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ARSTRACT
This study analyzes the structure of relative clauses
fRC's) 1n Gumuz. It Ffollows the theory aof Government and

Binding (GR) of Chomsky (1981, 1982, i7846, 1988) and octher

recent developments. GE assumes that relative clauses are
mon—argument clausal complements of pouns. It is claimed
timat the 1nternsl structure of relative clauses are

esplainsed in terms of subtheories and principles which are

sssumed to be properties of UG.

The relativizing strategies and relativized positions
are treated in chapter two. It is argued that Gumuz uses the
gapping (ED) strategy. This means that relativized positions
are not Ffilied by phonetically real NF's but by an empty
category {EC) which 1is argusd to be pro. This dis in
declarative clauses. In interrogative relatives where wh-—

L-—-

movement i involwved the EC is & wh—-trace {(=variable).

ifferent head movements in Gumuz relative

oL

nere are

clauses. Simce prepcsition canncot be stranded in Gumuz F
moves to M owhen the orepcsitional obiect position 1s
relativized. Verbs slsoc move fto I to collect Tense and

fgreement features and From I they move ta C.

In Chagter three types af rFelative clauses are

-zented. First restrictive and non—restrictive relative
clauses are discussed +rom different points of view. It is

iiid



argued that there is no syntactic difference between them.
Moreover , Gumuz has also headed and headless relative
clauses. The difference between these is the presence or

absence of & head noun.

Finallvy, the element Jint/ is treated as El

complementizer base generated as nead of comp.
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1. INTRODUCTION

fAs a member of the languages of the worlo, Gumuz shares
Same iinguistic properties with other languages. Some
properties of its Relative Clauses are part of Universal
Grammar {(UG)., while others may be particular to it. The main
objective of this study is to identify such general and

particular properties.

Information about the Ethiopian Nilo-Saharan languages
is still scarce compared to other Ethiopian language groups
like Ethio—-Semitic and Cushitic. The recording and analysis
of wery little known languages like Bumuz is important 1in
serving as source material Ffor the study of other Nilo-—

Sabaran 1anguages.

flethodolagy

The main sources of the data are native informants. Data
have been elicited and recorded, and analyzed in light of the
Government and Binding (5B} theory of Chomsky {(1%981) and
recent develooments. Frevious studies on the 1language nave

alsoc been consulted.
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The Gumuz people live along the Blue Nile in Goijam,
Gondar, Wollega and Eastern Sudan. As  estimated in Render
{i1979:38), the population is about 0,000 including those who

live in The Sudan, of which asbout 50,000 live in Ethiopia.

The people have aover hundred clans, each named after a
tree under which the clan founders sat at  the time of the
dispersal of the Gumuz pecple (Render, 1975:61). Saysay or
Sese, kokit, and Discha are some of the clan names repeatedly
mentioned by researchers like Bender {1975, 197&8), Irwin

{196b6a, 1766bE) and Unseth (1989) among others.

The people are sometimes coliectively called BHeni
Shangul by cther groups (Bender, 1974:%). But this name is
nat widely used by the pecole themselves. Shangila is the
mame by which they are well-known among the neighbouring

roups. The name refers  te their dark skin {Aster, 1783:1).

is}

According to Unseth {rn.d), the Gumuz are known by a great
number of names. both self-names and names by outsiders.

They lack & broadly known general self-name (Bender, 17%1:1).

Gumuz is a collective name given to different varieties
of the lamguage spoken by all the clans of the region. This
name 1S used as a ‘cover name’ by Hender which, according to

Unseth {n.d.), is a reasonable choice.



The Gumuz language was formerly classified by Bender
(1275 as one of the four (Shita, Komo, Kawa and Gumuz}) most
populous Foman sub-—families of the Ethiopian Nilo-Saharan
groups. Hut in his (1991) comparative work Hender classifies

it a= a member of the Komuz familvy.

Although 1t i a wvery wide—spread language, Gumuz is

still among the least known languages of Ethiopia.

1.5 Wis 3
fis stated earlier the Gumuz language, like many other
Ethieopgian Nilo—-Saharan languages, is not well known. But

some efforts have been made by people like Irwin (1966a) who
=tudy the wvariety called Saysay sooken in Wellega. The study
covers some aspects of the noun and verb morphology. Affixes

marking tense, definiteness, infinitive and negative are

presented. It is stated that in this diaslect the direct
acbisct is shown by word order; the ohject NF directly
follows the wverb. The indirect ocbiect is indicated by the

prefix Jhki—-7s.

The othsr attempt is more of a comparative one done by
EBEender (1S 75) It presents independent subject pronouns,
possEssive suffixes, demonstrative, derived forms,
copuliatives and negative markers of the different Koman

languages including Gumuz. EBender (1977 desls with the
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grammar and lexicon of Gumuz specifically. According to ham,
the detinite marker in the Sai varisty 1s /-h/ or /-x/ &as

shown i1in the following examples.

R, 1ﬂgi*—:‘. Wimar
ingifa h “the woman’

This is different from Irwin 117&86a) who presentese /—me/
or J—mez/ as the definite marker in example like {Z).
{2 kewa ‘dog

k' ewame{z) ‘the dog’

Behailu Abebe (1784) has identified /f—wa/ as in (3)

{3l a. E ' ewa ‘dog”
K ewawa “the dog’

o. nga ‘@man
b%gawa “the man’

In the samse variety of Gumuz spoken in Metekel on which
this study is also based, the nominative is indicated by Fwes
and the accusative oy J—yal. These affixes also serve as

definite markers as shown in the following structures.

{4ia. biga—i{me) d-z-wey B
mar—nom FA4ST-35-come

‘The man came’
b. baga-(we) d-5-Buk’' gumbba—-{va)

man—nom Fast—-38-k111 l2on—acc

"The man killed the lion”
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{5) person
i
The ocbiect and

according toc EBender

Unseth (1289

phonolocgy of the wvarisety used

i1

the phonemes along
{1591} nas reduced

The segmeEntal p
the following.

Front
High i
FHidg =]

cresents the

i |

aray ada

o
=
i)

subject

(=

{193

nas made

837 has

with three levels

2 5.

fwraja

cllowing personal pronouns.

plural

ak*a {inc.)

pronouns nDave igentical  forms

a survey of the morphology and

in Wsllega.

alsoc attempted the phonoclogy of

of Goiiam. Shie has identified

of tone. But Aster

just two: high and 1ow.

acopted from FAStepdl783) are

Central i back
+(1) ik
a o
&
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. . e ! t :
labial iabig- | alvecldy i palatal post- | iadio velar Uvular { glottal
detal % palatal ! velar
Y b d g o g
Stops §i p t kY i k ?
i giective g’ t' 'y i ?
ispigsive ] ¢
Fricetive Yd z f i
¥l ¢ H £ i" 3 h
v 3
Africate Vi ts i £y
giective ts’ r 'y
Hasal & n f Q= 9
Liguid tyr
3emi-
yomel 5 ¥

Single and geminate consanants as well as long and short  vowels

contrast in analogous environments.

i.& The Present Study

From the surwvey made above, it is clear that no work has
heen daone onn the syntax of Gumuz. The present study i1s an

attempt to describe one aspect of this -relative clauses.

1.7 E ] i

fAs stated earlier, the theoretical framework adopted in this
study 1s the Government and Rinding {GE) theory of Chomsky
{1581, 1982, 1784, 1788) and recent developments. The theory
i= called Government - Hinding {GR) because of the crucial
role played by the notiocns of government and binding
{chomsky, 1782:3). ARccording ta  this theory, Universal
Grammar (UG} consists of two interacting subsystems.
Thece are the variocus subcompanents of the rule systems

which include +the lexicon, the categorial comoonent, the
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transformational component , the phonetic form {FF)
companents, and the logical Fform{lF} component and the

systems of principles.

The lezicon contains a list of all the words/morphemes
in a language, together with their inherent phonoclogical,

eyntactic and semantic features.

The transformational component assigns to each D-

structure an associated S5-structure by the application of the

rule called "Move of'.

The two interpretive components, the FPF and LF, operate
an S—structures to assign the associated phonetic and logical

forms respectively.

In general, according to Cook (1988:31), GBR reqguires a
level of syntactic representation "where the effects of
movement can still be =seen as ... necessary for determining
both the phonetic form of the sentence in the PF component

and its logical form in the LF component”.

The subsystems of principlies include X-bar theory, -
theory, Case theory, Binding theory, Control theory, Bounding
theory, and Government theory {(Chomsky, 1982:6). These
subsystems of primcipies and subcomponents of the rule system
agerate at different levels of representations. #According to
Chomsky and Lasnik (19775, EBorer (1784a) ,Mullen (19886) and
Cook {1988} among others, the levels of representation are

shown—1in (1):

] D~ Strufture

Move &

S—structure

PF s



a

The +igure in 11) shows that the D-structure is related
to S—structure by movement, and S—structure is interpreted by

ootk FF and LF components in the respective wayét

Gf the subsystems of principles, X—-bar, Case, Theta,

Finding and Government will be treated in some detail hecause
g

they are central toc this study.
The “Z-bar theory determines the hierarchical
crganization and linegr ordering of phrasal categories. A

lexical category projects to syntactic categories until it
Feaches its maximal projection with ths caonstraint that "the
hexd of the phrase must belong to a particular category
related toc the type of phrase" {(Cook, 1988:%94). The relation
of & head +to the phrase is not something arbitrary; but a
general principle reguires all phrases ta cantain a
particular type of head. As stated in Chomsky {(1982:9), X-
bar theory is closely related to the projection principle in
the sense that the complements of a head in the realization
of an X-bar expansion need not be stipulated, given this
principle. The principle alsoc reguires that lexical
specitications must be represented at every level. This is

tated iniZ).

1]

123
Each svntactic representation should be a
projiection of the thematic structure and
the properties of subcategorizaticon of
lexical entries {Chomsky, 178B1:36).
Thiz general principle states that the &-marking
oroperties of each lexical item must be represented

catsgorially at each syntactic level, at LF, S—structure and

D-structure {Chomsky, 19832: 198&4a:11i5).

A= & representation of thematically relevant grammatical
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functions, D-structure is best characterized as that
component in which one—to-one correlations hold between
referential expressions, that i1s, between argument NF's and
thematic roles (B-roles)? and also between subcategorization
frames and categories that i1l them {(EForer, 1984a:8). This
one—to—-one relationship between thematic roles and the

rererentisl sxpres governed by the O-criterion stated

in
[N
]

ion

i
i

Eacih argument bears one and only one B-
role, and each 8-role 1s assigned to one

and only ane argument (Chomsky, 1981:36)

This ensures that every argument is assigned a unigue 8-
roile. The assignment is determined by grammatical functions
like subject, object etc. and by lexical properties of heads.
The 8-roles are assigned only to elements in  argument
positions under the structural relation of government defined

i (4):

X—governs Y 1ff X is the minimal
Governing node C-commanding

¥ and there is no S-bar or NF
intervening between X and Y

{Riemdijk and Williams, 1986:2%1)

Since S{CF} and NF are bharriers to government, the
gavernment relation ini{d4) does not allow such categories to
occur hetween a 8-rale assigner and its asignee; i.e. the

position.

Government regulates not only the assignment of B-roles
but alsc the mechanism of case assignment which is alsaoc a

reguirement for MF's in A-positions. In order to get case,
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an  NF  must establish a syntactic relation with a case
assigning category. The relation is again one of government:
the case assigning category has to govern the NF to which the
cas=e 1= assigned {(the asignee). As stated in Riemdijk and
wWilliams (1986:231), "every 1lexical NF must appear 1in a
position in which it is governed by some case assigner'.

i1 FE

I~
A

Chomshky

i

5: 1871 also says "if a category X has a case to

as=sign, then it may assign i1t to an element that i1t governs®.

The case reqguirement is stipulated as follows:
(&) Case Filter
Every phonetically realized NF must be

assigned {abstract)case{Chomsky,19786:74).

The Filter rules ocut structures that contain caseless
NF's. Gnly the empty categories trace and PRO¥ may escape
this Filter {Chomsky, 781:4%).

This Filter triggers HNF-movement: indeed it is the
reason tor all movement of NF 's; "movement from an A—position
to an empty subjiect A-position follows on the need for each

NF to have case" {(Coock, 1588:141).

As mentioned earlisr, the theory of government is
related to a number of other principles. It is not anly in
the theories of case and B-role assignment that it is
crucially involwed: it 1s alsc 1n the theory of Binding which
is concerned with the relations of anaphors and pronominals
with their antecedents. According to Chomsky {(1988:52),
binding "i= concerned with conmections among noun  phrases
that have toc do with such semantic properties as dependence
of references, including the connection between a pronoun and
its antecedent”. Binding principles then regulate the
distribution of srguments at LF. According to the principle,
there are three sets of arguments. These are anaphars,

pronominals and referential expressions (R-expressions) and
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there are the following EBinding principles.
(&) Bindi Pri ™
fa} An anaphor is bound in a local domain®
(b} A pronominal is free in a local domain
{ic) An R expression is free

iChomsky, 198&a:lidd)d

Anaphors ipciude reflesxives {such as himsel f,
my=elf,etc), reciprocals {like, each cther}), NF-traces and

FRO. pronominals consist of pronouns and R-expression

includes names and wh—-traces.

The notions bound and free as used in (&) are defined in
{7ibhel ow.

{7) Boupnd
X is bound if it is coindexed with a C-
commanding category. 1¥f x is not bound,

it is free (Hoekstra, 15984:40).

The notion of C—command (constitute command) is given in
(83.
{8) Cocommand
X C-commands ¥ iff the +first branching
nocde gominating X dominates ¥, and X does
not dominate ¥y Tor ¥, A {Ractfard,

1781:314)

Using the structure in{%), let us see the C-command

relationship of constituents by means of tree configurations

like {(10). -
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{F)he The girl Lee who Bill killed 13

{10} NF1
////\\\\\\
NP2 ///QE\\
The girl e 4
AN
\
z /p IP
who / \
NF T ~
~
Bill I VE
///\
PAST W NP
| s 4
Kill &
In{ig), N "the girl’ C—commands all other
canstituents. For instance, it C—commands ‘who’ because the
first branching node dominating NR ‘the girl’, also

dominates comp ‘who’ {i.e. NP1 dominates both NR  and ©)3; and

neither NFZ dominates C, nor C daominates NF..

The wh—complementizer ‘who’, which is cutside of the
clause {(IF}, connects the relative clause with its head NP

“Gard s

The wverb ‘killed is a +transitive verb which needs
internal argument to satisfy i1its inherent lexical requirement
at D-structure. To satisfy this reqguirement, the relative

pronoun ‘who' must originate within IF, as in {(11).

(11) [ The girl [ comp [ John kill who 333

The structure in {(11) is the D-structure aof the clause
in (9. In {2) and (10) the rule 'Move a’ has applied ang the
wh-relative pronoun has moved from its base position to its

surtace position as shown in (12).
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(12 NF

NP /Eﬁ\\
The girl e c
Y
C 1P
[
i /\
wha Nﬁ I

/

VP
\  FAST V NF
% | \

"

As can be seen from this example,; the moved wh-relative

r

pronoun  ‘who' bas left bkehind a trace? in its original

position. The trace and the moved element form a chain?

which gets assigned a single case and g-role under
government. The trace is in a case position and gets

accusative case from the tramnsitive verbh "kill’. It shares

x )

this case with its antecedent who which i1is 1n a non—case

cosition.

Regarding thematic role, since movement is always to a
non—9—-position {(Chomsky, 178&a:134),; the moved eslement ‘who'

r

is extracted from a ©G-position. Thus, ‘who shares the
patient @ —role which is assigned tao i1ts trace. That means,
a moved element and its coindexed trace act as & s=single
syntactic unit for the G-criterion. This syntactic unity is
shown by the same index at the S-structure. Thus, the

indexed S-structure of {12} is (13).
(13) [ne The girl [ whos [;p Bill killed £,31
vle may have noticed from the discussion the central role

of government in the systems of principles and the way the

GE-model treats base generated arguments in relative clauses.
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In what follows we shall consider types of relative clauses.
Safir {19346) deals with the distinction between
restrictive and non—restrictive RC’'s based on the position of

antecedents in the GE-model. He defines binding as follows:

(14) Rinding

LTS

» binds ¥ if X c—commands Y

and X and Y are coindexed {1786:&864)

Depending on the concept of binding given in {(14), he
cansiders two kinds af binding. A-binding, essentially
binding from comp, and binding by a rfelative head or "R-
binding’. As he points out such "distinction between binding
relations will lead to a contrast between restrictive and
nan—restrictive relatives" {1986: &583).

He suggests that since non—restrictive heads are
independent aof their wmodifying clauses the coindexing of a
relative cperator and & relative head takes place at LF' {(a
syntactic level later than LF) for non-restrictive relatives,
but et for restrictive relatives whose heads R-bind
something 1in the clause at LEg in other words,; R-binding
cannot be wacuous for restrictive relative, (Safir,
178&:46568). The distinction proposed by Safir is illustrated

in (1S amd (14).

{13y 8% LF

Sx  Lup The gir‘l,_ Ecp Whn_‘, Bill killed tg &
= {Np Jﬂhﬂ_; Er_'p Whﬂ; Bill killied tj_ 13

At LF*, the relative head must be reindexed with the
relative operator so that they match as in (16). Hence (1i5h)
must be represented as (146) at LF'.

{14) At LFS

Ewe Johny, [ who, BRill killed .33
The evample in {16) has the same indexing as &

restrictive relative clause at LF.
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Noteg

t The Ffigure in (1) is repeated here indicating each
component of the subsvstems.

D—=structure
- iexicon
ii. FPhrase structure component

[

"Move a’

S—structure
% » Chain formation
ii. the binding conditions

\_____\
The PF camponent The LF component
{deletion} LR
Case Filter Wh— raising
Fhonological rules Focuese raising
FF Control theory
ECP
LF
{Gee Borer 1784a)
2 Thematic role {@-role) is a semantic property
assigned by a head.
% The argument sSpecified in the definition of B-

criterion can be either & lexical NF (a name or lexical
anaphor) which is not pleonastic {(such as it in English) or a
pronominal slement incliuding PRO.

' NF-trace and FRO behave in the same way in that they
are found in positions where case cannot be assigned.  Their
difference 1= that FRO 1= a base generated EC f{empty
category) whereas a trace 1s an 2mpty categaory which results
from movement and hence a property of S—structure.

&= Chomsky (198£a:117) points out, when 1ts presence is
reguired by licensing principles for predicates, the slement
PRDC 1= restricted to the position of subjiect of infinitives.
This position is ungoverned and therefore caseless.

3 Lecxl domain 1= the structure within which the
Einding primciples aocply {zee Chomsky (1784a) and Coock
(1788} .

4 During pNF-or wh—-movement, a moved catecgory leaves =&
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coindexed trace in i1ts original position.

7 The moved element and the trace left behind form a
chain indicating that movement has taken place from the
position occupied by £ to the position cccupied by ‘who' is
the head of the chain. The pairs of successive elements in a

chain are referred to a5 a link of the chains ({(Chomshky,

19

&l .

£l

o

Y
n

T



2. RELATIVIZED FOSITIONS IN BUMUZ

The aguestion of relativization has been a central
concern in much of recent works in generative grammar
iKeenan, 1785:155). The reason for this is that relative
clauses are formed in different ways in different 1languages.
Same languages nave @more than one relativizing strategies.

Fiodern  GBreek, for example, has three main  ways of

relativization with relative markers following the head nouns
{(Joseph, 1983:32).
In =ome languages relative clauses involve movement.

English is an example of this as the following example shows:
(1) [ye The girl [ who [ John kissed 1313

The structure has a wh—-word in the comp position. But
this element cannot be base—generated in comp for reasons
explained earlier. Its base position is in the IF as shown

in £2)=
{2} L The girl [e comp [p John kissed wholll

The relative pronoun, ‘who’ moves from its position
after the wverb "kissed’ to the comp position leaving its
trace behind. The moved element and the trace are coindexed
to show the history of the movement. This 1is shown in the

manner below by indexing.
{3) Lap The girl [ whoy [ John kissed £, 333

Accarcding to the trace theory of Chomsky (1981), the
indices show that the moved element and its trace form an A-

chain at S—structure.

Other languages may have other ways of relativization!

not directly connected with movement {(Chomsky, 1777). In

languages which lack wmovement, there 1s a rule which
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interpretes a base generated pronoun in the relative clause.
Modern Hebrew? wuses this strategy {(Borer, 1784a). In this
language, the pronoun which is base—generated in the

relativized position is interpreted as a resumptive pronoun®

{(Borer, 1984k:220). The following is an illustrative example:

[4) [ve ha—veld [ fe Cw rina ?Pohevet 2otolll]
the-boy that Rina laves him

‘The boy whom Rina loves’

In (4}, there iz no movement. Instead, there is a base-
generated resumptive prnncun,ﬁatof ‘him’. This pronoun cannot
maove ta comp because the position is filled by the camp-
lepentizer /£e/ "that’ which in this language has the role of
connecting the relative clause with the head. This kind of
relativization is referred to as the resumptive pronoun

strategy {(Barer, 198&hL).

In other languages, relativization involves gapping.
bicl ayta, an Omotic language of Ethiopia, uses this strategy

as the following example from Bekale (1789:%) shows.

{5 Ewp Lep 7 iyva ey Katt—id—o, ]l "kuma—y, ]
giri-—nom Cook-pf—-acc food-nom

"The foocd which the girl has cooked’

in such clauses "neither a relative pronoun nor &
complementizer appears in  the comx position” {Bekale,
158F: 9. This strategy is also mentioned in Keenan {(1985) and

Comrie {1981).

In stilil other 1languages relativization involves
pronaminal  object clitics® appearing in  the relative verhb.

Amharic is an example of this as shown in Mullen (1984:358).
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(&) Lue Lep 1ij—u &, ya-gaddilid—w;] ibaabl
boy—DEF REL-killed—-it snake
"The snake which the boy killed’

In &), the relativized object position is e. The
pronominal object clitic /-w/ 1in the verb, shares the same
1ndes with e. Both form a chain which counts as a <single

resumptive proncun {Mullen, 1986:385).

These four ways of relativization are mentioned in
Keenan (1985:144) and according to him, a relativized NP may
he:

(i} an ordinary personal pronoun,

{ii) a special pronominal form peculiar to relative

clauses in which case it is called relative
QF Qnoun ,
{iii) a full NP or

{iv} & gap, an e.

Mow, the guestion is which of these strategies does
Gumuz use? The answer toc this guestion 1is the main concern
of this Chapter. However, before we go into tha@,it is
essential to show the basic word order of the language,
because a relativized position is typically correlated with

the basic word order of a ifanguage {Cole, et.al. 1982:118).

The basic word order of Gumuz is 5V0 as the structures

in (7)Y show:

{73a. [ dua—{we’ Ly d—&—5uk’ gumbba {ya)* 11
boy-—naom FAST-35-kill lion— acc

‘The boy killed the lian’

b. [;p dua—f{we) L[y d-&-bi¢ edene—-{ya)ll
boy—nam FAST- 35-hit she - acc

T

fhe bhoy hit her’
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c. L edene—{we) [y, d-3-6i¥ dua-{ya)ll
she — nom PAST-35—-hit boy — acc

‘She hit the boy’

In Gumuz, there is no difference in word order between
relative clauses and independent clauses. This is
carticularly true when subiect NF's are relativized. This is
difverent srom, for exdample, German in  which the word order

[

i= SVY0 in wmain clauses and S0V in camplement Clauses?

(Comrie. 1981). Umlike German, all Gumuz independent
centences and subject relativized clauses Ffollow the same

5vV0. Consider the following examples in (8} and (9).

(Bla. [ dua—{we) Lve d—&—-%uk’ gumbba — (ya)11]
baoy—nom FPAST-35-k111 lion - acc

‘The boy killed a lion’

b. L dua—{we) L[ int—-E2-%uk’ gumbba-{ya)l]
bay—nam cnmp—SS—killedglinn - acc
‘"The boy who killed & lion'
{Tla. Gp baga—{(we) L[ d—a—-kode meTza — {(ya)ll
man—nom FAST-35—huy goat — acc
A man bought & gost’
. Le bhi3ga—{we) [ int? —-a—kode mepa—iya)ll

man—Nom comp—35— bought goat - acc

"The man who bought a goat’

As stated earlier, the similarity between the word order
of independent and relative clauses is observed when subjects
are relativized.

2:3 B = =tivizati 10

At this point, it is necessary to show how languages

mark relativized oposition=, for there are differences of
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meaning between clauses due ta differences in relativized
positions as in (10):
(10la. The man who saw John

b, The man who John saw

In {a), the relativized position is that of the subjiect
whereass in (b)), 1t is that of the direct cbhiect. In both

s

cilauses,; the wh —element ‘who moves to comp. Such elements

identify the relativized positions in the clause.

Howsver , there is no such pronoun 1in Gumuz to identify

relativized MNF positions. Consider the following examples.

{11ta. [w dua—(we) [ int-d-—wey namaga¥*ijll
bay—naom comp-3S—came yesterday

‘'The boy who came yesterday’

b. [e ba3ga—{(we) [ int—-3—kode meTa—(yal)ll
man—nocim camp —35 bought goat — acc

‘The man who bought the goat’

In such structures., Fint/ is attached to the relative
verb. In both examples, the relative clauses follow the 5V0O
order and occurs Ffollowing the head!'. The verb of the

relative clause needs an exXternal argument in {(11a),; but

there is no such an overt argument in the position. This is
because the oposition is relativized. Com—ie {1781) and
Feenan (1985 call this strategy gapping orF in the

terminolegy af the generative literature an empty category

{EC) (Chomsky, 1982).

The same is true in {11k}, except that the relative verb
here is transitive which needs both internal and external
arguments. /Me?a/ ‘goat’ is the internal  argument and the

external argument position is empty as it is relativized.
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Following this discussion, the underlving representation

of (11} may be shown as in {(12) respectively.

(1Z2)a. Cwe Cua—{we) Leeint [p &8 [; & L[ wey namagaXiyl113131]
boy-—nom comnp 38 came Yesterday

’

The boy who came yesterday’

b. L[ baga—{we) [eint [ & 0,5 [y kode mega-{(va)lli13d
man—nom cComp 35 bought goat - acc

The man who bought the goat’

One may raise a guestion concerning the property of the
empty category{EC) in such positions. According to Ehomsky’'s
{1¥82:79) classification there are four types of EC’'s3
namely, MF-trace, wh-trace {variable), FPRO and Fro!2. To
which of these do the EC's in {12} above belong? As it is
mentioned in the preceding chapter, a trace is a result of
movement. Iin the examples we have considered so far, there
is no movement. This rules out the possikility that & is a
trace. It canncot aisc be FRO because FRO is ungoverned. The
EC's in £12) are a11 in governed positions since the clauses
are finite. it i=s possible to assume that the EC in such
positions is pro  and as such, it would be in the scope of
Hinding principle B {Rizzi, 1985: 5103 . Consider the

following tree structures for {12z ang bl:

{13} a.
M
M CF
1 P
dua—£fwed = (i
c IR
\ T
int MNP I
[ il
ora H Vi

wey namigai)

‘The boy who came yesterday’



b NP
NP i;\\\
bagailwe) e E
F o5
c IF
"
X
int NF I
/ /\\\\
/
/
Dro 1 VP
a Y NF

kode me?alya)

"The man who bought the goat”

The relativized subject positions are empty. The e in
such positiens is [+F.,—al, that means, non—anaphoric o pro
since it is governed. According to the Rinding Theory, pro
is like pronominals such as he, she, they or them except that
it lackes phonetic matrix, and hence is free in its local
damain. Following this, it is possible to conclude that
Gumuz , like a number of other Ethiopian languages uses the
prao in situ strategy in forming relative clauses. HBaye
{1937) , Bikale {178%7), #HMengistu {17879} and Alemayehu {1970,
179792, argue that Oromoc, Wolavts, Khamtanga, Chaha and Kunama
Marda, respectively wuses this strategy. In all, a base—
generated Ec's i.e. pro is used in a relativized position.

The preceding section shows clauses with relativized
subjects. In this section we =hsall observe relativized
cbjects.

ZaZu'l irac iec

When & direct cbiect NF is relativized we have
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structures like the following.

{14) a. L[4 mePa-iya) [ int-a-kode baga-{we) e 1 3
goat—acc comp—35—bought man—nom

‘The goat which the /a man bought’

bB. G gumbba—(va) [ int—E&-de—-S3u—&uk’ mah e 1 1]
lion—acc camp—3p—FUT-3P—-kill they
‘The lion which they will kill’

A= can be seen from the examples, the head nouns /mega-
{(ya) s/ ‘“the goat’ and /gumbba—i{ya)/ the lion’ appear
initially. Moreover, the object suffix /-ya/ is optionally
attached to the head nouns. Like in relativized subject NP's,

the relativized obiect NP positions are also empty.

Furthermore, the verb appears before the subject. This
arder is different from the basic 8VO order of the language
we have seen before. This change suggests that the wverb has
moved from its base position. What motivates movement of the
verb? As mentioned in Radford (1988:403), verbs move to INFL
to acguire Tense/ fAoreement features associated with the head
I. Chaomsky {(1588b:468) assumes such movement to be obligatory
for otherwise the agreement affixes wunder I would lack a
bearer. The following D-structure shows the unassociated
ense/AGER features under 1.

{15 PP

/\

NF e
| /\
[ o
|

gumbba—(ya) e

‘“the lian’ Ir
' - /\
int NF I
nzh I VF
f iy ™
{they/ Tense AGR Y NF
| |
FUT 3ZF SUK e
, |
de a—su

‘The lion which they will kill’
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The I in (13) contains both Tense and AGR affixes.
These affixes need a host to get attached to. For this
reason "V moves to the left rather than INFL to the right"
{Cook, 198B:130) as it is a general property of movement that
it cannot down grade constituents. Moreover, "“a moved
constituent cannot occcupy & lower position than any of its
traces" (Radford, 1788:544). So, the reason why V moves to
INFL 1= to pick up affises of Tense and AGR. This movement
leads to the amaléamation of V+INFL or Vi {henceforth Vi ).
This gives us the inflected verb,; Vi. This wverb has also to
move to ¢, the head position of CP® (Chomsky, 19846b:68).

Consider the first movement from VP ta I in (16).
€16 3y Mi Loy Tewwlld

The V-head of VP cannot reach the head position of CP
directly because it has to form the inflected wverb Vi first
within IP. It is after movement to I that it moves to c.
After the V to I and then to C movement, the S—-structure of

{15) looks like (17).

NP
(17) NP/\CP

dilel
gumbballY‘J e ¢

< e

| ¥ i SO
int Ea"da§u§uk']j I\'IP 1
mah [ VP

'

‘The lion which they will kill’

The movement of Vi to C is called I-movement {(Radford,
1788). This movement crosses IFP which can be a barrier only

by inheritance (Chomsky, 198&6L:&6%) Ffrom VP which is a
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barrier. Movement of V to I crosses VF which is a barrier
tx government. But as stated in (Chomsky, {19846b) ,the fact
that this movement is legitimate shows that Vi must L-mark VP
and hence void its barrier—hood. L-marking is restricted to
lexical categaories, and I alone does not L-mark the VP since
I is mnot a lexical category. But affiwed to the lexical

categary VW, i1t farms an inflected verto governs V.

The moved YV lsaves its trace in its original position.
This trace must be properly governed. Accaording tao Chomsky
{1986b: 467}, V-movement is an instance of head movement which

is local. GSuch traces are governed by their antecedents.

In the structures cbserved, the V raises to I and
subsequently to C in {(17) Fforming a chain headed by the
inflected wverb, Vi. Then "the head of Vi of the chain
gaverns the subhject NP" {(Chomsky, 198&6b:72). However , this
Vi is not permitted to either @-mark oFf case—-mark the subject
NP . "Only the terminal D-structure position in the chain

retains the capacity to S—-mark or case—-mark"” {(ibid).

The AGR, which is nominal in the sense that it contains
the features person, number and gender is assigned the same
index as the subiject NF.  That is, AGR i1s co-indexed with the
subject to express the agreement relation {(Chomsky,

1784a: 1462, Ohserve the following structure.

(i

]

) {we gumbba—i{yalICP int-&, —de—-%u—3Suk; i, mah, [yt 30w t5e13333
lion—acc coamp —-3p—-FUT-3p—-kiii they

‘The lion which they will kill’

In (18}, +the obisct position is not Ffilled by a
phonetically real NP because it is the relativized position.
It is an & which is governed by the verb, //fuk’/ "kill’ and
assigned the patient &-role and accusative case, and the

=ubiect /mah/ "they’ is governed by I and assigned agent 8-
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role and nominative case. Hence, the D-structures of (14) is

as in {1%) respectively.

{(19) a.he mealya)leeint [;p biga—(we) [,4 L[vw kode e 13313
goat—acc comp man — nom 38 bought

‘"The goat which the /a man bought’

b. &p gumbbai{ya) [geint [, mah [;d—de—2%ulvw Zuk'e 31111
lion—acc comp they Sp—FuUT— 3p kill
‘The lion which they will kill”

Regarding the waord order change exhibited in the
surfzace, it 1is a result of the verb moving from its base

position within VP to its IP external position.

ke have seen subject and direct object relativizations
in the preceding sections. We now consider how obijects of
prepositions are relativized., The following structures are

illustrative of this.

(20)a. [ bakee L[, d—-a-¢ lamarna ki-biga 1]
Eakee FAST-38—give money to — man

'Rakee gave money to s man

b. L bi&ga-iya) [, int-&-ge—-& bakee lamana e 1]
man—acc comp—35—- to—gave Bakee money
"The man whom Bakee gave money to’
In (a), the preposition /ki-/"to’ is attached to the
noun fbaga/ ‘man’, whereas in the relative clause in (b},
fge/s which has the came purpose as Jki—/ 1s prefixed tao the
relative wverb. fge/ aocds the prepositional meaning ‘to’ to
the verb’'s meaning of ‘give’. e is the relativized object NP

coeition within the FP. It is preceded by the subject of the
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clause /bakee/. The werb has moved to the head position of
CF. The +ollowing D-structure shows 1ts position before

movement .

{21104 baga—{va) L[ int [p bakee [;3 [vw € lamanalsrge =133113
man—acc comp Bakee 38 gave money to

The man whom Bakee ave money to’
g

We may asswee different head movements in the above
structure. First the preposition /ge/ moves to the relative
verbo. it moves to V hecause in Gumuz we can’'t have a F
without an overt complement. In other words, like in French
{Radford, 1781:304), the preposition cannot be stranded in
Gumiz. The prepositional object position is empty as it is
relativized. Thus, sSince the prepositianal head cannot he

stranded it has to move to the verb toc get a bearer.

V—movement is alsa another head-to—- head movement. it
first moves to I to caollect the AGR/Tense affixes. After—that

it moves to & of OF +for a reason to be explained later.

After movement takes place the S—structure is as in (22)s

{22} {pr'&:l a— (')"Ei) icpi !_It_;:_'l_gE‘t-é_' [zpbékEEEjt_j {Upt_jl affiaiia tg 1333113
i—aTT comp—i5—to—gave Rakee mOrey

"The man whom EBakese gave money tof

et us alsa ohserve (233 where we have relativization

with an instrumental FF.

(2Zva. [eemuha—{vyalleeint—E—ge, —%ul,[r-edenel;t 3 Lvw tsgumbba
spear—acc comp—iS5—with-killed she lion
[ere £ts 23331333

‘The spear with which she killed a lion’

b. ixehkulfiva—i{ya)lepint—a—ge, —ko—kodas,[i.mahl; t,0wet,jis misa

key—acc comp—3p—with—JSo—ooenad they door house

[PP # 372171

R o T e S e B Bl e S Do, Bl D) i) oo
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The key with which they opened & door’

In the above structuress, Jge/ adds the meaning "with’ to
the meanings of Jfuk'/ ‘111’ and /kodas/ ‘open . Then the
meaning will be "Hill with’  and ‘ocpen with’ respectively. In
the examnles, the relativized positions are the chbject of
prepositions. These positions are empty as they are

relativized.

After the F's move to the verbs they together move to
the C positions leaving coindexed traces in  their original

positions.

Moreover, Jge/ may alsoc add the prepositional meaning

for * as in {24} helow.

{24) Redua—iya) L[gpint—3—ge—kode bikee birtuka e 1 1]

hov—a

M
r

comp—35—for —bought Hakee orange

"The boy for whom Hsakee bought orange’

The prepositicnal meaning “for ' and the meaning of the
verb ‘huy’ together convey the meaning ‘buy for the benefit

.

. Without Jged the verbh aleone cannot convey this meaning.

)

Consider the following example.

{25} ®lygedua—iya) [ppint—S—kcocde bBEkes birtuka 1 ]

i

{

bov—acc comp—2E bought Rakee orange

The ahove structure ie ill—Formed Dbecause the

) P

relativized po

If1

ition is not marked for both case and G-—rcole.

This shows that the preposition F/ge/ in such relastive clauses

as=signs case and @-rocles to the relativized empty
prepositional ohisect {=pro). This 1i= paralilel to the
argument 1in Mullen (1984) where she says that Amharic

prepositiconal obiect clitics which have similar functions as
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/ge/ plus the verb they are attached to, give a new
grammatical relation. Since the relative verb and the
preposition carry different meanings, we may expect a new
grammatical relation when they occur together. But this does
not mean that the relative verb plus the preposition assign
S—rales. For example, it 1s the presence of the preposition
/ae/ which adds prepositional meanings to the meanings of the
verbs. Thus, like 1in independent clauses, it 1i1s the
preposition which assigns 2-roles to the relativized empty
prepositional object positions. Accardingly, in{23) for
instance, /ge/ assigns the instrumentzal @-role to pro, and in
{24) it assigns the benefactive &-role to the empty

relativized position {(=pro).

From the discussion so far, it is noticeable that the
element /ge/ plays an important role in relativization and @-—
role assignment. In what +Ffollows we shall consider its

status.

In Mullen {1984) and Alemayehu (1990) there are similar
elements in Amharic and Chaha respectively which are treated
as independent pronouns with the features of number, person
and gender. However, /ge/ lacks these features. Thus, it is

not possible to classify it as a prepositional object clitic.

Goccording to Marantz {1281) guoted in Mullen (198&:278)

for similar phenomena in other languages, such elements can

be ciassitied under “applied affix", a morpheme bearing its
own argument structure, which is &arfined to a verb. This
assumptian does not  indicate the base position of  such

elements.
/ge/ is a prepositional head of a pp which moves to V
for the same reason of stranding. The Ffollowing tree

structures shows the movement.
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‘The spear with which she killed a lion’

2.3 Questioned Relatives

There are relative clauses which behave like Wh—-NP's in

languages like English. Observe the following.

(27) a. [epintse [ckode [pyakes & 1 1 1
what bought Yakee
‘What did Yakee buy?’
b. Eeeintse [cint—-3-kode [ipyakee 2 1 1 3
what comp—3S—bought Yakee
lit. "What is that/which Yakee bought?’

In both (a) and (b)), the gquestioned NP is the object NP
which is empty. According to the basic word order of the

language, this NP should occur after the verb in D.structure.

Are these Wh-NP's in CP in D-structure? The answer to
this question wmay give light to the nature of e in (27).
Consider the following structure from which such questions

may be derived.

(28) [iwYakee [cpd—d-kode me?a-{ya) 1 ]

Yakee FAST-3S—-buy gecat-acc
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‘Yakee bought the goat”

vihen one forms  an echo question, we have (29) with a

rising intonation.

{29) [ yakee [ d—a—-kode intse 1 ]
Yakee FAST-38 buy what

Lit. “Yakee bought what?’

(29) may shaw the base position of Fintse/ 'what’® which
is e in (27). From this we may assume that the e position is
the base position of the guestioned NP, /intse/ "what’
in{27). This means that {(27) has undergone Wh—movement. As
stated in Radford (1988}, i1+ the Wh-ward originates within IP
and moves to CF, it 1is clear that Wh-movement must have
applied to the clause. Thus, the D-structures of (27) are as
in (30).

{30¥a. L [ L4 yakes kode intse 1 3 13

Yakee bought what
"What did Yakee buy?’

< Er [eint [,p vakee [, 38 [w kode intse 1 1 31 13 1
Comp Yahkee X8 bought what
Lit. "What is that/which Yakee bought?’

fintses ‘what’' has moved out of IF. But te what non-A-
position does it move? It needs an empty position in D-
structwe. CF has a specifier position which is empty in the
D—structure to which /intese/ can move. Thus the S-structures

arter movement are like the follawing.

(Zida. Lp intse, [ckodey [ipyakese [ t, Leet, 43 3 3 3 3
what bought Yakee
bihat did Yakes buy?’
b. Le intses [cint-L[&-kodel, [ieyakee [ty Luwet, #3131 1 3
what comp—35—boaught Yakee

Lit "What is that/which Yakee bought?’
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/intse/ has moved from the object position to the spec
of CF leaving & trace behind. "This type of trace is
consequently a Wh-trace, alsoc known &s variable” {(Cook,
1788: 124). The moved elements and their traces form chains
and "Chain formation camn only be initiated from IF internal
post tion” {Epstein, 15F2:239). Similarly, 1in the above
g wverhbs move from VP internal to C of CP and
fintese/ maves From YF internal to spec of CF. There are two

chains formed shown in (Z2).

(32 8.  kodejeinensBaresanastyd
b. [ intses.e...tsd
Since movement is from @-position {(Chomsky, 1986b), in
{32b) t shares the patient @-rcle with the head of the chain
fentse/ "what’.

According to the EC classification made in  Chomsky
{198ba), a Wh—trace is a variable which is neither anaphoric
nor pronominal , thus [-5,—-pl. It is subject to principle C of
EBinding. Thus, as Satir {(1984:604} noted Ffor English
structures like {(Whos; did Mary see e:3}, it is enocugh to note
that in {31}, Fantse/ in CF locally A-binds the direct object

position {i.e.the trace of the moved Whi—-NF).

The structures in (27} {a}! and &) behave in the same
way. The difference is that the prefix /int/ is attached to
the relative verb Jhkode/s ‘buy’ in (b). This element appears

the relative constructions a&as shown in  the preceding

e
b

sscticns. #Although the movements and the properties are the
sam= in both examples, i5) is similar toc the other relative
constructions we have already considered except that it
involves kh-movement. Thus, the relativized position is empty
because of movement and not because of a base-generated pro.

Duesticoned subject NP s behave in the same manner.

e

Cheserve (33} bhelow.
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i33Y Lpwdree,leinmt—E-Suk ety OityLvety gumbba—{ya) 33333
who comp—535—killed lion - acc
‘BWho i1s he that killed a lion’
fwarees ‘whe’' is extracted Fraom the subiect position
ere the trace t§ is shown. The verb alsoc moves from the W
internal position toe I and then to ©C. From this we may

conclude  fhabt guesticonsd relatives  involwe dWh-movemsnt in

Bumuz .

2.4 Passive Relatives

A substitution rule called NF-movement {Rad+tord,
iF383i:180) applies in a number of constructiens including
passives. Observe the following structure.

{34) L[, gumbba Ly d-i-Buk” £ 1 3
lion PAST-PAES—-killed

r

The lion was killed’

Sgummbad ‘lion” has moved from the object position
filled by t toc the esternal argument position which is empty

a= pass=ive wverbs do noct have overt esxternal arguments
i

o The movement i=s triggered by case since

trlF,  AMFI doss not recsive a werpal case  {1.e. accusative
cass) within ithe YWF {Jascgli., 15%846:587). Thus, a lexical

ct is mot allicwed in (341 above. fgumbbas has thus

=
mowed o the subiect positian whers 1t can get nominative

Case. Thiz is what we findg in independent clauses. Howsver,
thers iz no such HNF-movement in passivized bumuz relatiwve
clauses s i1liusitrated in (35) bhelow:
{253 L[we me7a [ep dnt — 4 —ko—kodok’a L[ip 23 & 31 3 3
coat comp — &858 — 3F — =soid

EC'2 in this clause. Since rfelativized
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relativized object. Furthermore, since the passive verb has
no overt subject, e, iz the subject of the passive verb
assuming that the wverb has maved to C. Thus, {36) is the

structure we get before VY-movement has taken place.

{3&) Lue me?a L[ee 3nt [ 24 01 ,ko] Lue kodok'a e 1 3 1 1
goa C G PaBs , 5P sold

F

‘The goats which were soid

fAfccording to Jaeggli {(1986:588), the surface subject of
8 passive centence corresponds to the logical object of the
verk. The relation of /ko/ with e, 1is due to this

correspandence.

Thus far, we have considered only the so called
"agentless passive "{Radford, 1981:182),; i.e. passives which
iack any sgent phrase introduced by prepositions as in the

following English structure.

{(Z7) The city was destroyed by the enemy.

In this structure, the NP, the enemy has been introduced
oy the preposition by and is called by—phrase {(Jasggli,
19846:579%). Although the NF introduced by the preposition by
is commonly known as an fAgent {(Radford, 19813 Riemsdi ik and
Williams, 1984}, it is interpreted as an Agent only when the

3 | N—

external #©-role of the passive wverb 1is Agent {Jaeggli,

=

i?286:59%). It can be interpreted as Goal, Source or

Experiencer depending onn the #©-role assigned to the by-

I Gumuz, such MNF's are introduced by the preposition
fki=/ "by' and caorrespondingly we may call such phrases "ki-

ghrases’'. DObserwve the passivized relative clauses with the
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(38)a.lw gumbba L[epint—i-%uky [ip @ [ty [wtsellepki-muhalll
lion comp—FASS-killed by—spear

‘A lion which was killed with spear’

b. ch me?a [cp int—i—‘iDdE_’[;p E’{::tjfvpt_, E][ppkl"bagaljjl
goat comp—FAS5—-bought by—man

A goat which was bought by a man’

Iinii8), we find empty subjects as passive verbs do not
have external arguments and an empty direct object. The NF
in the ki-phrase, accarding to Jdaesggli (1986:599) is
interpreted as bearing the external ©-role of the passivized
predicate. This is true regardless of the particular nature
of the S-role assigned to the MNP in the ki-phrase. Thus, the
ki—phrase in {38a) is assigned the instrumental @-role and in
{38b) 1t is assigned the Goal ©@-role. These S-roles are the
external @—rales transferred on to the NF in the FFP in a
passive sentence by the crucial involvement of the passive

suffix (Jaeggli, 198&:600). This suffin is /7i/ in Gumuz.

bJ

Different relativized NF pocsitions have keen considered
in this chapter. A1l such positions are empty. However, in
the case of guestioned {interrogative) rFelatives we have an e
which is & variable since here there i1s Wh—movement. in

other positions we have base—geneserated pro’s.

In all structures we have head movements of F to ¥V and V
to C. In interrogative relatives the V moves to C and the Wh-
element moves to the Spec of CP. The mavement of the V leads
toc word order changes.

Since ths cause for Y-movement is the same in all cases,
there is no reason  why verbs in subject relgtivized relative
clauses do not move to C. Thus, we assume that relative

verbs in Gumuz move fraom VP to I and then ta C.
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Notes

% Felativization and relative clauses formation are
used interchangeably.

= Modern Hebrew has two relativizing strategies,
mavement and the resumptive pronoun {(See Borer; 1984b).

& Im linguistic theory, a lexicsl pronoun in this
relativized position has been reterred toc as ‘resumptive’
isee Mullen, 1786)

* According to Chomsky (19B2:17) gapping is called
empty category (EC) in the generative literature.

= The term clitic is defined as a morpheme that is
phonolagically bound {(never occur alone) and is syntactically
free {see Daly and Rhodes {(1%81) +{for the definition).
Clitics are syntactically not part of the word to which they

are tieg phonologically. For example, in{bé) repeated below,

£f lij—u [el; ya—-gaddald—w:; 1 ibaabl
toy—DEF FEL — Killed - it snake
‘The snake that the Loy killed’

the promominal cbiect clitic /-w/ is phonologically tied to
the wverhk /gaddal’/ but syntactically it is related to the
subiect &, with which it is cocindexed.

© The subject and object affixes are optionsl in Gumuz.

7  The Berman examples &= given in Comwie F1781:83) are
as follaows:

B . Dar Mann sah den fungen

the mani{nom! saw the boy {acc)h
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‘fhe man saw the boy’
. Ich weilE, daf der Mann den Jungen sah
I krnow that the man the baoy saw

I know that the man saw the bay’

= in Gumuz, the past tense of the relative veri 1

imn

indicated by zeroc morpheme.

= Let ws assume Ffor the moment that Fint/ is =&
complementizer. The discussion concerning this issue will be
presented in chapter three.

1o Subject relativization is when the head noun of a
relative clause is an understood subkject of the clause and
the object relativization is an undersioocd chbiject of the
ciause {see Bunte, 1786).

11 The hesd noun 1n the relative clause is the npoun
that i=s the sister of the relative clause, 1.e.} the head
noun and the relative ars cominsted by the same nicoe. The NN

circlied oelow iz the head of the relisative clauses as indita#ed
e Sy
3 2 3 § T A [} = 3 ¥ (\:‘\.
in Culicover (i976:193). i e
'] 1 T
=14

'\\ < 1S LIBRARY <3

The head NF 1is the material toc the right or to the left

of CF which the typoliogists call pre—or post-nominsl relative

M
foe]
1]
=
n
m
i
»

i The four types of expressions (ELD =) mamely, NF-
trace, Wh-trace, FRO and pro are the realizaticon of the two

basic +eatures L3l "anaphoric’ snd Lpl "promominal . In this
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case, NF-trace is a pwe anaphor [+a,-pl; whereas pro 1s a
pure pronaminal [—a,+pl. Variables {(wh—trace) are neither
anaphoric nor pronominagl , thus [-s,-pl. We then take PRO to
be a pronominal anaphor [+a,+pl, sharing properties of
pronouns and anaphors.

1= I of IF carrying the relevant Tense/AGR features can
be empty {sse Radford, 178R8).

14 The movementol Vi to the head of CP is called I-
movement {(Radford, 1788). This movement may be motivated by
/int/ which is generated in CP.

s When the external @-role is source, the NF in the
by—phrase is interpreted as source. When it is goal, the NP
can be interpreted as Goal. Observe the following examples
from Jaeggli (198&:599).

E Bill was killed by Mary . {(Agent)

b. The package was sent by JChn {(Scurce)

[ The letter was received by Bill (Goal)

o~ The teacher is feared by all students

{experiencer).



3. TYPES OF RC’'S5 AND THE ELEMENT /INT/ IN GUMUZ

In this chapter we shall discuss two important issues.
First, types of relative claucses will be discussed. Second,
the categorial status and position of /int/ will be

determined.

Types of RC's can be seen in two different ways. One is
between restrictive (RRC) and nan—-restrictive (NRRC)
relatives and the other 1is between headed and headless

relatives. In this section we shall consider each.

In relation to relative clauses, linguists tend to make
distinctions between restrictive and non—restrictive
relatives Jackendoff {(1977) for example, assigns them to
different bar levels in his "Uniform Three-level
Hypothesis". ? Restrictive relative clauses are complements
of N" and non-restrictive relative clauses are complements of
N™, In this case, an NF like "The people who went to MIT" can

be represented as in {1):
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{1) N
i W
Art
" 5
Art N
Art N S{CF)
Art people
The who went to MIT

(RRC)

Jackendoff does not show the rules for expanding each
Art™  other than simply writing it as Artm—? (Stuurman,
1982:415). fAccording to Jackendoff ‘s claim, 1f the
restrictive relative clause in (1) is to be followed by a
further relative clause, the later functions as a non-
restrictive isometimes called appositive) relative clause and
ic represented as in{2).

(2) N

hed
"
r’.
rd
m

Art Feople who went to MIT who Bill saw

Jhe (RRC) {NRRC)
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The reasons why the two relative clauses branch from
different bar levels are intonation break, complementizer
selections and distributions. At the phonological level, for
example, non-restrictive relatives are characterized by a
fresh intonation contour and a change in  the degree of
loudness. In contrast, srestrictive relatives are not preceded
by a noticeable intonaticn break and are characterized by
continuity of the degree of loudness (Jackendoff, 1977:172).
Cornilescu (1981} and Bache and Jacobson {(1980) alsc use

these points as characteristics.

Regarding complementizer selection, restrictives can be
introduced by th= “that’ or ‘zero’ complementizer whereas
non—restrictives are introduced by Wh—-words in English. In
terms of distribution, Jackendoff says that non—restrictives
gocur following restrictive relatives. if we follow this
sesumntion, Gumuz relative clauses in {3a) might be
renresented as in {3k} Gelow:

{Z)a.lm baga-{we) [nlaint-53-kode e birallaint-a—te e yaya-mall
man —nom como—-35 bought ox comp—35—-1aost sheep—pass

"The man who bought ox, whose sheep is lost’

. M

wnl
]|

baga—(we} int-a-kode e bira int—-a-te-e yaya-ma

{(RRC)H {NRREC)
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However , Jackendoff’'s account aof non—-restrictive as N
complements has been sericusly questioned. Emonds (1979) for
instance, develops the main clause hypothesis {(MCH), by which
MRREC's are derived by parenthetical formation from main
clauses coordinated to the clause containing the antecedent.
He argues that under the MCH “appositive (NRRC) have no
properties" hence the third level of the bar notation
proposed by Jackendoff 1s unnecessary (1779:242)., For
Emonds, non—restrictive relatives are not distinctly
different in their properties from restrictives. The comma
intanation break which is claimed ta be one criterion may
suggest that the two types of relative clauses cannot be
studied from a purely syntactic pointf;iew. Accardingly, the
two kinds of relative clauses are treated as branmching from

the same level by adjunction. Hence the structure in (2) is

represented as in (4).

P4} ]

The pecnle Wi, went to MIT who= FRill saw

(RRC) {NRRC)
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As represented in {4) , Emonds’'s analysis allows
recursive projections. This is a deviation from Jackendoff '=
system in which X7 cannot immediately dominate: itself
{(Stuurman, 1983:737). Because of this the structure in (4)
cannot be interpreted by Emonds’'s (197%:220) Hypothesis of

appasitive Wh-Interpretation rule stated in {(S):

{5) [PRDO,WH] is anaphoric to H" in
H" [gcomp [ w...z13
Where & is not a sister to a head
{H=N,V.F,8)
This rule may work in languages where there are Wh-—
relative pronouns. But Gumuz relative clauses have no such

pronouns. So it is not possikle to fully apply it here.

If we apply Emonds® (1979} analysis of appositive, we

may have the representation in {(6).

&) M

t
N2

o
ull

N1
/

haga (we)

int—-4-kode pro bifa int-A-t@-pro yaya-ma
{RRC} {HMRRC)

‘The man who bought ox, whose sheep is lost’
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There are no Wh-NF’'s in the relative clauses in{é). The
head NF /baga/ ‘man’ 1is far away fram the relativized NF
positions. This makes it difficult to accept that the N:,
and N"2 in (&) are contigucus antecedents of the relativized

NF “s.

Relative clauses are treated in terms of phrase
structure rules in the systems developed by Jackendoff (1977)
and Emonds {(1977). In GB, they are treated as non—argument
clausal complements of nouns at maximal level. Stowell (1981)
guoted in Alemayehu (1992:25) says "all modifiers {(including
relatives) must project From a maximal level {(x"level)".
Moreover, according to Safir {(1786), there is & level derived
from LF callied LF’. He argues that the reference of
restrictive depends on the modifying clause and this can be
determined at LF; while the referential relation between head
MFP's and their non—restrictive relative clause complements
can be determined &t LF'. A non-restrictive head has
independent modifiers and the referential relations may be

indicated by coindesation at both levels, i.e. LF and LF .

Foellowing Safir {(1786), we see ane formal difference
between restrictive and non—-restrictive relative clauses in
Gumuz . There is, for example, intonation break following
restrictive relative clauses. fAnother difference concerns
the relaticns they have with the relative head NF’'s. Since

the head i=s already restricted by the first relative clause,
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the second one has no restrictive effect on the head noun

/baga/ 'man’ in (3) repeated here in (7) for convenience.

{7) [nebiga—i{we)lceint-S—kode e biral [geint-&-te e yava-mall
man—nom comp—35—bought ox camp—35-1last sheep-poass

‘The man who bought ox, whose sheep 1s lost’

The head noun is restricted by the relative clause which
immediately follows it. Because of this, the non-restrictive
relative clause simply gives extra information about the head
noun . This may force us to assume that the relational
reference between the head noun /bkaga/ ‘man’ and the non-
restrictive relative in (7)) may be determined at LF', whereas
the relation between the head noun and its restrictive

relative clause 1is determined at LF as proposed in Safir.

(8} and (?) shaow the representation at both levels.

ia) At LF
feme?a, lepint—&-kode ingifa e, Jleeint—-i-%ipi e ndmags2ij 13
goat como—3S—-bought woman comp—FASS slaughtered yesterday
‘A goat which a woman bought, which was slaughtered

vesterday’

gt LF'y the head noun /me?a/ ‘goat’ 1s coindexed with
both relative clauses but with different indicegs - as in the

following examples.
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{3) At LF -
[upmeTa, f 3lersint—d-kode.ingifa e, Jleryint—i-gip) eynamige®i 713

goat comp—3S5~bhought woman comp—-PASS-sl aughtered yesterday

A question may be raised here in connection with the
presence of LF’'. fAs it 1s argued in Safir (1984), LF® is a
level in which "extra" arguments or constituents may be
attached to grammatical sentences. The indicés . at this
level have to be introduced into the @-structure of the
sentence in & way that captuwes the perception that such
elements are "extra". This explains the fact that "non-
restrictives tend to be similar in their distribution to
parenthetical phrases" (Bafir, 19B4:4672), a notion introduced

by Emonds (197%9).

I+ the head noun /me?a/ 'goat’ and e in {9) do not share
an indes at LF,; then the relative clause will be excluded by
toth the G-criterion and the Full Interpretation (FI)
{(Chamsky,178&al for otherwise the clause will be neither
predicated nor selected by anything in the sentence (Safir,
178&6:&77 ).

I Gumuz, only non—restrictives can be used to gualify

proper nouns. Observe the following structure in (100 :

i10) [nebakes [geint—a-weyliee namagazijll dazl
Rakee comp—35—came yvesterday died

'Bakes, who came yesterday died’
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The referential relation between the non-restrictive
relative clause and the head NF in (i10) can be determined by

indicies at LF’ as in {(11).
{11) [neb3keej [eeint-a-wey Elp%.némégéiiijl dasl
Since the proper noun does not need any restrictive

complement, the clausal complement in (11) is not

restrictive.

A
b
rJ

In the relative clauses we have seen above, both
restrictive and non—-restrictive relatives are headed. Gumuz,
like in some cases of English, has also headless relative

clauses. Observe the follawing relative clauses in (12).

(12)a. [ue Lepint-i-s—351 1 [ah d-3—gimll
camp—ip—ate—ip he FPAST-35-know

‘He knew what we ate’

be Lhe [eeint-i-hits-511 [ah d-5-5inll
camp—ip—hate—ip he FAST-35-laove
‘He loved whom we hate’
In the above examples, the head positions are empty.

Like in headed relatives, we expect WY-movement. (13} is

i1ilustrative of this.
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(13}3-[NPE[cpint[sz[1i..alzltvps el11] :xpah £xd_5”£vpgim]33
comp  § ate he FAST-35 know

‘He knew what we ate’

B.lume fepintlzpeli..aillyphits 23111 fzeah [zd-alumZinlll

comp iF hate e FPAST-ZS love

‘He loved whom we hate’

In the above D-structure representations, the e in the
IFP ie the subject of the relative clause which is not
phonetically real. The position is empty because Gumuz can
drop 1its subject. The e in the object position is a result
of relativization. In both examples, the object is
relativized and as & result the position is empty (=pro).

tike 1in headed relative clauses the subject of the
headless relatives may appear phonetically as in the examples

below:s

{14 a. [Np Egcpiﬂt_é—s Ezpah E][zpd_é_rg gim]]
comp—i5—ate he FPAST-35-15 know

I know what he ate’

b [wp & [epint—a—2i-sinalzemah 2] [ieah d—a3-5inll
Comp—3F-1oved they he PAST-35-lave

‘He loved whom they loved’
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Such examples show headless relative clauses 1in which
abjects are relativized. Such clauses are also possible with

relativized subjects as in (15):

{15)a. [uee [eeint—-E-%uk’'e gumbbal d-z-wey 13
como—35—kill lion FAST-I3S5—caome
‘One who killed a lion has come’
b. [ne & [epint—a3-wey e namagazijl baab-el
camp—35 came vyesterday father—-poss

I3

One who came yesterday is my father’

These examples are the same as those we have seen in
{12) and {(13X) above esxcept that the object of the relative

clause=s here are phonetically real.

To conclude, we get only one basic difference between
headed and non—headed (headless) relative clauses in Gumuz,

that 1=, the absence or presence of a head noun.

B.2

In the relative clauses presented in the preceding
sections, the element /int/ is Ffound prefixsed ta relative
verbs. But its status and base position has not  been

discuscsed.

iz have =sen the movement of wverbks from within the VF to



the head of IF and then to C of CP. In all cases the
morpheme fints i1s attached to wverb. Consider the examples

in {16):

{1&va. [ipdua—fuwe) [upd-a—-toko KiS-yall
Loy —nam FAST-35-climb to —-tree

‘The boy climb up a tree’

5 [aedua—{iwe) [epint-a-toko ki-yall Eil LS o : f
Baoy—nom comp—35—climk to—tree

‘The boy who climbed up a3 tres’

In f{a), there is no /int/: instead, we find /d—-a/ which
are tense and ABR morphemes. Inib), the morpheme Jint/ is
prefixed to the relative verb. Its absence leads to i1li-

formedness ac (17) demonstrates.

{17} #{pedua—iwe) [ecea-toko ki-yall

Doy —noam 35—climb to —tree

When we return to the status of Jint/, it does not show
any naminal Ffeature, like gender, person, number aor case.
Thus, we cannot &reat it as  a pronoun. In English, for
inatance, the Wh-relative pronouns shaow formal differences
between nominative sccusative and genitive cases. But in

Gumuz , Jints has ne such variations.
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According to FRadford (1988), typical NF's have genitive
case forms and the same is true of pronominal NF's. The Wh-—
NF ‘s "who' and 'which’' for instance, have the genitive form
‘whose’, whereas like the complementizer "that’ in English,

fint/ does not have a genitive form.

Furthermore, relative pronouns tend to carry specific
syntactic praoperties marked for gender or animacy. ‘wha ',
for instance, indicates [+Humanl] whereas ‘what’' indicates [-
Humanl. Again like “that’ in English, /int/ does not carry
any such features. It is semantically neutral and has no
lexical meaning. Thus, as indicated in the labelling in the

examples, /int/ is treated as a complementizer.

A= a complemsntizer, its base position is within the CF
as shown in the representations in {(18).
{i8ta. [me ingifa—{we [gce int—-a-de—kode e me?a—(ya)ll
woman  —acc comp—35-FUT-buy goat - acc
‘The woman who will buy the goat’
b. NFE

P e ™

M Ccr
: , !. /\ I
ingifai{we) e c

(s 1P
/
int NP N T
e 1 /\’\«"F’
/ /\
a,de v NP
F |
kode melal{ya)

The woman who will buy +he goat



fAs we have seen 1n the preceding sections, relative
clauses follow their heads. Similarly, in (18), the position
af JFint/ is clause initial in comp. Following Radford
{1988), since the embedded clause with overt or null
camplementizer constitute a CF, the relative clause in (18}

has the status of & CFP with an overt head C, /int/.

Although the verbk and the complementizer occur together
as a single word at the surface, it is known that they
ariginate in different positions. The guestion is how /ant/
getse attached to the verb. One may =ay that either /int/ has
moved down to the verb or the verb has moved up to its left
toc como. Simce downward movement is not acceptakie in GE,
the later seems plausable. Thus, we assume that the verb%
moves up to comp after collecting inflectional features from
I of IF angd is prefixed to C in CF at S—-structwe. This

movement is as in (12):

(12} MNF
MNF £
‘ /\ |

ingiftaiwel = C
c IF
|

int4dekade NP K
l /\
T € 1 v
\ /\

I-movement e—t

W
i
V-movt e— ¢t me?aiya)

The woman who wijl buy the goat



The movement of the verb iz mot particular to Gumuz
relative clausesS, It i obligatery and must be an instance
of Move &lpha, in the mapping of D-structure onto S—-structure

iMullen, 158sL: 372).
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Notes

* Uniform Three-Level Hypothecsis 15 the theory which
requires any category to have three levels of X for i1.e. X',
xy X

2 /i,..al/ is a discontinucus morpheme indicating first
persaon plural. It alsc i1ndicates the subiject of the relative
clause.

=  The preposition /ki-/ gives different prepositional
meanings. For example, 1t conveys the meanings "'to’, ‘for ',
‘by ", ‘with’, ‘on’, and ‘up’. The equivalent preposition
/ge/ als=o gives these meanings. The difference is that /ge/

cccurs when the object of preposition is relativized while
ki—-/ occurs elsewhere.

“* If there i=s a preposition /ge/ in relative clauses,
it moves ta V and tcgether (V+F) move to 1 and then to C.

= The movement of the verb to C is alsc shown in
Amharic, Chaha and Kunama Marda as ohserved by Mullen (1986)
and Alemayehu (1990, 1992) respectively.



4. CONCLUSION

The study set out to accomplish one major task, i.e. to
analyze relative clauses 1in Gumuz in the light of the
Sovernment and Rinding Theory. This model is adopted and
aresented in the first chapter of the study. It was shown
that the concept of government plays a central unifying role
throughout the systems of principles which interact in a

variety of ways.

In light of this, the relativized positions and
strategies of relativization were examined. It was found out
that Gumuz reslative clauses use the strategy called gapping.
ficcording to this strategy, relativized NF positions are not
filled by phonetically real NF s, A relativized position is
simply empty. Since it is governed and @—marked the EC in
this position is pro. On the other band, Gumuz interrogative
relatives emplay the mavement strategy. The WhH—NP's move
from their bhase positions to the spec of CF. In this case,
the relativizad positiaon 1s alsac empty bhecause of mavement
and the e is npot & base generated pro, it is a Wh-trace

{=variable) which is ccinde:xsed with the moved kWh—NF.

In Bumuz relative clauses, there are head-to-head
mOoveEments. First, there is V-movement in a&all relative

clauses. The relative wverb moves to I to colliect agreement
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and tense features. After collecting these features from I,
it maves to € in CP. The second movement, i.e, the movement
af the inflected wverb (Yi), known as I-movement, is attracted
by the complementizer fints/ which cannot stand alone. Since
it does not satisfy any of the characteristics of relative
proncun, Jint/ is  argued ta kbe a complementizer base
generated in C of CFP. Another head movement is the movement
of P ta Y. This happens when the obiect of & preposition is

relativized., A relativized object of 5 preposition is also

empty {(=prol. Thus,; the prepositional head which cannot
stand alone moves to ¥ in search of a bearer. In other
words, prepositions cannot be stramnded in Gumuz. These

movements lead +to change in the basic word order of the

ianguage.

Wh-movement is not common in other Ethiopian languages,
such as:— Amharic, Oraomo Chaha etc. Unlike these 1anguages,

Gumuz interrogative relative clauses employ Wh-movement.

Fassive relative clauses have also been described. As
gassive verbs have no external argument and the relativized
positions  in Gumuz are empty, we may find passive verbs
without external and interpal arguments. bhen a direct
chiect is relativized, Ffor example, the cbiect position is
left empty because of relativization and the subject position

also empty as passives do not have avert subject.

H
I
m
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In relation to types of relative clauses, Gumuz has both
restrictive and non—restrictive and headed and headless. A
restrictive relative clause has restrictive effect on the
head MP and a non—restrictive one plays an appositive rocle.
Howewver , both are wmodifving clausal complements of their
heads. There is no syntactic difference between the two
types of relative clauses. Their differences lies on the
restrictive and non-restrictive effects they have on the head
NF's. Safir {198&} treats such difference at two levels of
representation. First, the reference of restrictive depends
on the modifying clauwse and this can be determined at LF3;
while the referential relation between head MP’'s and their
nan—restrictive relative clause are complements determined at
LF" & level later than LF. Because non-restrictive relative
clauses have no semantic sffect on their referential NP 's and
hence hnave to be treated ocutside aof LF, the level of

reprecsentation for semantically relevant eslements.

Moreover, relative clsuses could be headed or headless.

In Gumuz such clauses have o internal structural difference.

U]

The head is in imitial positicon, characterizing Gumuz as . a

head initial language.

Fimnally, in Gumuz independent clauses /d/f is a past
. it, . . .
marker. In relative clauses is missing and there is no avert

cast tense marker. This needs phonological or morphological

investigatian.
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