo

-

{14 *A student witn long hair i pnysics

oo 8 aa g4
S5 SLMNMG

thems of the fourth chapter. Suffice it to say here @t both uiv ases oan

be referred to as complements and theis ap)

s TS P gy oo L P 2 T Fanate
oraer iz derivable from other indps

EprinCipies orf gramasr.

Anather use of 2 complenient is the kind found in

15 used distinctively {rom the oo calied rcso-diegr modifiers,

v:ton, tha phrase in (181 05 3 uvompie whife the one in {18)

i-hiead modifiag

LR s ghol Fwidh red haird
pr:

He arques for this distinction oy provigding semanix and syrisciic metivations.,

ff his syntactic argument is taken here, he claims {5 283), that swintactically

there are three properties of complements ihatl distinguish them from modifi-

- o

£ra. These are, {a} the occurance of a compiement of a given kind depends

e the pressnce of a verb of snappropriate subcless, (b)) comploments are

obligatory with certain verbs, (¢} prototypical compiements are re

MPs ar AdiPs.  These supposedly distinguishing properties cannot be




4

gdoos not

by e neds AYRptory coeenleased cor

s B osay why ibose particular ones reet these cinpierst s i rot ofrwrs, Fomy o gy

%

puint of view, the employvment of the very phrase post-feed S a BnouEge -oarticuia which carnot
be used, in any fruitful way. in head-final languages. As & vesotl it caoanot
ever: e employed at the obsecvationai level. Thus boib pheases | (5]

4

arw! {18}, can be constdered as complaments,

Having cleared the terminclogical contusion that may arise by
wase of complement, the kinds of phrasss thet can bear this label in the NPs

of Khamt=nga shail be {reated in detsd,

2.1.2 Complement Phrases

L%

According o Jackendef {18

o o g 3y Py P . PR T
possinie noun ohvese

compiements are the following:

HY MY ey ;;s“iiiz w R { Py

Since the present study considers only maximad oo

mants, (Pri} in {17{(i}) shalt nigt be examired hera. Nor sl the clavse
{5'}) be examined because it shall he taken over in the next chapter {8 >

Comp 5 ~ wnere Comp is a complementizer like thet and ohe gvary clause

is represented as 87, even when there is no overt complementizar; .
leaves us with the {(MP), (PP} and (A" or AdjP) complemeanis, KPP shows
a "concatenation of an indefinite Xu" as ir Jackendoff {1977 :73) or more

precizely as in Chomsky (i9880:2) "X* stands for zero oF mors OCouUrsnces

Y some maximal projection.”  Jlackendoff did not propose these phvase types

Iy
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Compiasant sysiom. Meverineiass, givarn the sesus aniis b mads for U
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tine esseniisis of (17} shoula be expected in other lenouages oo,  In fact

g munber ot «iudies have been conducted in the sams spbivt as in Haye {1986},
Al the same the discussion of these complemant phrases - NF, PP, and AgiP,
iz not as clear in Khamtangs as it seems the case in Erglish. We shall

axaming each complament phrase Dalow,
! (4]

£.2.2.1 NP Complements

Although . Jackendoff 11877:61), was the first to doubt the validity
of s distinciton between complement types - attributing it to "little study
of a possible distinction smong different kinds of NP compiements®, he has

proposed some formal properties for each of the complemente,

Regarding the NP in {17{1}), he claims {2,621 rhat "in surface

struciure ....N cannot be foliowed by NP cbiect or predicaie. An &

t

18

corresponding o & V' with z direct object generally coniair

in struciures ltke (18] the head noun is fillowsd by o

Tray i} cdestroyv the ity
i} destricction of the city
The crucial gquestion that is directly relevan: for the presepnt discussinn

structure: is £ 3 PP headed by the hosd P

will be what to eail the ¢

of or is it an NP occuring with of for some other vaason. Morzover, what

& o

phwasee and

§

is the explanation for the difference between the furmar

{18} and (D)7

{12} 1} the city's destruction

il] the destruaction of the ity

201 il the stud of Chemisivy

ii} "Chemistry's student




Followirs Chomsky (130523, the stabis of 210M87F sircfing oonp be

SOTOLIN AT 1Y a2 25 iiﬁftie-f";"‘;' s 1zees L S 2 - i I HowE
e NE o oomipeement positon ros Loae Lans bl S OEn inalavis B oPule
[ | - ] =TS pf: Foia . 1 =R IhsEY {.}y

T S L g sy Flpe iy e p Poceargei by e PIRY s G TVRRINT (NAE .
BUGSIBUINY TUr iNE gemiiive L gkt S50 gl s angush s ohs araxation of

the PORSLassive) element to the NP in subijest posiiion o gel stroglures

e (19481, Chomsky [1986a:193) argues furthor that Case assignment

a2t Destructure must be distinguished from Case-vealization at S stoucture,
although both occur under government. (n order to capture more gensoalize-

L 190) 3

tion, Chomsky proposes {(p.184) whatl he calls the Cweformiiy

tormalized as fallows:

{217 i o i3 an inhsrent Case-marker, then o case marks
NP if and only if 9-marks the chain headed by NP,

Assumiing togethery with Chomsky that Ms are inhereni Case assigrers, {21}
shail be the core principle in the analysis of the present study.

The exact nature of the NP in compiement position shall be giear

if the overad characteristics of genitive construction in Khamiangz is

¥

I Hhamtanga, as it is the case In Grome {Have, 1988}, and Amharic
{Mullen, 1280} the same genitive structure can exoress a pumber of differant
retations. The following are the relevant exampies.

{227 i} aksum-t aria

A-POES farmer
BA farmer of Aksum®
i} Hprd-y-z fiClra

boy-DEF-POSS5 goat
“the boy's goat”




s

!;"i

Bvi Ajie-i~z HE
s?t&k!“t;i:?' “POSS  ieg
"The man's leg"

w1 famma-tl Zin

L ~PG£“ wrother
*lemma's brother?

vi} xatmd-y-z dizBriaw
town-DEE-ROSS cies tru-r:tiim
"destruction of the itown®

it is clear that in the above avamples, the genitive relation beiwsen the

head and s compiement is different. For instance, feilowing Baye {1846}, we

weation - dkzwer - with which we can associete the head noun.  (272{i}) shows

Hivn - the head noun belonging to (he complemeni in some

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

iy {22041 dRsum s in an argumend o c5n also

assume s argument positien i be 3 predicates and
the passive morphoicgy arenot invoivedl. Tous, the NP in this pesition

maist Le assigned ibe appropriate Oerela. It con oniy

0 3 xm vy ot and - - .y
asuigned such &

.

and virtug of the iiniformity Conditian

.

it can be further assumed that the NF In guesiion iz slso sssigned genitive

foase by the same head. Therefore, 4 15 assigned genitive Case which

s movphoelogically restized by the suffix -4, he gome —an be seid aboygt

the rest except that mostly Case is realized by the suffix . wiuch is the
possessive Case marker in masculine nouns  other than proner names  kf.
{45} below for the full inventory of Case mariors)

Therefore, in (22} yenitive Gase is assighed and realized” on 4

]

pussessive NP and as 2 resull thers iz g
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&5 poinied out o Willlams (13883, Therelore o suee 0F

et by the genitive gorstruntion the

Case is igentical.

Thus assuming the NP to be lhe maxims! p

F

head M, the corrssponding D-struciure and S-structurp of
shown as follows:
{23} D structure [aksum arSal

Sestructurs {aksum-t arSal

it iy interesting o note ithot, stthough Jackendof: (1977185 <laims ihat an

Filter thic phenomenon is exy saticrlly.  Thiz angd ather universal
arincinies not aniy obviate 1o an elaborsated rule system but

9,

also sirongly support ne assumplion mads Dy cateoory structure,

as in Stowel]l {1981) which postuiates that any F can o & complement ol

any lexical head X. Thus, thoe fact thet

_—

veniglires (e role of of-insertion

Bragieriies: as

is & defuouelt as Chomsky (19865:194) calls 10 and

.

belonging to the papriphery vather than o ine oo

wemined 15 Tha

Another lssus thal nseds o

the ganitive constructions expressed by {13} and {2081, The Khamianga
phrase that is the equivalent of {20} is {24).

Forgis s . B ;

{23} wangel-i-z famari

Gospal-DEF-POSS  siudent
“Student of the Gospet
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151 o shndent of physics drum Raglan

A= virgel-i-2

The crucial point is that while in Khamtenga the new phrase introduced

te marked by the genitive Case raailzation, in English it 5 hesded
b

the of-insertion rule cannet be impleme s ted s

..,.
wtr
femn
-~
Tk
-
7]

prepo

ungrammaticatity of {27} shows:

{37} * a student of physics of bngland

o R

nd ‘i 4

the

One possible explanaticn for the ungrammaticality of {271 and the grammaticai

ity of {216 can be derived fron the propergiss of Csse and tepnla

giving it some kind of & -role - like

it student S-marks physi

LA |
of the Uniformity Condition., Then, this Daze is realizved  doo s
of-inzertion se=chanis:y, But 1w NP Soieond cannel be assigned

gt inmartion

seems (o allow succsssive of-insertion slsewhers 33 Lhe graz

inn $28) shows:

(28) the son of the friend of the farmer

But ip (28} {he heat nour

Case is assigned and morpholouicstly realized. A7 this ciege an

=

1, then it can assign it genitive Case again by virtue

G5B Crine nit.

Coopede, fAnderson {1883:5) sugaoests that this J-role can be callec

gefaylt case, t.g,

important
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her-house
i Pouse?

yan-1} 1
womasn - DEF-POSE row

woman's cow®

WAL - DR 355 child-DEF-POSS
i o Cal i -
the cow of the woman's ohilg?

irzay
those
“those

Yh-firza
Ty hurss
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fiead canr
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thevt, 3 what is the retaticnship of the pronominal
prachiic o the head noun’ in arder to gel a comprehensive snswer io this
Guesdon some general properties of the bound forms in {38} should be

ERAMied

‘it is clear from the chservational leve! that forms in (38} are bound

i1 |4 5

ppoesec 1o independent words. (¥ they are bound then, they are either
chitics or affixes. The distinction between clitics angd affixes has become
an interesting area of research in the recent Hterature within different

theoretica! approaches.

Within the principles and parameters approach of Government and

Binding theory, the study of ciitic constructions has atiracied special stten~

e

orer $1984a), and Rivera {1586},

L%
[

tion. The studies of Jaeggh (1582},
among others, have given important insighis about clitic constructions,
Riverc {1986:774}, claims that "a homogeneous typology of pronominal clitics”
can emarge from the studies pieceding hars.  So she summarizes the mzin

chavacteristivs of the ciitic constructions pariiculariy those found in modern

Romance {anguages as follows:

{81} 1} Clities are bownd words or atfix-like items
in non-Argument positicon,

i Clitics absord some featurs of the V connecisd
with Government/Case/ O-role, :

iti} Clitics are linked to an Empty caisgory in
Argument position.

't is not intended here to present in detail all the major propasals
made within generative grammar on the nature of ciltic constructions,
The cheice of one proposal aver: the others is largely dstermined empiricaily.
However, we shail appeal to the analysis made by Borer {i%$34a}, in
describing the status of the bound DOSSessive pronouns of Khamtanga.

Nevertheless, we shali mot clam that this snall be the

o

niy possible analysis.




Beray assumes “hMat the cHlic is & speti-ous of the Case festures of

the nead. She formalizes the rule as follows ip.37
A2 Thtle Soett-Inp
U - 5 T g ot o - A v P ;e e N k4
{ o Cowse] > x| G easa, Lgender, Ynumber, o pergoni

x = [*V] in Romance
¥ = Y, P N in Semitic
She further argues tnat since the ciltic is itself a speli-out of the Case
features, it asbsorbes Case. The relevant exampies from Modern Hebraw are
presented Dalow:
(833 i} beit fa-mara

Bouse the-{eac ey “{fem)
Ythe isacher’s haoge?

house-her
"her house®

i) *hgitez B mare
nouse-her the teacheor

iv} boit-a Loi Ma-mors
Bouse-ber  of the-teachar

fthae teancher's o

J gy pe s gy - —— s g G F5 =
ne ciitic -2 in {43{Hi}} absorbs the gernjlive {

lﬁ'

ina! ctherwise would

!-a:‘

be assigned to the complement. As & result ine siructure Is ung “ammatical

by virtue of the Case~Filtar, The compienent NF which is in need of Case

BN .be resoded by the Case asslioner Sel "of! ard the resuiting structure

Lecomes grammatical,

The Khamtangs structure {80{i}}, car be accounted for in & similar
manrar.  The bound possessive pronominal has absorbed the Case which
would have Lesn assigned 15 the complement NF. Thus the complement
Junii-yiin “ihe woman® cannot be licensed. The crucial guasticn iz whether
Khamtanua has a device to rescns the Case~less NP as Modern Hebrew.
We shall argue below that Khamtange has suck @ device. The following

examples are Hustrative
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fil s i} iwnd-yin-s Nip-iiwa
woran- DEF- o her-cow

e, "to the woman ber cow"
“the woman's cow®

i} lwnd- yEn-s Nir-firdngw
woinen -DEF -{o her-lcaving

Ht. “to the woman her eaving'
“the woman's feaving”

sie se i w
e} ahbelba-s Nir-ix ¢
A. to her-child
fit.  “to Ababa her chilg"
“Abeba's child.®
the -= segment in the structures is identified in Appleyard {p 258}, as ihe
feminine feiationgl Case marker. Although the present study is net

concerned with the analysis of the Case system, it will be useful to present

the relevant Case markers for the subsequent discussion.

(457} . gl i.
Absz, 2
Obj.
Poss. -2 2% -3 ] =t
Rel. w3 =& b -kl

o

We will argue that the relatinng! Case marker is not actually a Case marker

inn the sense of the POSS or the object marker. i is a kind o7 an adposi-

ticn.  Obsarve the tollowing santences
=¥

(46} 1) iwnd~vin-s mas'ahit-d Y ¥ g-n
woman-DEF 1o book-DEF give-pst-ls
"t gave the boek to the woman® «
i) Viwad- vine-s FaK yiyi
cow-LEF-io grass give-imp.2s

"Give grass {o the cow!®

in {48} the transitive verb ylw- "give" subcategorizes for two arguments,

it can govern and assicn Case only te one argument in the sense of Chomsky

{1381:181) and Uriagereka (1988:46). Thus nrée ‘ahlfd receives accusative
Case {which is not overtly realized in masculine necung!. The remaining
argument then must be sssionaud Cace by other means. The = segment

has exactly this function: it assigns Case t0 Juna~yin “the woman."




4 o a

Thy

tiont. In Bilin {Palmer, 1383761, the equivalent af *he relational Case has
been termed dotive . Bul Palmer scems Lo be awa’e of the congeqguences
of these terms because he stresses that "names and 1ransi fations a; e used
for identification oniy: the analysis does not employ any notional criteria

"%

that might appear 10 be implied by them”. (Paimer, ibid. n.ij.

Then, the ungrammal icaiity of (BOLi}} <an be accounted for by invoKk-
ing some general pro arties of clitic o2 structions. Particularly the notion
S P
f (Case Absorplion can oe systaﬁmat%ca%y applied to the Khamtanga data.

However, Appleyard (0. 161}, presenis sowe examples that could chalienge

the presant anatysis., They are prasented below:

roe-y-i fvl-sin
farmer-DEF-PUSS hig-sister
vshe former's sister’

iy Higgirwe ;;c"f-wﬂ wip-zin
girl-DEF-PU 1SS her-brother
fthe girl's brother”

i) ifar-i-z Ma~-nya
pwoys-DEF-FOSS their~-moiher
Tihe boys' mother”

Based on the above data 50ms2 general remarks cen be made. Firstly, all

ihe examples involve kinship tarms. Thus any comprenensive solution 0

the problen should sxzmine the nature of kinship terms in the language,

As Appleyard himsel” notes Kinship terms hehave differantiy cinca they canndt
¥ P

occur in isclatiopn as other nouns do. Compare {#8{ ivil with (ugii)-fifid}:

{43} i} 1iwa “cow”

DRE Haye!
i} Nin thouse”
iv) =in ?
twra-yan sty Mt Woman s sjuter’

Nir-sin “har sicier’

s, (he siatus of this segment ‘o cloar from (861: Bt is mot @ Case reditdas



While other nouns can occur in isolation, kinship terms like {usiiv]] cannot
be interpreted unless fhey ocour with complement NFs OF possassive pro-

nominal proclitics.

1}

Secondly, what Agple

wrd presented as a possussive Lase realization

-

y
in (87(i) and (iiij}, must be rather ihe relational Case or the kind of
an adpositional function which we argued for in relation to (44} and (46}

above. Thus the real counter-example is (n7(ii}), because the -t segment

is clearly the feminine genitive Case marker formaily different from the feminine

relational Case marker -g . 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 riational or the adposition -z as {45} shows. The following sentences

give evidence 1o the status of the -z segment:

{49} i} arSa-y-2 bira yiw-u-n
farmer-DEF-to ox give-pst-18
#{ gave an ox to the farmar"”
it} lfar-i-z mi Tyiw-u-n
boys-DEF-to Injeraibread) give-pst-is
" gave Injera to the boys.”

However, the structures in {(47(ii}), presenis a real problem to our analysis
pecause contrary to our claim the prociitic has not absorbed the genitive
Case that should be assigned by the head. My informants have insisted
that {47(ii}} is not possible at all. What is possibie is the structure where
. the relational Case marker or the adposition occurs with the complement
NP as in (50}:
(s0) i) lwna-yan-s Nir-sin
woman-DEF-to her-sister

1it. "io the woman her sister”
"yhe woman's sister”
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ii} lwna-yan-s Nir-zin-i~-z Nin
woman-DEF-io her-brother-DEF-POS5 hoise
lit. "to the woman her brother's house"

"the house of the woman's orother"

The same phenomenon is found in 3ilin and Awngi. The following examples

are itiusirative:

{51) Bilin
i) In-ix"Vina-r Sani

DEE-woman-POS5 zsisier
ithe woman's sister"

i) *in-1x"Vina-r ni-Sani
DEF-woman-POSS her sister

i) in-ix"Vina-si ni-Sani
DEF-woman-to her-sisier

fit."to the woman her sister"
nihe woman's sister”

Awngi
i) Ni-cuza
her-sister
"her sister”
ii) *lwna-t Mi-cuza
woman-POSS her-sister
i) lwna-s Ni~cuza
woman-—io her-sisier

iit. “io the woman her sister"
"ihe woman's sister”

So given the above facts we might be inclined 10 suspect the validity of
(47(ii)}. f we conclude that it is erronecus then there will be nothing

more to assume. But given the difference of iudgemezja-ts of native speakers,
it may not be appropriate 10 ruie out the possibility of structures like (87
{(ii}). Then the anaiysis should be abie to subsume cases like (47(i)}
without contradicting the generai property of clitic constructions. In other
words our analysis should be able to account for [NP+POS5 ci+NP] structures
without loosing the generalization captured by the notion of Case Absorption.

We will argue below that this may be possibie.
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Suppose we assume that a kinship term has an empty thematic siot
that must be filled by 2 genitive construction in the syniax and by a
clitic in the lexicon. Then, if we furiher assume that this siol must be
fillad by either the clitic or genitive constructions at every level {hecause
of the projection principle}, then the boundedness of kinship terms can
be explained. What we are proposing in effect is kinship terms have the
potential of incorporating the clitic by a word formation rule. Once this
process has taken place a complex noun is created that would be able t
assign Case the same way as other nouns do. This process of word forma-
ticn related to kinship terms is allowed given the idiosyncratic nature of
the lexicon. Stowel! {1987:301}, invokes 2 word formation rufe 1o account

for some Double Object constructions in English, as in {521

{52} Wayne sent [ Robert [a relegram] |
in order to obviate apparent counter-examples to the principie of Case
Adijacency, Stowell proposes that the internal MP can Le “incorperatad into
the lexicon® by & word formation rule. The sitructure he darives l0OKS ‘
as follows:

{53} Wayne {V;!s,‘e[i‘ab?iﬁbert}ia selegram} |
Therefore. the attachment of iﬁe pronominal proclitic to kinship terms by
a word formation rule in Khamtanga cen be seen in the same light. The

proclitic no more function: as Case absorber bDecause it has been incorporated

into the noun as a primitive.

However, this noun differs from any other in one imporiant way:
it cannot have features different from ithe NP in argument position, while
other nouns are not sensitive to this requirement. Observe the itollowim~

structures:
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(583 i) thjagird-yan-ii Nir-sin
girl-DEF-POSS her-sister
“the woman's sister”
i) *hlr-i-z Nir-sin
man-DEF-POSS her sister
it} lwng-yan-ti tiwa

woman~DEF-POSS  cow
tthe woman's cow®

iv} ljir-i-z ilwa
man-DEF-POSS COW
“the man's cow”

If we assume as we did that the [cl+kinship] term is one lexical item, then
it is a referential NP and should be free according to principle C of binding
theory. But {34) shows that this noun should be obligatorily corefarential
with the complement NP. This could be explained in terms of the peculiar
nature of possassive pronouns themselves. Anderson £1979:93) following
Lasnik (1976) suggests that possessive pronouns could be considered as

an obligatorily bound proncuns as in the following examples:

(a5} i} John lost his mind
ii} They blinked their eyes
Thus since tne cgmpiex noun created by the incorperation of the proclitic
in Khamtanga containg a possessive pronominal, i1 shouid be treated dif-

ferently.

Before concluding, some general remarks scem to be in order. Firstly.
in the case of kinship terms and in other cases also theconfiguration [ MP+POSS
cl+N] is not possible. If it is possible as Appleyard's data suggest then
it must be a highly marked ogption given the facts of ralated languages -
Bilin and Awngi - as in {51). The option aisc runs against evidences of
a number of other languages as in Amharic {Mul'en, 13868} and OJromo

(Bavye, 1986). Secondly, evan in data of the present study the configuration
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[ MPLBOSS MNP s more arked than [ch#NPl configuration
kinship termms. In other words there seems to Le 3 tendency o pretfer

(i) than (i} in {56) below:

{553 )} Ni-sin hiz sister”
i) tjlr-i-z sin "the man's sister®

in this respect Khamianga seams 0 be closer tc Awngi than to Bilin because
in Awngi kinship terms are possible only with the attachement of the pro-
nominal proclitic, as in (57):

{57} i} Ni-cuza Ther sister”

ii} lwnd-t cuza "ths women's sister”

jii) lwni-t {lwa "the woman's cow”
This indicates thal the possessive proncminai proclitics are becoming affix-
like in Khamianga, while the same has keen accomplished eartier in Awngi.

vicence to Divonis {(19871)

.
0

Perhaps this nrocess can be considered as a
ciaim {quoted in Klavans {1887:103})} that the historical path of ciitics is
from independent words to afiixes.

1t should be obvious then that different genitive constructions funct-
jon differently in noun phrazes. in the remaining discussion how other
phrases - namely. PPs and APs Lahsve a3 compiements in NP shail be

examined.

2.2.2.2 PP Complamants

Regarding PPs Jackenduii (1977 :72} claims that PPs of time, piace
and accompainment can function as PP complements in noun phrases.
Since in Khamtanoa the genilive construction has a wide range of fuprtion
it has been demonsirated ":ﬁat phrases that express spatial reiation are
subsumed under this construction. Those that show tempora; roiation are
also expressed by a genitive consirdcuon as example {5} repeated here

shows:




{5} an niC-i-z haz x"-u-n
i todav-DEF-P0SE  fishas egat-pst-is
“} ate toriay's fishus”

Thu-, we will examine the status of othar PPs.

in English the PP in (58] can be considered as 2 complement of
the preceding neun (from Jackendoff {1977:68]):
{58) the talk [about the war}
PE

In Khamtanga the equivalent of {58} is the following:

{52} aCina-y-z wiga~d
war-DEF-POSS talk-DEF
Lit. “the war's taik®
"the talk about the war"”

Again the structure in {5%) involves a genitive construction and it cannot

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

NPs involve guite a different structure as in (61):

{601 i} the girl with a black hair

it} the man with a black mule

(611 i} NiCir s'ibka s'ay-ray iwnd-yin
black hair has-3PS-REL woman-DEF

“The woman who has a black hair"
it} NICHr biale Say-iw Hitr—d

~lack muie nas-37ms-REL man-DEF

“The man who has a black mule"
i# is obvious that Khamtanga employs the relative verd form of hqve fo
express the with phrases in {60}. This completely different mechanism
could be partly the resuilt of the interpretation of with PPs themseives.
As Andrews (1985:91) noted with-PFs can be problematic as far as their
semantic function is concerned. Thus, he cites the example -~ fhe old man
walks with a stick can mean either the man walks ngivg o stdel or ihe
man waiks carrying a ~t =% . In ths latler sense witn does not indicate

instrumentzl usage but rather that of accompainmeni or even nossession.
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527 1T ¥E
re 4 435 HOT ST
Fa woman
it} pa-alg fardssu sawW-yve
{ Twithi horse-DEF man-JEF

"ipe man with a horse”
Therefore, white the meaning depicted by {517 is one of possassion,
Khamtanga does not smploy the usuz genitive construction bt instead

shows 3 different structure that inveolves the refative of the verb sfay-

tyo have". An obvious and natural guestion would be what is the distine-

tion between ihis twe strategies - the genitive construcion and the aowve
construction? In other words is thers any ¢ vstematic relationship between

these consiructions - one being derived from the other?
Similar questions have bean caised in a number of studies as in

Sk

Chomsky {1878}, Stockweil, Schachier and Partes {1973}, and Anderson

£1983', Aczording W Anderson (198%:4; phrases like fa301)1 cannct be

(

311}, whare have might

w

considered @s derived from the have phrasz (&

B doleted =omewheres in the derivation:

{83! i} Mary's siore
ii} Mary has a store
Ske argues then, foliowing Stockwell, Schachter end Partee (1973} against
the hypothetics! relationship between {630i}} and (63{ii)}, by saying that
the hgve construction, “does not adeguately cover the range of meanings
included in the possessive...". To demenstrate the validity of her claim

she provides the foliowing exampies:



f84} i} Rohwrt's house i white
it} The house Robert has is white
She puoints out that, Aobert’s house could be ths one he owns, rents,
used o hive in, has picked out as hiz fevourite or works in... while
{if}) exciudes ail of these interpretations sxcapi the one in which he has
possession of the house’. Thus, it sesms reazonabis at ieast based on
the potential of covering a8 range of meaning that the two possible sirategies

are not identical.

Moreover, the ti’xeﬁtaﬁc ralation that holds between the head and the
genitive construction is different in the two possibilities. camsisﬂeriég the
Khamianga example {51}, the thematic relation beiween lhe head nouns
and their respective compiemenis is different: i1 is possible to omit the

adjective in {61(ii}] as in (85{ji1), but doing the same in {(61{i}) as in

{85(i}) incurs ungrammaticzlity or semi-accepiabiiity.

{653 3V 7 sTibKs glay-riy Iwnid-yvin
i yas-3fs-REL woman-DEF
? Yéhke woman with: hals”

it} igla slay-gw-~ Lir-o
mule hag~3ms ~DEF

&
1
o
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Therefore, given the above examples the PP oosition in  the NF is expresscd

by differant ways In Khamtanga, including genitive HPs and clausal comple-

ments,

2.2.2.3 AP Complements

Adjectival Phrases as complements in NP are more problematic in
Khamtanga than NF and PP compiements. The main reasoen for this situst-
ion is the appsrent lack of adjective proper in the sense of Amharic or

English. in the unmarked case Khanitanga employs refative verb forms
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as adjectives (which is also noted by Appieyard 1262}). The foliowing

examples are illustrative:

{65} la} Adjective
i) xay3dw ifar "a big boy"

i ii) xayray fiClra “a big goat”
&
o W _ i :
ili}] xayak bii "hig ox”
i !
-
3z {b} Reiative
4 i} ga¥aw itar "the boy who shouted”
< i) gas'ray iwna "the woman who shouted”
i T . . , )
H iti) ges'ak K #ihe men who shouted"
i As it is obvious from (66}, the adjectives strictly foilow the relative verb
P . 14
¢ paradigm - being conjugated fer person/number /gender.
3 :

Thus, it foliows that any adequie analysis of these adjeciives in

. particular and APs in general must presuppose an examination of the
f  relative construction. This fask shall be addressed in the next chapter.

1t is not, of course, strange 10 fing relative verb forms functioning

s
B

as adjectives. In English, though not the relative varb per sz, 8%
English does not have 2 different reiative verb, 2 syntactic mzans of
relative clause formation may be said to have an attributive funciton.

Moreover some verbs known as participles funciion in the same way as

i B R

adjectives do as Huddleston {1884} points out.
{67} i) The vase is broken

ii} A broken vase

o A R st e

Khamisnga employs relative verb forms to express (87):

s

5 {68} i} Cin-d kildi-S wiyn-u
vase-DEF break-PASS be-pst-2ms

"The vase was broken'
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i Kitdi-5-"3w Ciri-d
Dreak-PASS-REL-3ms  vase-DEF
*ithe broken vase"

However, there are very few adjectives that do not falli under the

relative verb paradiom. Thnese are the following:

{63} i) NICIr "olack”
i} CiKa "hag"
it} witu Yamali®
iv) imgq™u telirryt

The fact that only these few adjectives diverge from the relative verb
form seems to be an idiosyncratic feature since neither lexical nor semantic
consirainis seem to operate only on these adjectives as gpposed io Gthers?.
The adjectives occur in modifying a single N or an expanded N:

(70} iy NiCEr firza

plack horse
"A bilack horse®

i} NIClr lwna-vyan-tl firza
black woman-DEF-PUOSS novse

"The black horse of the woman®

The adjeciive in {70{ii}} modifies the NP Twuwe yar-11

4

"rhe woman's

horse®. The head noun firza "horse”. has assigned the

appropriate O-role and Case to Jfwwi-ydn "the woman? Anothev possible

structure s {71}):

{71} lwnd-yan-til NiCir firza
woman-DEF-PGSS  biack horse

"The women's blacik horse"
But as we shall argue in chapter four, (77} is a possibility only at a
different level of representétion‘ In other words Jwnd-ydn cannot be
assigned Case by the adjective because adjectives neither assign nor receive
Case. One evidence is that the adiective unlike the noun can occur in

clitic constructions where we arqued for the property of Case absorption:
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E?‘Z} f‘:éi‘;?i. i,'%“’f“”"{:
biack my horse
“my bilack horse®

It cannot assion csse, because if T had, structures like {73} would
have pReenn grammadical:

{73} *wna-van-tl NiCiy

woman-DEF-PO5S biack

To summarize the discussion, tie main {inding is that genitive NPs
can productively function as complemenis in an MP. However, genitive
constructions alsc function as PPs of time, place, accompainment, elc, -
which would have been expressed by FFs proper in the sense of English.
The role of APs alse has been sxamined end it was found cut thai the

great majority of adjectives are actually reistive veri forms.
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7. The idivsyncratic nature of the forms of derived nor nais als
can be ssen in Khamianga. This can be readily observed in comparison

with Ambavic forms:

Ambaric Khamiznge
i} dakKaks "became flou ! diKu
i} madKak "becoming flour” dika:
i) dulkKet "flour" gizen
The third form in the Khamtanga examples is compiztely dititerent both from
the verb or the second derived nominal.  in ciher cases the derived aominal
is derived from a clausal complex:

i} naifisa “the wind blew®

antfas "hbeing bicwn®
1

f
it} nlfas T i
3. In some few instavices Cose may nnt be Y.

when the reiation between the pesse sor and the poscessed is of an idi cmatic

nature. Appleyard (2608} gives some exumiples:

i! xar zila
mighi-bird
"hird of night®

i) dir awling
foresi-cat
“forest cat”
Perhaps. ii willi be possible {0 treat thess form: as
twa separate nouns. Morsaver, accusative (ohject] CUass
on masculine nouns:

compounds, rather than
- ie et realized

i} an iilr-o gat-u-n
i man-DEF sap-nsi-1s
"I saw the man®

it} an lwna-yan-t! gal-u-n

i woman-DEF~ACC see pst-ls
"} saw the woman”

e

e Case marker but it seems

@
iedd
o
P
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The segment [ after
to be a kind of epenthesis.
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. it is obvicus Trom the dala that the
by ditferent forms. Appieyard {237 ciaims st
tinguishes two gener/number forms.  The masculine/plur
by a number of aliomorphs before 8 Case marker ?i* g
we can present the siterrnadion of the Cefini! !

ragiized
par ois-

PR g = MRS = T |
way is raalized
.

absciuts

m. /pt. ~{1id(1)

f ~SEn v yEn

The alternation of ~y- with < - is phoenological: the former occurs after
& vowel fingl stem and the latter after 2 consonant.

5. Borer shows lhe chtic doubling construction by the following configura-
tion:

74
j’ -,..‘.""Nm..,,,_m‘&“
P NPi
fx 4 il i;
fcil + x j§ =

There are anumber of controversial icsuss in Getermining the exact
component{s] where clitic assignment takes place. Zee for discussion
Klavans J. (1885, Zwicky. A.M. {1885}, Rivers, M-L. {]%86).

6. Tremblay, {n.d.} ms., considers Ambaric PPs as Case phrases
and claims that L& andis among others are Tase morphemes. This
analysis embedded within the OB framework is motivalad by generalizations

on Amharic word order where heads appear 1o the right in every XP.

7. Within this small set a finer dislinciion cen be made based on the
inflectional peitern., Thus as Appleyard indicatad the first two in [69]
foliow the paitern of nouns:

NiClr {(sg) NICir~Tan (ph
The last two can be singled cut by the different pattern they show wity
“smali® and Img”x "dirty® infiect for gener and number by suffixing -u

& L = - . if o
"masct, ~we "fem™, and ¥ "plu". interestingly the antonyms of most of
these adjectives follow the relative paradigm:
NiCir "black" s'drdw "white"
CiKa "bad* Kasdw "good”
witu “small" xXayaw Yhig®




CHAFTER THREE
THE RELATIVE CLAUEE
in the preceding chapter phrasal comptemenis in the scun phrase
were examined. It was aiso pointed out that <lausal complemants particular-

ly relative clauses, can function as complemenis. According to the phrase
structure schema of Jackendoff (1977] restriciive and appositive reiative
clauses can project from N and N' levels respectively. In this chapter

the general distribution of relative clauses shail be examined.

The first secticn shall deai with some intorductory notion about the
significance of relative clauses as the main clausal complements in NPs,
In the second seciion, the relativizable pesitions in the formation of
relatives in Khamtanga shall be presented. The third section examines

the relationship of the relative verb with adjectives.

3.1 Generai Properties

The study of relative clauses has been characterized by a number
of interesting issues. Before we go into the detail of these issues it is
worthwhile to 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 relative clause construction (p.664):

"A relative comstruction is a construction consisting

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

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

purpose of identifying the relative clause.

55
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In a languzge like English un which linguists bave done extensive
s’{uéiés: most of the properties of the relative have been learned. Within
generative grammar, the sem_inal' works of Ross (1967}, Chomsky (1977},
J@ckendoff (1977) though different ina number of ways, have shown
important aspects of the relative clause. The studies also brought new
insights in the analysis of other constructions like clefts, comparatives,

and topicalization. !

There have been of course different ways of analysing the relative
clause. Regarding the branching possibilities, for instance, there have
been at least three major contending approaches which Jackendoff (1977:
169}, describes as the determiner theory, the Chomsky-adjoined theory,
and the NP-compiement theoi-y. it is not possible to go into the detail of
these approaches here. [t shail suffice te say that according to the first
the reistive clause {(Z'} branches @’i'ﬁth a determiner dom-inateé by a node
Art"", and by a rule of obligatory extraposition appears to the right of
N' . In the second theory, S' branches as a sister of N''' while dominated
by another N''. The NP-complement theory croposed by Jackendoff (1977},
on the other hand stipulates that restrictive relatives are sisters to N,

while appositives are sisters tc N'.

Jackendoff argues against the former gpproaches. He ciaims that
the determiner theory involves urnecsssary rule of extraposition and the
Chomsky-adjoined theory s not consistent with the endocentricity condition
of the phrase structure schema. He alsc argues against other approaches
like that of Thompson (1871}, where conioined structures are stipulated

to be the sources of a relative clause.

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

quesiioned.




toura in the ficst ~hzotor iy bis powerful

endocentricity constraivt which proni Nersive arelectionn, The

second one (s nis atlemint w equats the Gistiie idon B Rwean fesirictive and
nor-resirictive lappositive] relative clausss with ciife ant Sltravonies an
the projection of NPs. i sesms the _sse that the analysis of the secund
problem foliows from the former as in Emonds [1:79) where 4 is aryuod
that the third bar lsvel is net necessary Decause annousiiives do not have
distinct properties. However, according o Jackendoff {1977:172;,
restrictives and appositives differ in 3 number of ways. OUne important
cdifference is the presence of an intonation break. Thus in {1} below,
the intonation break marked by the comma jc a character:stic featurs of
a non-restrictive reiative -

(1) The mar, who Bi saw, snesrad
I other words in the absence of the irtonation break {1} becomes &
restrictive.  Generalizing their distribution, Jackeridoif {ibld} claims that
"the fact thst appositives slways follow resiriciives is aexplainabie by the

H

ME-complement theory as a consequence of rosirictives seing N comple~

smanis and apposilives baing N'™ complements,

The probiem with this ciaim is that the commsz intonation plays an
important role in distinguishing the two rolatives. This obscures the
distinction hecause the notion of intonation cannot be siudied from a purely
formatl approach. As Bache and Jakobsen (1580:256) commented, this
classification should teke inte account commmicative chavacte: Laties
Their disf’::s":ct;‘on is based on semantic cviteria: restrictives contribute "to
whal an addressor is taliking about,® while non~restrictives, "predicate

soinething aboutl which is beirg taiked about rather than contributing.”
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wavs. According o dappaport (1387 488),

‘...

is a kind of an atribucive clause.  He suggesis that, ©if

an atiribuiive clause s aefined as a2 clause medifving a nominsl, a relative
e

clause iz a special kind of an auributive ciause.” This implies of course

clauzes that resepibie the relative <lause.

Or.e such kind of clause which has & siriking resembiance with e

According te

retative i3 what is known s the #oun compl
$81:216}) some few nouns like, foet , idaa ., rle
fzke noun compiement clavses., Rappavori {1387:480} shows unporiant

noutny comcdemant clavses andg reiative clauses, The
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Some argues, as in Schachier (1373}, that the cleft construction like

cape . should have the same noo-language soecific deep
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s i & rejetive clause formation
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worrespanding to the positions where NPs Can ocgur,” o order Lo show

e rewtion of the reiative clause with the head NP, it is apprepriate o

Hvizable positions within & matrix clause.

{4} i} [jie—d {Hr-u
man-DREF come-pst--3ms
e man came”

iy
Vot
—

} gl fiCira-van-tl jib-u
an~DEF geat-DEF-ACC buy-pst-2ws
¥Tha man bought the goat™
i} ¥agsan-d iK¥ iz nabase-d Wiw LN
sn—-EF~to bread-DEF give-pst-3nd

oriests-DEF womg
“The priests gave the Dread ¢ the woman®




WS man-DEF buy-REL-3ms gn;rf:#?f*féi-"'
at whom the mar bought”

hapaSe-d yiw-8K " |

F-POSS bread-DEF give-REL-3p
515 who gave the Draao (o ihe woman

o . L ; sur N
i bassan—-o rehase-d viw-NaK " | -

,.:r jests-t Dread-DEF give-REL-
FThe wonen To whom §

o sume general cemarks

Y oawrder . Miestiy, thers sre soms alements i e zhove

£ SN R e s
Py CHN DE vy

Secondly, ihe NP in subje:

iois recoverable in the verb, However  inv {4 the MNP in
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Sy Kétsaw Kabay Kabak

Kébraw Kibriy Kabrak
3Im Kibiw Kibaw Kibay K&EbaK

If Kiprdy Kibrdw Kabriy Kebra

KEbniy Kibnak ¥
KiEbirndy Kabiy néix
KibNiy KabNag "

verty form for every pervson,

s o find cut the relativiza-

their strateay of relativiza-

fionr. RKeansn (14851461 claims tha! there are a number of ways of present-

where the relativized NP may be (i}

2n  ordinary personal pronoun, (i} a special pronominal form peculiar to

ich can be cailed a relative pronoun, and (iii) nothing at

<y (1877.80}1 hes analbyzed English relativization as a

and odmitted that not alt languages employ movement
for relativization. Thus, he suggests that in languages which lack the

movement rule, retativization Yinterprets a2 base-generated proncun in the

of relativization In Khamtanga, the relation-

ativizoag NP ang the clause must be axamined.
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ot an NP-tvace or a variabie Beciuse it is neither triggered by an instance

of Move-: wmor is A bound
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by an operater, Thus, it is reasonable to

assUme thatl this EC piesd be Prg .,

Secondly, tne agreament of the relative verb with the relativized
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and an object sgreement.  This can be seen it we change the subject in
11, because the change willi bDe seen in the relative verb, as in (12):
{13} itb-Nav

buy-REL-3nf
ine goat the;
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The eloment 4 shoas that the relativized positon is an oblique position

occupiea Dy = 3fs head. The elamenis under 3 alternate according to the
nerson-mumber-gencer featurss of the NP in subject pesition.  MNote that when

both e subject and the oblique are identica! in features, as in the fourth

Hine in (18] the resulting form s simbiar with the 3{s subject relative in

This situaticn can also e found in soms Amharic relatives. The

Knamisnga {15{(i)) and Ambaric (15{ii})) examples are illustrative:
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s similar with inter-
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the relativized verd, the head NP can be amitied. The

the recoverability condition: the heads in {22{#i}) and (iil) below are recoverable

by

nte warker -dim} and -yin (), respectively.

is pirodductive in es like clefting

arent on whe as whom it {210ivi].

zed 1o show cbhject

rent refativization

sies show:

pasition it is

is relativized the O-role

Oiherwiss,

least nol in standard English.
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the presence of the propar agresment slement in
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it is yesterds

izing the coject of an adposition the process is

o

IELF

i '3 dmia FIC Hrd-yan-t! Boiwe-nw

DEF-ACT

relativized construction.  Poihaps s contrast will be more clesr in

comparisen with vhe following

{214} 1} 1Emma
L.
13

i} lamme anbisa-w-in va-gaddiiad-bbit Tor
: lion- DEF-ACC  REL- Kili-pst-3ms. ~ci speay
the spear Ly which Lemma killed the iign®

I we assume with Mulien {1988:268), that the -ibgr In {28{ii}} is 2n obiect

clitic which combines with the preposition P, then ciearly, this element,

whatever vE o amporiant role in relativizetion.  This

can be seen in g structure vhere only the relativized verb and the head




(25} /4 gaadiia- bbil
REL-kill~psi~3ms-cl {rREY
Rrig wbiiomtn dun LellTeadt
e spear by which he killed
The gioss far (28{H)1differs from {25; only in the absence of the subject

and the objeci NPs of the vert gdddild "kill®. Both are recuverabie in
the relativized verb. However, the same cannot be said with the foliowing

- Khamtangs stracfure, in relation to £23{}iy}:

(267 ., Kiw-3w Tor-d
T ki-REL-3ms spear-DEF

The gioss for (36} will not be similar with its suppesedly  analogous
structure {230ii}}, It has a reading: “the spear that kitls/ kdied"s

ir: fact the reletive construcition in {28! secems to have acquivaed a different
kind of funcrion: ‘ihét of limiting the r2age of meaning of the head NP to

a "particular brand of spear”, ss an atiributive adiective. One obvious
auestion is whether it is possible 0 account for the absence of an

adposition agreement in the verb in the same wWay as we did for {18},

where some general notions of O-role assignment were considered. Supposa

the structure in (23} can be » reprasentad as foilows:

273

LY

‘!. J_,,/‘L‘Q
j N - e
Lamma Prd e
(. Adn v

B ——" Y

NP
,-i{.n& i ,,f’);%“‘-\ §

Tor-i wZ flCira~-vin-ti Kiw-u
spear-DEF  with goat-DEF-ACY Kill-pst-3ms

TLemma killed the goat with the spear®
The verb assigns a S-role %o its subcategorizing complement -

the NP #llm-pdr "the goat". Hut the NP Taw is assigned a 9 -role




i3

independent of the verb by the govarning adposition -z and as a result
the verb does not show this agreement in relativization, The absence of

oblique clitics seems to be responsible fr the difference of interpretation

between (23{ii!) and {286}., Hetzron {(i1969:1 } observes a similar situation

g

in Awngi. The following are the relevant examples:

{28) i} kantaw Nin {i} "the hcuse which | ses®
i} Kantat Kina “the smali house {fem.) which | see

iti}  Kantak" MNinks “the houses which | sea"

{29} i} desaw Nin “the house [inl which | -swdy“
it} desat Nina “the small house [in] which | study®
tif} desak Minka  "the houses [in] which i study®

Hetzron suggests that "which {accl”, "in which”®, "to which", etc., of

English are not distinguished in Agaw.

When relativization takes plage in an expanded NP, what has been
discussed so far applies with equal force. The following is one example:
€3¢} i) Kl 18mma-t firza s N-ru
vou{s} L.-POSS nhorse steal-pst-2s

"You stole Lamma's horse®

i} [ Tkt sid-r3w] 1 Emma-t firzal
§

R Sy&u steaimﬁEbng L.POSS  horse

"lorse of Lemma which you stola®
At this stage few remariks abou?f a restrictive vs. a nonrestrictive
. : ; ' e : " .
relative are in order. As far as the familiar aiagnosis of an intonation

break is concerned, Khamtanga relatives hehave as predicted for English:

(31} [{tinantina  t3r8w] [jima K&nn-aw] “ijlr-dl
5! 55 :
yesterday come- " seng fike-REL-3ms man-DEE
REL-3ms

“the man whe cams yesterday, who likes to sing”

in {31] there should he an intonation bresk between Sik and S*f

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

for



elative construction substiutes ithe
rere discussed in the preceding chepter) as in {32

L% s

[tinantineg far-aw} frira s'ay-awl Hiir-d]
H

“2 vesterday come~-REL-3ms 71 ox have~-REL-3ms .nan-DEF
"the man whe came vesierday, whao has an ox"

.3 Adjectival Relatives'®

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

ilso, the issue shall be explored in this section.

The distinction between relative causes and adiectives has been an
nterssting topic from differant perspectives. For typological description

his distinction is important for drawing surface generalizations that can

1old across languages. In an attempt of such nature Lehmann {15848} clalms

hat the apparent similarity between relative clauses and attributive
wijectives can be determined by what he calls morphological closeness
setween the head and the atiribute {cf. Hsiman {19868} review of Lehmann
'$984}). He argues that the existence of a formal differénce between
~elativa clauses and atiribuive adjectives is due to the greaier distance

yeiween hesd and attribute in the former case than in the latter.

in structural. descriptions it hes been a traditional view that
wdjectives may derive from relative clauses. The following exampie Is
refavant:

£33} i} an English teacher

it} a3 teacher who is English




However, Huddlestun [19848:287) argues that this kind of derivation

is hard to mainisin, becuuse of the irrsgular naturs of the semantic and

=

yntactic relationhsip between the relative and the adjeciive. Some of the

i

differances he poinis out are the following:

{34} i} there is contrasi in relative clauses beiween restrictive
and non-restrictive, which is nol sysiematically made
in adjectives.

the relative clause makes a distinction of tense:

a} the tomato that was ripe

b} the tomatoe that is ripe

whereas in adjectives, the temporal contrast is not

ey
oy
S

encoded.

iii} there is z tendency for attributive adjectives to correspond
to properties that are relatively permanent, whereas the
relative clause construction can be used for permanent

=

or temporary properties.
Huddigsten (268} then concluded that “the difference between the two
constructions are too great for us o regard one as systematically derived
from the other.”
in Hine with the Lexicalist Hypothesis, Chomsky {197¢}, the notion
of deriving & word-class adjective from verbsai sources cannot be maintained
/ .

because of the idiosyncratic nature of sach laxical item.

Toe determine the kind of reilationship that holds beiween the relative

and adjectives in Khamtanga, their distribution must be examined. Among

hem a2s a word class

oy

the major properties of adjectives that disiinguish
from others is their potentizi to be employed as an attribute and as a

predicate. Both are presented below:



b

al s wall man

b} lgziw  ijlr-d
tali{m] man-DEF
I man®

a} He was tall
b} ljlr-d ligzdw  wivneu
man-DEF tali{m] be-pst-3ms
“he was talj®
Thus it is obvious that the so-called adjectival relatives can appear in
typical adjective positions. What about their capacity of projection? In
other words a:oul& they take modifiers as in the foilowing English
structura’?
{36] Very all

2

The adjectives In Khamtangsz can aiso itazke a degree modifier:

137} CEKnan ligzdw
very tali{m}

The adjective with its degrse modifier can be a complement to an expanded

(38} CaKnan s'Sriw aksum~1} tabb
very white{m? A,~-PUSS Teff
“very white Teff of Aksum®

Thus, it is ciear even at the cbservational level that in Xhamtanga
adjectival meanings are conveyed through verbal forms. This situation
seems 1o De expected in languages which lack open class adiectives in the

sense of English. In Engiish, tcll in the t«1l weman is an open class

™
L

adjective. According to Schachter 1285} in languages which lack an open
class adiective, the notiorzi aquivaleni of adjectives is expressed sither

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



meaninas through verbs in la with dlosedd safiaciive classes typical-
ly involves relativization 1o 2xpress 2w sf @ wodifying adjective”
{Schachter, 1985:1F), He ¢ the o

{33} i} uraniba
person
¥a brave/

i1} umuuniu
person

¥z person

The above examples show a modifying adjective.

i

G, T ;
08 U2 RCRE

figshi 2k
#ho is brave [ whe is

strong/wiss persen®

%y .
U3aMos

who is writing
who is writing”

adjective, a non-reiativized verb is usead:

{80} i} umouuntu
Derson

“the pers

1 umuuniy
person

£ . Z I .
aaships /| Zakosa ! aaceenjels
is brave/is strong / is wise

n is brave / strong/ wise®

"The person is writing”

The interesting point

only as a modifying adiective or as an atiributs

th in the atiributive and predicative siructures as shown in {35},

the Khamtangs data

Given these facis

5 that w#hile Bamba emplovs the r

elative verb form
. ¥hamianga employs it

Thus,

give additional facts to the typology of Schachter.

it can be said that the adjectival relatives in

Khamtanga do not behave differantly in any imporiant way from an

adjective proper.
S

In other words, except the similarity in form an adjective

with a relative construction behaves quite distinctively from the relative

clausa.

Huddleston's main points of distinction presented above in {34}.

suggested that

it makes distirctions of tense,

does not make this disting

One such evidence that sirongly supports this ciaim is found in

He has

the relative ciause is distinct from the adjective because

Therafore, since the Khamtanga relative

on, as mentioned earlier, one may conclude that

in the case of a predicative
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the same form is used zither as an adjective or as a raiative verb under

3o
ot

the appropriate structureal environments. in Awngl where the relative
/

construction distinguishes isf

se, it dozs not productively funciion as an .
adjective. Most of the adjedtives then folicw the inflection paltern of nouns

as in {41) below:

{81} i} dedeii tshort {m}"
dedeNa Behprt {(f)Y
dedeiMka Yshort {ph)*

it} ligisimi aqgi
tabifm} man
Biall man®
legesema iwna
tall {#} wWoman

*tall woman®

legesemka Ele!
taif (pl) men
"tali men"

in Bilin also where tense is distinguished, adjectives in general follow
the pattern of nouns. Falmer [1358:383%) said, "many adjsciives follow

the pattern of the noun® as in [82{i}} and "a common iype of adjeciive

has a plural stem structure with an infix -go- ...." as In {82(ii}}:

{42} m. £, pl.
i1 kikin  kixind iikin Ectever®
i} Thmurn - Fimung Timunan B faithiulY

Generally speaking therelative verb form is very produciive in the
language. We have zeen it funclioning as an attributive and predicative
adjective. Moreover, In some instances the relative seems to be derived

directly from common nouns 3s in {#3):

{23} i} s'abb { oot} shoe”
i)  s'abbiw “one{m; who wears & shoe"




7%
A number of issues can be discussed relsted to adisciival relatives in

particular and the refativa construction in gereral. The imporiant generaliza-

i o d:%‘fﬁreﬁiiy

tior:, however, is thet fi'ﬁf'mafgy" identical constituents v [
as far as their syntactic function is concerned. Thus, these forms should
be investigated separately and should not be treated fogether because of

their apparent similarity.
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1, There are alternative siructures that have been suggested:
Partee (1975} suggests [Det [Nom S1! (cf. Safir (1986, n.Z}}.

2. Chomsky {1977:98) notes the striking resemblance of cieft
constructions with topicalization, and proposes that a closer connection
couid be established between the two by stipulsting (i) to be "the
underlyving structure of cleft sentences”

i) it - is - 8%

3. Appleyard (183), categorizes these positions into two: the subyect and the
oblique ~the latter includes every non-subject pesition. Hetzron (1369:17)
uses the term Complemental Relative for non-subjectal relatives. For
expository purpose | have distinguished between direct object, indirect
object, and an object of an adposition. If not to refer to these positions
individually | shall use the term obligue just in the sense of Appleyard.

4, Recoverabilitv is used here in the sense of Chomsky and Lasnik
(1877) and Chomsky {1980, 1981}. The central notion is that deletion can
be conducted only under recoverability, Although | have deliberately used
the word omission , i could be very well the case that Khamianga is a
pro~drop language. This is true as far as one of the criteria that distinguish
pro-drop languages from the others, in the sense of Chomsky (1981} and
Rizzi {1982} is concerned; the criterion of missing subject can be confirmed
without any controversy. | refrain from using the more technical tarm
pro-drop because | believe that 0 caid # language by such term needs
to incorporate certain othsr facts that cannst be coverad within the scope
of this study.

5, Only one verh typs - Type one {Appleyard, 478}, with the siable
consonani-final stem -~ is iaken here. Basically the forms of other types
are simifar.

6. It may seem premaiure luv conclude that there is no Wh-movement
just by the data in {5]. However, since Wh-movement does nol operate
in question formation, there iIs geod reason for this conclusion, Wh-quest-
oy is in situ as in (i} below: :

i} djlr-d tar-u
man-DEF come-psit-3ms

the man came”

it} aw tar-u?
whoe  come-pst-3ms
"who came?®

[l

7. The alternation in the stem, tar —> tat is part of a morpholegicat
rule that requires 2 consonant aidaut in ceriain stems. (cf. Appleyard {(#7%}}.



He hes
'ihrv,“ £ :{393

bowis ot
for boin

(ot

relative ver

ghistinguis!

basically not exh
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9. According to Jackendoff {1§77:168)
estrictives vs. non-restrictives is that the i
ag in £1}:

i1 fohin, who cams vesierday

In Khamtanga, it is alsc the nos-restrictive that can occur here because
there is an intonation break.

i} Etﬁrﬁr;;hfa? arawl 1hmma )
$' yesterday come-REL-3ms L.
% amma, who came vesierday

ot have any theoretical
tory purpose, i.e. o dis-
%rb ihat occurs in the
ival-verk longuages
sppossd to languages

0. The term addecutvaf relative does
imporiance and is emzﬁc‘;eﬁ for a purely expos
tinguish this particulsr form from the relative -
relative clause. S“s;éithte'f {31885]) uses the s
to classify languages thai use verbs as adjeciive
which use nouns as adjectivas.
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ang discussed, The analysie shell ce basca on che finaings made In Ine

previous two ciepiers. .
It has been shown that particular phrase iypes or maximal projeci-

XL

ions of some ¥Xs and the relative ciause <an be complemsnts noen NP, 0

has also been indicated that the head & wiich is wodified by thase compie-

ment phrases and the clause ocours at the right-most of the projecticn.

3

in other words, all complemenis precede the head. What has nol been

("!
U)s

shown is the order within these complements. In fact the notion of order
has not beer mentionec. Yhorefors, this chapter shall address this problem

in some detail.

4.1 The Significance of Grdering

mas oo & serticularly

£
E
i

The study of word order in ks W

interasting are 1t ie not uncemmen to find in prescripti vely criented

grammars statements o e effect tial a certair word or perticle should

o

however, this srea has

,
Y
"
st
)
Lyt
IR
W
e
o,
e

precede or foilow =noilar ane. Pv G

i siher sgi*a;s‘rra*zm s more than it

not in the past attracted e

did that of the typoiogisis. Ona eminent work with the cheme of a

typological description is thet of Greenberg: (18831,  Greanberg has
attempted to classify the languagss of the world by the major word order
they exhibit: the order hetwsen S{ublect), O{biect}. and Yierbl.
Together with this he presented 3 number of  dmplicaticnal wniversals .

=

For instance, he claimed that if 2 languege has 23 dominant SOV order,

e

and the genitive follows W= governing noun, inen na adjective likswise

e




fallows the noun. His anlversals

than chanee [reocus

findings aboui word order across

works on unstudied languages. Among studies with this spirit are

Greenberg {1%78), Dawning (1978), Hawkins {1982}, and Comrie {19381},

51

Although different formaiisms are empioyed by the gifferent 1y
logical studies, all are characterized by a common goai. They attempl o
factor out some q{niversai features lancuages =xhibil by *‘e‘ia*ﬁag suriace
descriptions. As it has been siated ai the begining of the first chapter

=

while there is nothing wrong sboul this kind of approach v language

£

universals, i dose net sven hring ar slementery insicht o the central

guestion of grammztical study - meéy that of oxplanatory sdequacy. it
neither questions nor attempis Lo andiyze why 2 cerisin word corder is pre-

ferred in & particular ianguags out of & numbe: of othsr optiens. That

is why typological studies wiii nct give us move
tions about 2ertzsin facts.

On the other band within generziive grimmer, particularly with the
advent of X-bar theory, & gocd stari pas been mads to derive facts of

word order from a rastricted modei of grammar. This theory stlemplis (o

show that a lexical catagory ¥ projects inte 2 maximal category and by

virtue of this projection every ievel must have & head. Therefors, the

major word order difference between OV, and VO, is the resuit of setting

the head-fina! or the head-initial pravometer of e X-bar theory

»

in the current devalopment of the principles and pavamelers sm»

however, most of the claims made by the X-bar theory were aighiy reduced
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[hie

i/ head-initial parameter.

ey even eliminalsd, soart from The heag -

Az research guss o0 new insihls e gslned which indicete thai shrase
= : |

structure rules shouid not i wnar referring fo among othars,

order of the head with lis complements or ithe ordaer between the complemenis

themselves., These studies Siowell{ 1881}, Koopman (1883}, and Travis {1984}
among others showad that word order rules ¢an be factored aut by other
components of the grammar like Case theory, G-theory, and government

theory.

Such an approach o the study of word order has brought remarkable
results. A cass iﬁ. point is the explanation asccorded to structures of the
following kind, {from Travis, (1984:34)):

{1 i} | like books very much

if} *! liks very much books

The tvpical phrase structure account for {1ii}], as in Jackendoff (1577},
would be 7o claim that the complement of the verb shouid be projected from
X' {in this particular exampie from V'), and any projection to the ésﬁtras’y
results in ungrammeaticality. The best explanation thai can be found from
this PS account is the claim that X' complements must be close to the head
-because they are funclional arguments. What Is particularly characteristic
of these functional arguments io project at the X' leve!l is not guestioned
at all. However, examples like {71{ii}} can be accounted for by invoking

-

indeperdently motivated principies.

4.2 Ordering of Complements

:n this section we shall arcue that the ordering restriction between
parasal complements that were analyzed in chapter two can be accounted

for by general principles ot different componeniz of grammar and not by

£

FS rules.




ihere are

In ehapter fwo we have discussed the process of O-role and Case
assignment. It is to be seen now whether these two compiement phrases

are restricted to the order in {(2{ii}}. Observe the following phrase:

{(3) * tabb-i-z aksum-tl i
Teff-DEF-POSS  A.-POSS injera

The resuiting structure Is ungrammaticai. This result is not unpreadictable,
givenn the PS schema: ¢gbb-i-z iz an N' complement like the of-complement
n Engiish and akswp-t7 is an N" complement. Thus, by determining the
structural position occupied by different phrases - as X', X", and X'
omplements, the phrase structure schema predicts ungrammatical structures
ike (3). Following this approach, Baye {1986:88), argues that genitives
ike tabb-i-z may be called source genitives because they "... define
he head N in terms of tiie material from which it is made or has originated.®
frus, these genitives are complarents of NY, and any other order is ungrammatical, Even
1 & PS rule which I8 less restriciive than Jackend@®s, and whers recursive nodes are allowed,
¥ restictonls determined by & rule. " tn Radford (1988:179) (&) below is ruled
ut by virtue of the distinciion between compiements and postnominal
djuncts:

{4} * a student pgiwfzﬁ long ?sairjé{p?@f physicsi

or him, these two PPs are proiected by

e

wo different PS rules: the

f-phrase by z comglement rule that projects N into N', and the with




compiements must be adjacent to the head, as opposed to other phrases,

is not independentiy motivated., Since it refers to the subcate

of lexical items it has rich expressive power. |1 makes use of descriptive
devices that are hard o maintain in grammar, particularly from the point

of a language acquisition. The child learning Khamtanga should be able

to kniow which positions are reserved for whizh complements. This task
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becomes more and more complicated

the heads. But we know from typical poverty of stimulus arguments as
in Chomsicy [1888a), 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 smploys fewer descriptive
devices is 1o be preferred over the one which resorts fo an elaborated
system of rules. This theory then must be able to explain how a given

=

order between constituents is to be preferred {or rather to be allowed)

[

The principies and parameters approach of the GE theory, accounts

orinciples which are independentiy

only to capture category-. neutral

ut it goes further and defines

gizing frame



sense  of Chomshy

stated as follows: the g rammar can be peroeive

e

tyweern sach constituent. Then the order tha

by a free ord

ot

ciually exhibit is derivable from independeni but interacting components

st grammar. These components of grammar have generai princinles ang
paramelers to be fixed at a certain value by tha language learner of 2 particular
language. For instance, the child acquiring Khamtangs begins by fixing

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

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

in the canonical structure of ordering. Together with the detaiis of the
!exiccm} which he h;"is to iearn he proceeds. by fixing parametric values of

other components of the grammar. The sum iotal of these vaiuves of paramsters

then define the particular nature of Khamianga.

Then, how are structurss

What are ihe
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e o make {3}
an unacceptable order of complemenis? The rost relevant subsystems of
principles that can account for this probler are Case theory snd 0~

theory.

The netion of Cass Adjacency as deveispad i giﬂ?é’é‘is {1281} can account

for certain ordering restrictions in English. Aceordin

e this principle,

6

& Case assigner element mus: be adjeceri io its complement. In (4} the of
PP is actually an NP which is a complement of tha head N student . Since
N assigns 0O -role and Case o its complement, it must be realized by the
insertion of of in 2 manner discussed in Chapter €wo. Seo, this NP cannot
be peripheral to its {dummy} Case assigner. The princple alsc predicts
ordering in YPs requiring the NP complement {which iz dependent for its

-~

8 ~role on the varbl to be adiacent 1o the verh.©




£19862:82) pointed out.

Suppese we test the offects of this principle on (3). The NF adjacent

to the head N is gkeum and can be assigned 0 -role and inherent Case

by the head N- mi, in the manner discussed in chapter Wo.
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there does not seem O he
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inciple. Bul since accor ~ding to the
ssignment of Case to N with

sent must be able io subsume

the assignment of o -role, the Adjacency requirens
adiacency in terms of € -pole assignmeni. In other words, the primary thing
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due to a failure of O-role assigni sent by MNPs. And since the Case Adjacency

Principle is concermed with Case assignmant, it cannot hse employed in cases

like {3} as it stands. Moreover, the fact thal this principle is lese.

&

iogy overtly shows

relwant in morphological languages where the
Case, indicates that it iz @ tondition rather shan.an. ovefriding principle.
Therefore, how can the ung grammaticality of {2} be sxplained witheut resoring
16 B8 rules T, There Seem to be twe possibilitias.  The first, perhaps the

gasier one +is. 1o compfetely do. away with
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out this

=

explaining a good amount of datais not abandoned

do so for some othar dsta,

¢ nothing.

Thus this leaves wus with the
of the Case Adjacency condition,

of extending the n

i3,
o
diy
&
o
"g"(
o

.

in any scieniific in

uiry a certa

i orincipie that

What one does in such

e Adiacenny requaremsd

that, *©-role is aiso conditioned by adjacency.”

cover cases liks {3} which shail

for somes orderin

the Case Adjecency condition.

{5}

g a

i Deboerah

oy
Lt
iF;

il

&

i}

ymmetries

Debeorah put

i

cong ﬁﬁ’“ﬁ:ﬂ

;?{j!i“? that can

Her proposal net only can

not be accounted for by

pought a book vesterday

*Debarah bought yesterday a book

g hook on the iable

*Deborah put a book yesterday

on

Moting the loose nature

ses an pferesting way

The following are the examples

yesterday

A

e

table

scCcounis

she gives:
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11 iz obvicus that {5{i}} is an cutright aclation of thz Case Adizcency
condition. The verk bought as 2 transilive verb lexicaily requires an

friierniag arcgument.

receive sccusative Case. But since it is not adjacent o the verb |

il

cannot receive Case, and as a result the structuve is ungrammaticai.
But the case of (6{ii}; is quite different since every NP in need of
Case has bDeen assignad one either by the governing ve v or by other

assigner.

Thus, Travis {(ibid} argues that, "obviously iwo arguments cannotl
be adjacent to a verb. I suggest instead that there exisi certain domains
and that these domoine canmot be inferripted by elemenis from outside
them." {emphasis added). Tnen, for Travis, (&} exemplifies the interrupt-
ion of a O-role or a Complement Domain. She formalizes this aotion
of domain adjacency as foliows {p. 78}:

(73 Domain Adjacency Condition {DAC}

Given a direct relation R between a node

W and 2 node X, where R invelvas sisier-

hood, if there is another node Y that

does not entar into R with W or X, then
e Kew s Yoo Wauul

Direct relations are O-role assignment

{complementation] and case assignment.
The DAC can rule out {6{ii)] in the foliowing manner:
X Y W .
{8} Ilput ... yesterday [on the table]]
The node Y has interruptecd the complement domain betwen X and W.
We can examine now the sffects of the DAC on (3) repealed here:

tabb-i-z aksum—tl mi
Teff-DEF-POSS A.-POSS injers

{3

T
b2




W
il tabiy-i-z

Teff-DEF-PO
"injera of Tgf*“

&

First, lets recapiulale ceriain facts. An N can assign an inherent {genitivs)
Case to its complement under government. And if an NP compiement
is not assigned the proper 0O -role it cannot be assigned Case and thus
cannot be licensed.

in £90H)}) Ximi} can be in direct reiationship R with W{abb-i-z}.
And given the directionality of Case and 0 -role assignment in the sense
of Travis {1984] it is X that sssigns & O -role and Caszs to W. As a
result we have the grammatical struciure {9{ii)}. Howevsr, in 19{i}}
there is a Y{ akewn-¢ } that interrupts this domsin and Y does not enter
into R with %-‘.fg. Again given the notion of directionality it is onlv Y
that can assign O -role. o W ang never vice versa. But Y gannot assign W

23w

the appropriate. G-role, - If we assune that it can assign one thaathe Rliowing

{18 * tabhb-i-z aksum
Teff-DEF-POSS - AL
Waksum of Tef™

4

it is not possible in Amharic, *Yg-¢'eff aksum, nor in English * Bngland of
wheat . Then how can {10} be explained? In other words as stated
eariter N has a potential of assigning a 0 -role, and then a genitive

Case: then why does the N in {10} fails to do so? There are two options

to the solution of this problem. The first is to devise some criteria

m

that classify the nouns into those which assign 0 -role and those that
do not. By teking this option we can group the M in {18} with the
iatter and expiain theili formedness in terms of the lexical property of

the N. This approach is particulariy stirvactive because our examples
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Hifferent from

s

DVYGIVE DroDer Deins

yiher nouns.  But even I we subistiiute ckeum by Ijlv-d
the prebiem remains the same.” The second is o find ocut some mechanism
@t wouid rule out (30 withou!
an assign some sort of O -role.

devices that resort to arbitrary

nas @ weak explanatory power,

to the principle of Fuli Interpretation {Fl}, which checks structures

et

it both levels of the Interpretive components, and can ciaim that {10

& incoherent at LF,

In order o Hiustrate the whole process, we can assume iR

[l

s

2,
=
z
o
B

D-structure represeniation,
{117 [tabb-DEF aksem il

Siven the 0.5 {11} the assignment of O-rofe can proceed as foliows
4 f

W i X
£32; [/rabib-DEF aksum mi/
: rs

The node Y then cannet ender intoc B with W bscause of Ft st LE.

One imporiant cusstion aboul this process is that if we ars invoking
ieneral principles that operate zt diffsrent laveis of syntactic representation
.2 0.5, 8.5, and L.F, - iz the DAC ralevant st all levsis? Although

comprehensive relpy to this gquestion would certainly involve the investigat

st of other XPs, particulariy VPs, we can plausibly assume with Travis
1984:268), that "domains play an important role at ail levels of syntax.?
Therefore, {3} can ultimately be accounted for as an interruption

f a complement domain. Since all of the relevant phrasal complements

xcept APs inveolve the genitive consiruction, the above anaysis could




in (13} the compiement domain of the hesd timari (with the comple-

ment wingel } is interrupted by the adject
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cannot receive a 0 -role from ligziw (tali{m)) the structurs wiil be ruled
out.

fn the above structures the head NP is a simple nominal., If the
notion of domain adjacency predicis word order in structures where
simpie nominals are involved, it should asia operate with equal force

in structures where derived nominals are invoived. Observe the following

{14} Kiwanaw
F-with goat to kill/killing
] &

if we asume, as we did in chapier 4we, that NPs like {18} =zre similar

with a clause then, in {18) the derived nominal Krwanaw Yo kili /killing®

assigns Case to its internal argument. This Case is realized by the
Case suffix -£. Thus the NP kirfkinfe® must be assigned Case independentiy

in order to be licensed. S0 -z which we have assumed o be an adposition

assigns Case. So far there is no violation of the domain adjancy requirement.

However, ths fellowing structure is commonly found:

{15} f Cird-van-~ti Karr-i-z Kiwdngw
goat-DEF-ACC knife-DEF-with to kili/killing
“to kili/killing the goat with the knife®

i



acjacency requirement.

that domeins should nol be interrupted, If we assume that the complement

g

P fiCivcyan “the goat™ is preposed tv the maximal NP by adjunciton,
then it leaves a trace. This trace is in a c-command relationship to
its antecendent and its presence is required by the projection principle.

Thi

Ay

= irace can mﬁ‘;{ be a small pro because it is in a2 govened argument
position. Morsover, which is crucial to our argument, the adjunction
movement is not a syntactic movement triggered by syntactic reasons
itke Case assignment. The movement is rather & posi-syniactic one
operating for pragmatic purposes at PF. herafors, in (15} the complement

domain of the head is not interrupted at ail but is shown by the empty

category which is coindexed with the moved antecedent.

Giver: this result with the phrasal complements, the basic insight

of DAC can be extended to the analysis of clausal complements.

The schema in Jackendoff {1577} imposes an ordering restriction
on the ;.xcsssfzieﬁ of clauss! compiements, in the same way it does on phrases.
Accordingly relative clauses either project as resiréti%af& modifiers from
X' or as appositive modifiers from X', In the canonical siructure they

occur periphersi 1o the head after all other complements as in the foliowing

examplie:
{16} The student of physics [ who was herel
§
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bears a Case-assigning feature. in other words the principle attempts

o systematically rule out the appearance of §' in a Case position. However,

Travis

e,

1984:261} again 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 assignad. Thus

she suggesis to extend Case damzins to complement domains. in light

of this, the CRP can be incorporated into the notion of Domain Adjacency.

In the following Khamtanga structures the int cerruption of a complement

domain can be seen:

{18} i} tBr-sw wangel-i-z

come-REL-3ms u&@ﬁe% DEF-POSS s*: ent
“student of the Gospel whe came®
i} * wangel-i-3 tEr-Zwi famari

iy tEr-aw skaum-t wingel-i-z tamari
come~REL~3ms A.POSS ‘mspeg-uaw?ﬁi‘s student
"the student of the Gospel from Aksum who came®
\ 2o .
ivi * sksum-il [fariw] wangel-i-z tamari
& : _— ,
A~POSS come-REL~3ms Gospel-DEFf-POSS student

in both structures, {ii) and {ivl, the ciause is found in s compliament

gomain. Suppose {19} is the representation of {i5{}}}.

W Y X
{19} [w3ngel-DEF [tdraw; témarij
SE

it is clear that Y cannot enter inioc B with

cannot be licensed for abvisgs -ansgns

becomes | urgrammatical,



86

Finally, it shouid be noted that it s not rommon fo find 8l complements

is observed along the lines 'giscusser abova.




CHAPTER FOUR

ELE S A

1. Al properties of the iexicon cannost
somme groposals in the study

%

{1976}, 5. Anderson {1982},

Z. This raises questions about the claim that

for two arguments in three-predicate verbs like g if the very sub-

categorizas for two arguments it means it assigns O-roles to them. How
can its failure to assign Case be explained? Sioweli {1982) points out

the suggestion of Borer that verbs may not actually assign 0O -roles

to subcategorized PP compiements, but what she calls & compositional
O-role to the NP object of P within PP, by combining the verb's 9 -role
with the inherent meaning of the preposition.

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




The study set sut o accomplish one mai

structure of noun phrase tompiements in Kh

i

general theoretical isssues were discussed. it waﬁr shown that
claims made by phirase structure rules cannot be maintained in
of the entral concern of modern lirquistic theory, i.a. achieving
of explanatory adequacy. On the other hand, it was demonsirated that

the principies and parameters approach which characterizes the CB theory

can be employed to analyze the projection of lexical neads into higher

levels and explain the particular refationship the head has #ith its complements.

Chapter two and three focussed on this task.

In. chapter two, phrasal complements of NP ware examined. It
was found ou? that genitive construciions with different functions can
be complements and the function of PP compiamants generally can be factored

out between genitiva NPs and relatives. The relationship the NP has with

)

each complement was analyzed in terms of 0 -role and Case assignment,
Taking the insight of Chomsky (1985a) whers N can assign & 6 -role and
by the Uniformity Condition is required to assign an inherent {genitive)
Case, it was illustrated that particular 2S rules would not be necessary

at all. The status of genitive constructions that involve possessive pro-
nominals was also discussed. It was ciaimed that since these NPs occur
with typical specifiers they should be treatsd as Compiements, The fallure
of NP complementsto cccur in the domain where pronominal procilitics are
found was attributed to a general property of clitics, namely Case Absorpt-
ion. Some counter eéxamples to this znaiysis were acceuntad for by invoking
the notion of incorporation of ciitics in the lexicon by 2 word formation

rule.




Extending the discussion to a

3

fto account for the reiationshin between a relztive clause and the NP, Thea

»

{4

relative clause ronstruction has been examined in terms of relativization

-

iy

strategies. It was found out that agreement fealures in the reletive verb

that are coindexed with a base generated empty category license the reiativized
NP by predication. It was found ocut that formally v similar forms which
exhibit the reiative verh paradigm can actually function differentiy: the
relative construction can productively function as an attributive and predicative
adjective. This has complicated the anaiysis of the distinction between

APs and $'. But by.shawéng important differences an atiempt has been

made to explain the categorial siatus of adjectives.

in the fourth chapter a very Important issus in terms of PS rules

was raised -~ the quesiton of order between the complements of NP, Again

by showing the inadequacy of IS rules in determining order between compiements,

£ s

some general principles wera introduces that Can acceuni for order. The
relevant notions were the Case Adjacency condition, ths Case &es%s;ancé
Principle and the Domain Adjacency Condition. Farticularly revealing was
the DAC which was empioyed io account for ordering restrictions within
phrasal complements and also hetween phrasal complements and the relative
clause. !t was found out that the insight which reguires that a compiement

domain must not be interrupted has great explanatory power in determining

constituent order. B

In general, given the research strategy outlined by the principies

and parametiers approach, the study has attempted to demonsirate that

a particular aspect of NP structure in Khamianga can be treated by independent-

ly motivated principles.
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