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ABSTRACT

This study examines the structurc of relative clauses in Chaha.
As a guidcline, it employs the theory of Government and Binding of
Chomsky (1981, 1982, 1986) and recent developments. The theory
assumes that relative clauses are hon-argument clausal complements
of nouns at a maximal level. The internal structure of relative clauses
are explained interms of subtheorics and principles which are assumed

to be properties of universal grammar.

The study begins by analyzing the relativizing strategy in the
language. It is argued that Chaha uses the Pro in situ strategy in
its relative clauses. This means that an empty category Pro is base
generated in a relativized argument NP position of a relative clause.
The relativized argument NP may be a complement of a verbal, a pre-

positional or a nominal head.

The study shows that Chaha rclative clauses are cpen syntactic
predicates predicated of thcir head {Ps. The head iiPs act as formal
subjects of their predicated rclative clauses. The rule which inter-
pretes the relation between the head NPs and the predicated relative

clauses is the rule of predicate Linking which applies at S-structure.

in Chaha, an invariable eclement /yd/ occurs in perfect relative
clauses to introduce the clauses as predicated of their head MPs.
This /ya/ is treated as a complementizer and is base generated in
comp. position at D-structure. It does not phonetically occur in

imperfect relative clauses.

Although relativized NP positions are always empty, subject
agreement affixes and pronominal object clitics play essential roles
in identifying their content. The former refers to subjects, and

the latter to objects of [-N] categories.
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CHAPTER GONE

iHTRODUCTIGN

1.1. The Languaage.

From a descriptive point of view, the Semitic languagaes of
Ethiopia are divided intoc two major groups: 1!‘*-»!orth Semitic and South
Semitic. The North Scmitic includes Geez, Tigre and Tigrigna while
the South Scmitic includes Amharic, Argcba, Gafat, Harari and the

Gurage languages (Hetzron, 1975 : 129; Leslau, 1966 : 593).

Curage is a Cluster of Southern Ethiopian Scmitic languages
which are Clessified into threc mutually Unintclligible greups: Northern
Gurage, Estern Gurage and Vicstern (.‘,ur'age.2 The Vestern Gurage
group includes Mesgan, Enncr, Endegagn, Ennemor, Ceyie, Chaha,
Ezha, Gumer and Cura. of these, the last four beleng tc Central
V/estern Gurage, and togcther with some other minor dialects, they
form the "Sabat Set" (Seven House) Gurage languages (FHetzron,

1977 : 44). The Prescnt study is concerned with the syntax of one

of these feur Central Viestern Curage languages, that is.Chaha.

Accerding tc Ford (1983 : 7), Chaha is the major dealect of
Central Vestern Gurage Spoken by about 250,000 pecplc. The peoplc
live in the Sub-district of Chaha, which is found in Chcho and Gurage
Awrzja. The Capital of the sub-district is Endibir, frcm which the

data fcr this study were collected.

As indicated in Leslazv (1950 : 12) and Ford (1986 : 41), the
grammaztical structurc of Chahe is closcly related to that of Amharic

and cther Ethio-Semitic lunguagces,

e d 3 . - 3 $
The Phonemic inventory of the Consonants and Vewels™ below

is adepted from Ford (1985 : 42 - 43).
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The Vowels

' l Front | Central Rack |
f Unround g Unround Round ! Round
High Close ! i - 0
Half Close { 1)
|
| fiid Close | ) ! 0
Open ‘a
Low Close o ]
Cpen a

Since the prasent study does not deal with the phonology, we
shall not pursue the discussion here. The purposc for the inclusion

of these phcnemes is transcription.

1.2. Frevious Studics

As menticned in Hetzron (1977 : 25), the most studicd of the
Gurage languages is Chaha. This is because of the presence of
Catholic missionaries in Endibir since the early ninctcenth century.
They have contributed to the study of the language. The first
matecrial which is a collection of words and some grammatical notes
on the language was published by G. Chiarini in 1887. A few yecars
later, the work of Monden Vidailhet, an outline of the grammar and
some data from the dialects of Ulbarg, Gogot, Mesgan, Velene and
Aymelcl, came out in 19%1. Then, in 1931, Cohen's comparative
grammatical study on iMuhcr, Aymelel, Chaha and Y/elene was
published. His work revealed, for the first time, the particular

location and geographical distribution of the languages of Gurage.



The other important matcrial which treats the grammatical features

of Chaha is Leslau's (1950) Ethiopic Documents : Gurage. The Gram-

matical descriptions arc very important, though they are not without
any inadequacy. Regarding relative Clauses, which is our concern,
Leslau (1950 : 20) points out that the Prefix /yd/ is a relative pro-
noun and that it is always attachad to perfective verbs of such Clauses.
He concludes by saying "therc is no rclative Pronoun in the imperfect-

tive; the relativized positicn alone indi-2tes the relative Clause."

Following Leslau, Polotsky (1951 : 27) also argues that /ya/ is
a relative pronoun and that it may not occur before an imperfective
verb of relative Clauses. But, contrary to Leslau, he statcs that
"there is no direct sign to show that the imperfective forms used in

such constructions arc relative Clauses."

The other person to identify some syntactic features of Chaha,
in the comparative grammatical survey of the "Gunnan Gurage"u
languages, is Robert Hetzron (1977). His work is divided into threc
parts: the first part discusscs the classification of the Gurage lang-
uages, the second presents a comparative grammatical survey of the
Gunnan Gurage languages, and the last part contains a collection of
reprcsentative falklore from the different Gurage arccs. Concerning
relative clauses in Chaha, Hetzron (1977 : 98) states that they are

formed by means of /ya/ plus a verb in the past (perfective) form.

Recently, Ford (1986) has also studied the properties of Chaha
relative clauses with some use of the Transformational Cencrative
model. According to Ford, the structure of Chaha relative clauses
is the same as that of independent clauses except that in the former,

perfective relatives are markcd by the prefix /y8-/ and by the dropping



of the final /-m/, which can ncver be attached to the verb of the
relative clause. To show this, shc discusses mainly the properties
of the relative clauses with verbs in the simple past, centinuous,

past continuous, pluperfcect and cguative aspects.

Ford also assumes that the relative clauses in Chaha function
as subjects, complements and time phrases. But, she did not give
examples to illustrate this point. Furthermore, shc did not indicate
the types of relative clauses in the language and the cffects they
have on their head NP-. She simply compared relative clauses with
main clauses and made some cbservational generalizations. Cf course,

her main interest is the morpho-phonemic processes in the language.

1.3. The Present Study

in the preceding section, it has been shown that some linguists have
tricd to describe Chaha relative clauses from a descriptive and Trans-
formational Generative point of view. For instance, the descriptive
studies of Leslau (1950) and Polotsky (1951) indicate that the /ya/
in Chaha relative clause constructions is a relative pronoun and that
it may not occur beforc imperfective verbs. Their analyses, however,
may lead onc to raise the following questions: (a) why is /yal an
invariant relative pronoun in the language? and (b) how can a
clause be simply considered as a relative clause in the absence of /ya/?

Both Leslau and Polotsky did not seem to entertain such questions.

Cn the other hand, in Hetzron (1977) and Ford (1986) no attempt
has been made to show the function of /ya/. Both mentioned it in
passing by simply saying that rclative clauses in the language are
formed by means of /yd/ plus a pcrfective verb. In other words, no

adequate description about its status has been made, nor has there beecn



any attempt made to identify differences between restrictive and
non-restrictive relatives, and properties of the internal structure of

relative clauses considered.

The present study focuses on the following: (a) the process
of relativization, (b} the particular and universal preperties of such

clauses and (c) their internal structures.

For this, we have used data from four native speakers of the
language: Tesfaye Lega, at present a fourth year student in Addis
Ababa University, Fikade Minota, a worker in the iinistry of Education,
Degif Petros, an employee of the Ministry of Culture, and Dendir Melka
a trader in Endibir. In addition, texts collected by Leslau (1950 :

34 - 136) and Ford (1982 : 70 - 98) have been consulted.

1.4. The Theoretical Framework

The model used in this study is the theory of Government and
Binding (GB) of Chomsky (1981, 1982, 1986) and recent developments.
As Chomsky (1982 : 16) pointed out, this model is concerncd with
the problems which the rule system model5 failed to account. The
descriptive devices of the rule system model6 have helped in the
search for general rules and conditions which are assumed to be
properties of universal gr‘ammar.7 However, there are fundamental
questions regarding the general rules and the conditions of their

applications. Among these, are the following.

He 'much of the rule system must

actually be specified in a particular

grammar? ‘/hat aspects of the rule

system must actually be learned as

knowledge of language is acquired? Yhat

is the actual sct of parameters associated

with the rule system and how freely can

they be assigned values? (Chomsky 1582 : 7)



The inadequacies of the rule system model in giving answers to
such questions gave way to the system of grammar which is believed

to have some explanatory adequecy.

The shift from using descriptive devices to explanatory devices
was first made in Chomsky and Lasnik (1977). This was further
elaborated and developed in Chomsky (1981) under the Government and
Binding (GB) theory, which assumes the following independent and
interacting principles comprising the subsystems of core grammar:
x-bar theory, theta theory, case theory, government theory, binding
theory, bounding theory and control theory. Of these, x-bar, theta,
case, government and binding theories arc relevant to the present
study. The fundametal concepts in these sub-theories will hence be

explained in some detail in light of the objective of this study.8

But, before that, We have to show the levels of representations
in which the sub-systems of Principles operate. In the GB model, the
subsystems of principles provide representations et four linguistic
levels:  deep structure (D-structure), S-structure, Phonetic form

(PF) and Logical form (LF). The organization of the Grammar is

schematized as in (1).
(1) (Lexicon)
D - structure
S - structure
Phonetic form (PF) Logical form (LF)

A syntactic structurc is grammatical if and only if it has a well-

formed representation at each linguistic level.



In this model, a syntatic structure is basically a projection of
the Lexicon. Lexical categories have theta - grids (€-grids) which
enable them to select certain categories as complements. The selection
of complements is mainly determined by the lexical properties of
lexical heads and that this is specified in the Lexicon, which is con-
sidered to be the storage of lexical items and their idiosyncratic

properties.

However, the Lexicon specifies only obligatory ©-roles which can
be assigned by lexical heads. It gives the lexical structure (LS)
of every lexical heads. The lexical structure is then mapped onto
D-structure representations where all relevant ©-roles are assigned to

arguments, that is, NPS.

At this lcvel, We find both obligatory and optional €-roles assigned
to arguments. The assignment takes place under the structural
relation of government, which we understand in 2 more general way as
in (2).

(2) Government (Chomsky, 1981 : 50)
of governs B iff for all )’ .
)’a maximal projection, 7’
dominatcsek iff Y dominates B.

The government relation in (2) allows no phrase to intervene
between a ©-role assigner and an assignee. It is also believed that
the &-roles of arguments are mostly determined by verbal heads which
directly assign patient ©-roles to their internal arguments with which
they form the verb-object string (VP), which may in turn indirectly

assigns the agent ©-role to the external argument (if any)g.



At D-structure there must always be a one to one relation between
arguments and their ©-roles. The principle which governs this corre-

lation is the theta criterion (&-criterion), formally stated as in (3).

(3) € - criterion (1981 : 36)
Each argument bears one and
only one €-role and each &
role is assigned to one and

only one arguments.

Cn the other hand, the projection principle, which is one of the
over-riding principles of the GEB modet , meintains all lexical pro-
perties specified in the lexicon and all €&-roles assigned at
D-structure to be projected in all the other levels of syntactic

representations. The Principle is given in (4).

(4) Projection Principle (1981 : 36)

Each syntztic rcpresentation

(D -s, S~-s, LF, recprescntation)
should be a projection of the
thematic structure and the
propertics of subcatcgorization of

lexical entries.

At S-structurc, the base positions of arguments may be altered
because of the effect of movcat , @ syntactic movement triggered by
Case, a requirement, which filters out erguments as ungrammatical,

if they do not have case. The requirement is known as the Case

Filter, and is defined in (5).



(5) Case Filter (1981 : u49)
Every phonetically realized NP must

be assigncd (abstract) case.

The other principles which rcgulate the distribution of arguments
at S-structure are the Binding Principles. Unlike the Case Filter,
the binding principles do not distinguish between lexical arguments
and non lexical arguments. Rather, they recognize three classes of
arguments: anaphors, pronominals and referential expressions
(R-expressions). The set of anaphors include reflexives, reciprocals,
NP-trace and PRC. The set of pronominals include pronouns and the
empty categories Pro and PRC, and the referential expressions include
all names, definite and indefinite, and V/h - and Quantified NP traces.

The binding principles are¢ given in (6).

(6) Binding Principles (1981 : 188)

A. An anaphor is bound in its
governing category

B. A pronominal is free in its
governing category.

c. An R-expression is free.

The definition of the notion governing category is also given in

(7) below.

(7) Governing Category (1981 : 220)

P is a governing category foreX
iff £ is the minimal category
containing of , a governer ofoX , and

a SUBJECT accessible tocX .
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According to Chomsky {1981 : 163), the governing categories
in which arguments may bec bound are MNPg and Clauses (Sentences).
The notion bound is defined in (8).

(8) Sound (1981 : 184)
oL is x-bound by p iffAand P
are coindexed, P C-commands

and [} is in an X-position.

As can be observed in the definition in (8), the structural
rclation of C-command {Constituent command) is essential for an
element to be bound or frece. The formal definition of C-command

is given in (9} below.

(9) C-command (1981 : 166)
o C-commands [ iff the maximal
category dominatingol dominatzes B

andol and P arc coindexed.

The above discussion, in general, shows how arguments can be
governed and assigned ©-rolz at D - s and Case at S-structure and
how thc ©-criterion and the case filter control the distribution of
arguments., Such principles are also useful in the distribution of
arguments in relative clausss, as the English example in (10) belew

may illustrate:

(10} [The man Lwho {John sawl 1 1}
NP S S
In the noun phrase in (10), the bracketed relative clause 'who
john saw' is the complement of the head noun 'man'. The relative

clause is connected with its head NP 'man' by the ¥#h-Complementizer
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which is outside the clause {S).

If we further examiné the internal structure of thc relative clause,
we observe that the relative {transitive] verb 'sea' nceds an internal
argument to satisfy its inhcrent lexical requirement at D-structure.
The relative pronoun 'who' must therefore originate within S, as in
(il) below, inorder for the lexical requirement of the relative verb to
be satisfied.

(11} [The man [comp. [John saw who] ] 1
NP S S

The structure in (11) is the D-structure of the clause in (10).
The base generation of the Y/h - relative pronoun in the object position
of the relative clause satisfies the lexical requirement of the relative

(transitive) verb and this makes the representation well formed.

As a transitive verb, the verbal head 'sce' in (li) assigns a
patient ©-role to the ‘Yh - relative pronoun. The required government
relation between the verbal head and the relative pronoun is satisfied.
The verbal head together with the relative pronoun forms the verbal
phrase which in turn assigns an agent ©-role to the subject H{P. This

can be seen clearly in the following phrase marker.

(12)

——---o-z

f o /\
The man John :
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At S-structure, hcwever, the V/h-relative prononun 'who' moves

up as a left most constituent of S in the manner in (13).

-\7;

\ 1
M Comp IA
| we /\ LE
e /e

The man

In (13), 2 Wh-movement rule has moved the relative pronoun from
its underlying to its surface position. As can be observed in the
example, the moved wh-relative pronoun has left behind a trace in its
base position, and there is a2 government relation betwcen this trace
and the verbal head. The verbal head assigns accusative case to
the trace of the moved Wh-relative pronoun. The trace and the moved
¥/h-relative pronoun form a chain which bears a singlc ©rolc and case.
The Wh-relative pronoun shares its patient ©-role with its trace, and
the trace in turn shares its accusative casc with the moved Vh-relative
pronoun. In such a way, the moved Wh-relative pronoun and the trace

function as a single variable.

Up to now, Ye have shown how the GB theory treats base
generated arguments in relative clauses. A question that may arise
at this point is how the thcory takes into account the relationship
between relative clauses and their hcad NPs? In what follows, Ve

shall attempt to provide an answer to this fundamental question.

In the GB theory, relative clauses cannot be specified in the

lexicon because they are not rezlizetions of inherent lexical properties
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of head nouns. Such clauses are, therefore, not structurally acces-
sible for ©&-role assignment a2t 2-structurc. They cannot also be
assigned case by their head IHFs at S-structure because of the case
resistance principle (CRP) of Stewell (1981) which forbids the case
mar=ing of clausal complements. Dccause of such properties,
rclative clauses are simply considered as nonargument clausal comp-
lements of nouns and that thcir position is at the meximal level in

the projection of nominzl hcads.

Chomsky (1982) argucs that the relationship between relative
clauses and their head NPs must be interpreted by some mecans at
S-structure and to this effcct he proposes a rule of predication which
considers relative clauses as open sentences predicated of their head

nps. 10

By developing this proposal, Fothstein (1985) claims that non-
argument maximal projections at S-structure can be understood as
being syntactic gredicates (Cpen functions) linked to appropriate
syntactic arguments (Formal subjects) and that their distribution is

governcd by a rule of predicate linking which is formally stated as

in (14).

(14) Rule of Predicate Linking

every non-theta marked xp
must bc linked at S-struc-
ture to an argument which
it immediately c-commands and

which immediately c-commands it.
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According to this claim, in the example in (13), the relative
clause 'who John saw' is a non-argument category linked to the
argument [P 'the man' by the predicate linking rule at S-structure.
The head NP 'the man' acts as the formal subject11 of the predicated

relative clause.

Following Chomsky (1982) and Rothstein (1985), iullen (1986) also
argues that relative clauses may be interpreted interms of predication
rule which requires the clause to be coindexed with a referential
expression. In (13), for instance, the refercntial expression is
'the man' and this has to be coindixed with the relative clause, the

predicate, as in (15) below:

(15) [ [The man] [who [John saw] ] ]
NP, S. S

J J
In (15), the referential expression "the man" and the VY/h-relative
pronoun refer to the same argument MF in the clause. Because of

this, the index of the refercntial expression passes on to.the relative

pronoun as in (16).

NP,

(16) [ [Trke man] %whoj [John saw] ] ]
j J

The zbove discussion shows briefly how relative clause constructions
are treated in the GBE model.

Cne other question that must zlso be raised here is the difference

between restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses.

In the GB model, distinctions between restrictive and non-restrict-

ive relative clauses have been made on the basis of levels of grammar.
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Safir (1986) dezis with such diffecrences by recognizing two kinds
of binding relations operating in relative clauses. A - binding,

binding from Comp. and R - binding, binding by a relative head.

tie argues that Coindexation between 2 relative head and a
relative operztor applies at the level LF' tor non-restrictive relatives
only. This is mainly because the reference of non-restrictive heads
is independent of their modifying clauses. Cn the other hand,
restrictive rclative heads must R - bind something in the clause that
modifics them; in other words, R - binding can not be vacuous for
restrictive rclatives (1986 : 668). This means that, R - binding is
vacuous for non - restrictive relative clauses at the LF level of

representationu. This distinction can be iliustrated in (17).

(17) At LF

a. [The man. [who. [John saw ti] 1 1
NP g g

b. [Bill.éwho. John saw it} 1 ]
NP J

[
I's

At LF', (17b) has the same indexing as that of a restrictive relative,

as in (18):

(18) At LF'

[Bill, [who., [John saw t.] ] ]
np Js s J

For Safir, LF' is a lcvel of representation in which extra arguments
or constituents like parentheticals, and items marked by strong
intonation breaks may be attached to independent grammatical
sentences.

In the same way, he assumes that non-restrictive relatives,

which are similar in their distribution to parentheticals, may be attached
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to independent sentences at LF'.

in the rest of this study, i/« shell attempt to show how relative
clauscs In Chaha behave in the light of the theoretical assumpticns

briefly introduced in this scction.
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tNotes on Chapter Onc

-'For a discussion of the classification of the Ethiopian Semitic
languages, See Hetzron (1977 : 3 - 29) and Leslau (1965 : 593 - 613).

2The Gurage languages have been classified by linguists in
different ways. However, therc is a common agreement about the
three major divisions:

Northern Gurage :  Soddo

Eastern Gurage :  Selti, Ulbarg, Innegor,
Welene and Zway.

Vlestern Gurage : Cheha,Ezha, Gura, Gumer,

Ennemor and Endegagn.

3The Symbols for consonant and vowel phonemes given in brackets
are not of the IPA. They arc employed here for typing purposes.

uAccording to Hetzron (1877 : 3), the name "Gunnan Gurage"
includes those dialects for which the word for "head" is relatcd to
"gunnan". The dialects are¢ Soddo, Coggot, Masgan, Ezha, Chaha,
Gumer, Gura, Geyto, Enncmor, Endegagn and Enner.

5Chomsky (1982) suggested that two perspectives can be distin-
guished in the study of grammar: one which emphasizes rulec systems
and the other which focuses on system of principles. But, the systems
of principles can never be comprehcnded independent of the rule systems.

As indicated in Chomsky (1977 : 72), the EST model consists of
a few general rules and some gencral conditions governing their opera-
tions. The rules include two transformational and three interpretive
rules.

(1} Transformational rules.

(a) Move NP
(b) Move V/h,
{2) Interpretive rules
(ad, Reciprocal rules
(b) Bound Anaphorz rule
(c) Disjoint Reference rule

Chomsky (1977) assumes that rules (1) and (2) meet the following
conditions.

(3) Subjacency Condition : The condition forbidding 2 movement
across more than one HP or S node in any single application.

(4) Tensed sentence condition (TSC) which states that an NP
cannot be extracted from a tensed clause.

(5) Specified subject condition (SSC) which disallows 2 non-
subject constituent from moving out of 2 clause (S) or NP with 2
specified subject.

For Chomsky (1982), the subsystems of principles contain the
following thcories which underlie the Government and Binding model
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of grammar:

(1) X-bar thcory (5) Binding theory
(2) Thets theory (6) Bounding theory
(3) Case thcory (7) Control theory

(4) Government theory

6Chomsky (1982) groups all the Pre - GB assumptions under the
title, "Rule system Model" and refers to the general rules and con-
ditions (1 - 5) (in note 4) as "the descriptive devices" of the model.

7According to Chomsky (1986), Universal Crammar (UG) is the
human language faculty or the biological human endowment found in
the prain of human beings.

8The other two subtheorics which do not participate in explaining
Chahza relative clauses arc the Bounding and Control theories. Bound-
ing theory specifies the possible barriers to government and movement
by regulating the locality conditions which dictate Move . Control
theory, on the other hand, accounts for the relation of PRO {(empty
pronominal anaphor) with its possible antccedents. Since relativi-
zation in Chaha does not involve a Movement rule, the bounding
principles are not necessary. #aoreover, in Chaha, a relativized NP
pe-‘tion is a governed and €-marked position and the cmpty category
which appears in this position is Pro. The relation between Pro and

its antecedents is also governed by Principle B of the Binding and not
the theory of Control.

9It is in this sense that thc notion of X-abr expansion was
maintained in the model rather than in the rulc system model. In

the rulc system model, a given lexical category (X) may have more than
one phrasal expansion. Jackendoff (1977), for instance, assumes

a treble bar (x) level of projection for any X. Radford (1981), on the
othcr hand, assumcs 2 double bar (x) level of projection for x.

There arc also others who assume more than three bar levels of
proje.ction (see Radford, 1981 : 101). In the GB theory, the lexical
requirement of a head may be satisfied in the lexicon. The Projection
Principle, in (4), then regulates the lexical requirecments in all other

levels of representation. Because of this, Phrase Structure rules may
bc despensed with.

1'0According to Chomsky (1982 : 13), the rule of predication
requires a rclative clausc to be taken as an open sentence in D-s.

At S-structure, however, the clause must be closed by an argument
NP of which it is predicated.

1 "
By formal subject we do not mean a subject that is [NF, Sj.
The _term is simply used to refer to an MNP which helps an open
relative clause complement to bc @ closed syntatic predicate.
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Conirai y to Safir, Chomsky (1582

- 92)'assumes th2t the rule
of predication maps LF reprcsentaticn intc LF level by introducing
inclices.,

Supposc that the L rcprescntation of (1a) is 1b):

(12) [The woman [who [John loves t] ] ]
WP 5 5
{(1b) [ [Thc women.] iwhe. [jochn loves t.i ] ]
i ;
NP s

S S

The rule of Predication,therefore, applies to the LF representa-
tion (1b), identifying (i) and (j), and yeilding the representation (1c):

(1ci; [ [(The %’!cmani] [whci {jchn loves ti] 11
HP S

~ o)



CHAPTER TWOQ

2.0. Relative clauscs at D-structure.

As Chomsky (1982) pointcd out, the ultimate goal of the thcory
of gencrative grammar is the study of the language faculty of the human
mind. In order to attain this goal, the overall task of a linguist is
to study grammars of particular languages and to abstract a set of
principles that they all share. Following this approach, . shall
first attcmpt to sce the particular properties of Chaha relative clauses.
Then, \ shall try to identify properties of such clauses which Chaha

share with other languages.

The discussion will bc as follows : In section 2.1, 'we shall examine
the ways of ferming relative clauscs. In section 2.2, we shall describe
relativizable argument NP positions. In section 2.3, we shall show the

types of relative clauses and their base positions.

2.1. Vays of Relativization

Languages vary with respect to the way they form relative clauses.
Such variations may also be apparent even in a single language where

there are more than onec relativizing strategies empioyed.1

As shown in the Preceding Chapter, relativization in English
‘always involves a movement rule. At the risk of being repetitious,
We shall give an additional exampic in (1) below to illustrate this

point.

(1) [The woman [who [Bill loves] 1 1
MP 5 S

The D-structure of this relative clause is as in (2).

(2) [The woman {Comp
NP g

2

[Bill loves who] ] ]
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The string (2) is the form on which the movement rule operates.
The clement that moves outside the clause is the relative pronoun,
that is, 'who'. After the movement rulc has applied, the S-structure

of the clause looks as like (3}.

(3) [The woman [whoi

[Bill loves t;] 1 1
NP

S

In (3), the moved wh - word has left behind its trace. According
to the trace theory of Chomsky (1981, 1982, 1986), the moved wh-word
and thc trace form a C'2in at S-structure. This is an example of

rclativization with 2 movement strategy.

In some languages, rclative clauses may be formed with 2
resumptive pronoun base gencrated in a relativized MP position.
According to Dorer (1584 : 220}, Wodern tiebrew uses this strategyz.
Cbserve the following examplc.

(4) [ha-ycled [she [rina ?ohevet 7oto] ] 1
NP'che-boy > that SF‘:ina loves him
'"The boy that Rina loves'

In (4), no movement has applied. Thc resumptive pronoun [7oto/
'him' is in its D-s-position. The Comp. position is also filled by the
complementizer /she/ 'that'. For Borer, the Complementizer plays an
important rolc in connecting the relative clause with its head MF which
is the anteccdent of the resumptive pronoun in the relativized position.
The head WP /ycled/ 'boy' is cor:“crential with this pronoun which
is subject to principle B of the binding theory. Borcr refers to such

kind of relativizing strategy as the resumptive pronoun strategy.
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In some other languages relative clauses may also be formed by
leaving a clitic pronoun in relativized position. According to Kullen

(1986 : 393) Amharic uses this strategy as in (5).

(5) I ?jlij - ue yI - gadddlf-w Ibaab]
1D &
P Shoy-DEF  REL. —killed - it snake

"The Snake that the boy killed!

The relativized MP in {5) is the dircct object which is phonetically
empty .), The features of the empty relativized NP may be recovered
from the 3ms object clitic /-w/ which is attached to the relative verb.
The clitic also plays an essential role in relating the empty relativized

direct object with the antecedent head NP /lbaab/ 'snake!'.

For Mullen, the empty rclativized direct object and the object
clitic in {5) 1rom an empty category clitic chain which constitutes some
kind of resumptive pronoun. Feliowing Rothstein (1983}, she also assumes
that the rclative clause in (5) is a predicate3 predicated of the head
NP /lbaab/ 'Snake' which is its forma!l subject. pMullen calls such a

relative clause forming strategy 2 predication resumptive strategy.

A question that is likely to arise here is: which of the above
rclative clause strategies does Chaha use? Cff hand, one can say that
Chaha scems to follow the stratcgy that Amharic employs, without this

implying that they are identical.

As mentioned in thc preceding chapter, linguists like Leslau (1950),
Polotsky (1951), Hetzron (1977) and Ford (1986) have trizd to describe
the relative clauses of Chaha. However, their analysis is more of
descriptive and the conclusions they have arrived at are simple observa-
tional generalizations. Ford (1986}, for instance, claims that the
structure of rclative clauscs in Chzha is similar to that of main clauses

except that the verb in a relative clause is marked by the prefix /yé:'-/q
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and by the absence of the main clause marker /—m/s. A comparison
of the relative clause in {6a) with its corresponding main clause in

{6b) may illustrate this point.

(6)
a. [ [tirama  Y&-Can-¥C] garad]
b syasterday 7 - come-3fs-pf girl
'the girl {who) come yesterday'

[g3rad-x71t] [tirama Can-2C-m] |
NP

() ~=

giriy= DEF.VPYesterday come-3fs-mcm-pf
'"The girl came Yesterday!

in the structurc in (6a}, the Prefix /yé’-/ is attached to the
verb /Can/ 'come' of thc relative clause, and the main clause marker
/-m/ is missing. In {6b), on the other hand, only the main clause
marker /-m/ is attached tc the perfective verb. ZSuch differences
arc observable from the surface structure representations of the

clauses.

However, a closer examination of the structures may reveal that
the subject MP position of the relative clause in (6a) is cmpty. This
follows from the lexical property of the relative verb /C&n/ 'come'.
As an intransitive verb, /Can/ 'come' needs an external argument
iKP, that is, a subject. Cut this IMP is not phonetically rsalized in

the expected position. !n other words, the position is empty.

In contrast, in the main clause in (6b), we observe that the
subject position of the clause is filled by /gdrad/ 'girl' with which the
verb agrees by showing the suffix /-aC/ '3fs'. |If a lexical, that is,
a phonetically realized MP occured in the empty subject position of

the relative clause, the resulting structure would be ungrammatical



as in (7) below.

(7) e o
N [xyit tirama Ya-Can-a(C] garad]

= )
| “Shc Yesterday ?7-cecme-efs-pf qirl

in (7), an independent persenal prenocun IxY1t/ 'She' is found
in the subject position of the clausc.  This prencun is in concerd
with thc verh which shows the 3fs agreement suffix /—é.'C/, but the
structurz is ungrammatical., if & Clause fails tc have a subject NP,
it would viclate the Extendced Projection Urinciple (EEP) of Chemsky
(1982 : 19) which requires -vory clzuse to have @ subject.  This
recquiremznt is satisfied in the structurce in (62) by the presence of
the phenetically null NP subjoct.

~r

As mentioned carlier, Ford simply concludes that the structure
of Chaha relative cleusces is the scme as that of independent or main
clauscs ¢xcept that in the perfoctive form, it is marked by the Drefix
lya-/ zttached to the verb aznd by the dropping of the final suffix
/-m/ frcm the verb., However, her conclusion is based on surfacc
manifcstations cf relative clauses.  She did not examine the underlying
properties of such clauses, such as the occurcence of 2 phonctically

null argument HFS in relativized! positions.

The structurc in (6a) shows = clause with a relotivized empty
subjcct My positicn.  In what folicws, Ve shail discuss other posi-
ticns of reclativizations. Cbscrve the following example.

(6) . }

{ [arC-xut Ya-sly-a-ni} Irsas]

RERES
R o . - .
boy-DEF. ?-buy-3ms-ocl-pf Fencil

'The Fencil {which} the boy bought!



in the above example, thc rclativized NP position is the direct
object position. Like the rclativized subject NF positicn in (62), this
position is alsc empty. This is deduciable from the lexical property
of the rclative verb /siy/ ‘buy'. This verb is transitive and hence
needs an internal argument 1P as its direct object. tHowcever, this
NP is nct phonetically realized. In other words, there is n¢ lexical
direct cbject preceding the verb. instead, there is the third person
singular masculinc objcct clitic /-ni/ attached to the rclative verb to

indicate that the relativized 1iF is the direct object of the verb.

The object suffix /-ni/ in (8) and all other cbjcct suffixes in
the lenguage, which are assumacd to be prenominal objoct clitics are

. . 6
given in (G) bclow.

(3) Singular Plural

1 - el -n - Inda

2m - T (a)xE/ -k - (a)xu/-ku

2of = (a)x’ 1KY - (ayxu / - ku
3m - nu / - ni -no / - yc

3f -na/ - ya ' - nama / - yama

These pronominal object clitics are diffcrent from the subject
marking suffixes in (10) which show subject-verb agrecment relations

in the syntax, as will be ciscusscd in deteil in Chapter Three.

(16)

Singuler Plurai
1 - Xu - na
2m - xa - xu
2f - x7i - xima
3m - a -0



A digression seems inescapable at this stage since the study of
pronominzl clitics has attracted special attentien in generative grammar
and is central to the present study. The studies of Kayne (1975),
Jaeggei (1982), Borer (1984), Rivero (1986) and Mullen (1986), among
others, c¢z2al with pronominal clitics. It is impossible to discuss all
of them here. However, since pronominal clitics play a significant
role in identifying relativized MNF positions in Chaha relative clauses,
it is necessary to reisc at least some major points about them. For
this discussion, we rely on the work done by Mullen (1986) on Amharic.
This Choice is made because Chaha is more related to Amharic than

to any of the other languages the authors have dealt with.

in her work, iullen summarizes the main Chzracterstics of

pronominal clitics of Amharic as follows:

(11)

a. Pronominzl clitics ars dependent pronouns with
fecatures of gender, number and person.

b. Pronominal clitics always occur in non-argument
positions in syntatic structures.

c. Pronominal clitics appear in syntactic structurcs
only by being =2sscciated, through cecindexation,
with their referential (lexical or empty) NPs.

d. Pronominal clitics share the €-roles that are assigned
to their refercntizl NPs.

€. Pronominal clitics are assigned casc in the lexicon

by thcir host verbs at thc moment of cliticization.
Following Mullen, we assume that thc prenominal object clitics
in (8} exhibit thc properties given in (11) except property (11e).

Contrary to Mullen, howcver, Ve assume that the proneminal object
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clitics in this language sharc nct only thc €-role but alse the Casc
featurc assigned to their roferential (lexical or empty) NPs in the

syntax.

In {8), for instance, the 3ms object clitic /-ni/ is cliticized to
its host verb /sly/ 'buy' in the Lexicon, as proposcd by hullen for
Amharic. The verb augmcntad with the object clitic is then inserted
in the V-position in the rciative clause. Since the clitic is in &
non-argument position as it is attaeched to the verb, it cannct be
assignaed 2 ©-rolc and Casc by the host verb in the syntax, as

required.

As o pronominal clitic, howevcr, the 3ms object clitic must be
assigned CAsc., If we assum: foilowing Mullen, that the verb
assignes casc te the clitic in the lexicon, w- may be facing a preblem
a2t the syntactic level of Casc assignment, for the verbzl head will
have no morc accusative Caosz to essign to the relativized empty NP
at thaet level. This may lead to a violation of the Casc Filter at
S-structurc rcpresentatien. To aveid this, w: may assume that the
prenominal object clitic /-ni/ in (8) shares both the ©-role and the
Casc that are assigned to its rcferential empty RP in the syntax. The
rcferential NF is empty because it is relativized, in other words, both

Case and ©-role 2re assigned tc the WP in the syntax.

The examples in (6a) and (8) generally show the role the subject
agreement affixes and the pronominal object clitic in the language
play in identifying rclativized MNP positions in relative clauses. The

proneminal object clitics also dctermine features of relativized (indirect)



cbjects es in the feliowing example

(12) [ [barga maTaf Ya-ab-a-na] miSt]

NP S :
“Berga bLook 7 -give-3ms-ccl-pf woman

"The woman {whom)} Berga gave a book!

In (12), there is nc matching between /maTaf/ ‘hook' ancd the
3fs objcct clitic /-na/ becaus: they differ in person, number and
gender.  !n addition, the lexica! subject /barga/ docs not share any
feature with the clitic. The clitic rather refers to the noun /miSt/
'woman' which is the anteccdent of the relativized incdirect object in
the relative clause. The indircct cbject positicn is empty bocause

the Position is relativized.
Following the discussion presanted so far, the underlying

representation of (6a), (8} and {12) may be shown in (13) (14) and

(15), respectively.

{(13)
[ [¢ tirama Ya-Can-aC] garad]
MP S Yesterday ? -Come-3fs-pf girl
'"The girl (whe) came Yesterday!
(14}
[ [2rC - xut < Ya-siy-a-ni] Irsas ]
MP Spey-DEF 7 ?-buy-3ms-ocl-pf pencil
'"The Pencil {which) the boy bought!
(15}
T [barga e maTaf Ya-ab-a-nal miSt)

nt

“Berga ? beck  T-give-3ms-ocl-pf wcoman

'The weman {whom) Berga gave a book!

As shown in (2), a lexical P does not appear in a relativized

position of a relative clausc, Such a position is covered by an empty
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element (e) as shown in (13-15). The (e) is of the type [+p -al.

In other words, it is pronominal not anaphoric, and accordingly the
D-structure of the relative clauses of (13 - 15) is as in {16 - 18),

respectively.

(16)
[ [Pro tirama Ya - Cadn - aC] garad]
MNP S Yesterday ? Come-:Ifs-pf girl
"The girl (who) came Yesterday'

(17)
[ [3rC - xut Pro Ya - sly-a-nil irsas]
NP S, o _nE .
oy-DEF. ?-buy-3ms-oci-pf Pencil
'"The Pencil {which) the boy bought!
(18)
[ [barga Fro maTaf y& - ab-3-na] miSt]
A Snerg;a book 7-give-3ms-ocl-pf woman

'"The woman (whom) Berga gave a book'

In the above D-structurc represcntations, the cmpty category
Pro appearcd in all the relativized NP positions. Thesc positions are
governed and ©-marked. As a pronominal element, Pro is free in its
governing category (i.e. in the relative clause), but bound by the
antccedent in the next highar governing category (i.e. NP). Based
on this, it is possible to conclude that Chaha uses the Pro in situ
strategy in forming relative clauses. This strategy has also been
argued for in Caye (1987) for Cromo, Zikale (1989} for ‘ollayeta, and

Mengistu (1989) for Khamtanga, all Ethiopian languages.

2.2. Other Relativizable Argument NP

Positions in Chaha Relative Clauses

In the preceding section, we have shown relativized subject,
direct object and indirect object positions, and the affixal and clitic

elements that identify the empty catzsgories in such positions.



Chzha has alsc ancther two sets of pronominal clitics which
identify relativized nositions of objccts of preposition. These two
sets can be called B - clitics and ii- clitics.” The £ - clitics arc

given in {22} below.

(i9}
G- clitics
Singular Flural
1 - bi / - pi - binda / - pinda
Zm - bxa | - bke - bxu [/ - bku
2f - bxYi 1 - bk - bxlma / - bkima
2m - gw'af i ;,)w?: - bo / - pu
3f -ba/ - pa - bama / - pama

The B- clitics add the meanings 'in', 'with', ‘from', ‘against’
and 'tc the detriment of' to verbal heads in syntactic structurcs.
The H- clitics in (20) below, cin the other hand, supply the mcanings

for! anc 'to the Denefit of' tc verbs in clauses.

(26}
N-clitics
Singular Flural
1 - ni - inda
2m - nxa | - nka - nxu / - nku
2f - ax’ 1/ -nkY] - nxlma / -nklma
3m - WrE | - na = ire | = no
3f =¢c | - na - rame/ - nima

As mentioned above, both the & - and N - clitics shade pre-

positionzl meanings to verbal hzads as illustrated by the following

examples:
(21) . e S
[ [axa ¢ are-xinoc Yo-k aTar-xa-wa] Cax a]
NP S .
" Zyou(m) covis=DEF,  ?-kill-2ms-pocl-pf  spear

'"The Spear with which you killed the Cows!
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(22)

. .
'g{" [barta e K'nis Va-sly-a-ra] garad]
Hir

(Jf)

werta Skirt 7 - buy-3ms-pocl-pf girl
“the girl for whom Berta bought a Skirt
in (21), the 3ms D-clitic /-wal adds the prepositional meaning

'with' tc the verb's meaninc of 'kiil', tc produce the auginented
meaning 'kill with'. The verbal hcad does not imply 2 prepesitiona!l
meaning unless the clitic is present,  Similarly, in the rciative clause
in {22), the prepositional meaning *for' of the h-clitic /-ra/ and
the verb's meaningbuy' together convey the meaning “buy for the
benefit ¢f". Without the clitic, =2gain the verbal head 2lone cannot
express this meaning which makes the presence of the pre ional
clitics /-wa/ and /-ra/ obligatery.  Their presence is alsc nccessary
inordcr for the rclative cizusoas to be well-formed, for otherwisc,

thcy would be Ungrammaticzl as in the corresponding (23] and (24):

(23]
* [ laca s are-xino  Ya-k'5Tar-xa-?] C'ax¥a)
is S'You(m) Cows-BEF 7 - kill-2ms-7 spcer
(24)
* [ [barta e K'Emis YA-sly-3-1]  garad]
NP S

Berta  skirt ? - buy-3ms-? girl

in Chaha, wherc both a dircct object and object of 2 preposition
are prescent in a cleusc the dircet object may not be exprossed by a
clitic. This is noticeable from the corresponding main clauscs of the

relative clauscs in (25) and (Z6).

(25)
ot P - o S . .-
[ [axa ] { a-C axwe:] {are-xino k'a:ar~xa—wa—m]]]
S NP , V" PR V! e
you(m) with-spear = Cows-DEF. kill-2ms-pocl-mem-pf

'You killed the Cows with a Spcar!
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£76) - L . -
[ [barta] [ ([Ya - garad-x'It] [k'dmis sly-a-ra-m] } ]

C rMP Mm po '
> HPpapta V" PF fer-¢irl-DEF. Viekirt buy-3ms-pocl-mcm-pf

'Gerta bought a Skirt for the girl'
in such examples, the lexical r-:Fs with which the prepositional
clitics agree are contained in the Frepositional Phrases (F’PS).
However, when such NP-pesitions are relativized, as in (21} and
(22), the prepositional clitics arc found attached to the relative verbs

of the clauses.

A guestion that is likely te arise here is: can the empty
catcgory Fro also appear in these relativized prepositicnal object
positions? The answer is Yes. Since the positions are governed and
hence ©-merked, there is nc recason why Pre cannot occur in such
positicns. Hence, the D-structurc of the relative clauscs in (21)

and (22) are as in (27) and (28}, rcspectively.

2
) [ [axa Pro zrue-xino Ya-K'aTar-xa-wa] C'axVa)
NP Sycu(m) ccws-DEF.  7-kill-Zms-pocl-pf spcar
'"The Speer with which You killed the Cows!
(28) ; » L .
[ [barta Fro Kamis Ya-sly-a-ra] garac]
= SBcra skirt  ?-buy-3ms-poccl-pf girl

'The girl for whom terta bought a Skirt!

Ancther question concerning these reprcsentations relates to the
way Pro gets 2 C-role. It is pessible to assume that the verb and the
prepositional clitic in (27) and (28) heve C-roles tc assign to the
lexical direct cbject NF‘S, and t¢ Fro in the relativized T positicns.
/s can Le observed in the examples, the prepositional clitics /-wa/
and /-ra/ supply additicnal adverbizl meaning to the lexicel meanings

cf the verbal heads in the relative clauses Because of this, it is
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possible to assume that the verbal hcads and the prepositional clitics
have nct only the ©-roles that can be assigned to the lexical direct
object positions. In (27), for instance, the verb and thc prepositional
clitic /-k'3T3rxawa/ 'killed with' assign an instrumental €-role to the
Pro in the relativized I{P position. In the same way, the verb and

the prepositional clitic /-siy@ra/ 'bought for' in (28) assign the benefactive
€-role to the Pro in the relative clause. This is always truc in relative
clause constructions like (27) and (28). In independcnt clauses like
(25) and (26), however, the cbjects of the prepositions which are
contained in PPs get ©-roles from their prepositional heads and not the
verbs. Multan (1986 : 278} argucs that such kinds of &-rolc assignment

&' _sappiies ir Amharic relative clauscs.

The preceding discussion shows rclativized positions of object
of prepositions in Chaha rezlative clauses. In what follows, we shall
consider how complements of head nouns can be relativized in the
language. Observe the structurce in (29) as an cxample.

(29)

[0 l[e maTaf-8ta] [Y&-k'an-3]1 ] 1 mis]

[
M SN
P Sst P? book-ppcl VP?—Ioose-Sms—pf man

'"The man whese book is lost!

Th¢ morpheme /-Zta/ in (29) is not merely a suffix but »
posscssive pronomial clitic with the features 3ms. It identifics the
features of the relativized MP, which is impty. The noun is empty
because it is in a rclativized position.  Since the empty position is a
governcd and €-marked position, We may assume that the empty

category is Pro. This is shown in (30 below.



{30)

a. [ [ [ [Pro miTaf-8ta] [yH-k'dn-3] 1 1 mis]
BES R SahiE book-ppcl VP?—Ioose—3ms-pf man
'The man, whose book is lost!
b.

/”)\
g N

/ R CO"(\ N
N |
MP ]

mls

NP > vt
JTJ
A%
Pro maTafata Y'a'li'é'n’a{

T 11
Following the uniformity condition of Chomsky (1986 : 194) -,
we assume that Pro in (30) ma2y be assigned both 2 €-rolc and Casc
by its head noun. The head noun /maTef/ 'book' assigns a possessive

&-rolc and a2 genitive case to it.

As mentioned above, the morpheme /-ata/ in (30) is a 3ms
possessive pronominal clitic. Cther such possessive pronominal

clitics include those in (31) beclow (for person, number and gender).

(31)

Singular Plurzl
1 -¥na -&nda
Zm -axa -axu
2f -ax Yl -axIma
3m “Ata -axuna

3f -&xY1ta -axlnama



- 36 -

In the relative clause in (30), the relativized MP is thc complement
of the head noun /maTaf/ 'book' which is in the possessive of genitive
pharasc. Like wise, complements of nouns of source genitives may
also be relativized as in (32).

{32)
[ é [ [Pro furno-xuta]l [Ya-bdna-xu-nu] ] ] sine]
S N

nJ
— & bread-DEF. Y¥ 1-eat-1 s-ocl-pf
'"The VWheat, the bread of which | ate'

The relativized noun in (32) have the source role of showing the
matcrial which the /furno/ 'bread' is made of. Since it is in an
argument Pesition, it gets 2  jurce -role and a genitive case from
the head noun /furno/ 'bread' as in (30)12.

From the above discussion, ¥e may conclude that object of pre-
positions and complements of head nouns may be relativized by
employing the Pro in situ strategy in much the same way objects of

verbs arc relativized.

2.3. Kinds of Relative Clauses and their Base positions.

In the preceding two sections, Y~ have secn the relativizing
strategy and the relativizable NP positions in Chaha relative clauses.

In this secction, Ve shall deal with the types and functions of relative

clauses in general.

According to Jackendoff (1977), relative clauses can be restrictive
or nonrestrictive, and they arc complements of NPs in his "Uniform
Three Level Hypoti'\esis“.13 In this theory, restrictive rclative
clauses are trecated as complements of N" and nonrestrictives as

i

complements of N"'. Accordingly, an NP like "the man who was clever

has the following representation.



(33)

/\‘rt
/\'rt|

{ |

' . t/ho was clever

(it Ll (Restrictive)

i
/‘zrt

The

And if the restrictive rclative clausc is to be followed by a further

relative clause, as in,

{32} the man who was clever, whom Cill saw, the latter func-

tioning as an appositive, the ropresentation would be as in (35).

(35}

/\ s

X
* ,
Art” \ /
/‘,vl,.tn # Vhom il saw
| ‘ {Nonrestrictive : )
l,ﬂ,{‘rt i \ /Appcsitive

| V/ho was clever
the man Restrictive)

A question that mav arisc from the above representation relates
to the rcason why thc two kinds of relative clauses differ in levels?
According to Jackendoff (1977 : 172}, thc recasons relate te the dif-

ferences in intenation, complementizers selecti'n and distributions.



ilon-restrictives, but not restrictives are, for instance, prececed by
a2 noticcable intonation brcak. Restrictives cen be interocduced by the
"that" or "zerc" complementizer whercas appositives have to be
introcduced by @ wh - word. Furthermore, appositives always occur
following restrictives. Decause of such differences Jackendoff con-
cludes that thc twe kinds of rclative cloeuses branch from different

syntactic Ieve:lsM as shown in (35}.

iIf we follow Jackendoff's assumption, a Chaha rciative clause

censtruction like (36 2) might be represented as in (36 b).

(36) e . is .
a. [ [Pro K'awa Ya-afaTar-2C] [ [Pro waT Ya-Cot-aC]
S

P 5 . AL
‘ Cofee  ?7-beil-3fs-pf Sauce ?7-make- 3fs-pf

[garad] 1 ]
Mo
girl

'"The girl (who) made Sauce, (whe) boiled Ceffec!

i
L

>

N

’ S /\\ N
/ O

v

wnj

M

]

i garad
Pro k'aws . YaafaTaric : .. ..
Jddiarac F -
Appesitive : ctive)

Cut, Jackendoff's account of appositive as "' complements, has
been scricusly questioned by, among others, Emonds (1579), for
example, who argucs that appositive reletive clauses are not dis-

tinctly different in their propertics from restrictives and that the

S S



- 35 -

comma intonation break which is claimed to be 2 distinguishing factor
cannot be studied from a purcly sytactic point of view. As an
alternative, he proposes a hypothesis which he calls the Main Clause
Hypotesis (MCH). This Hypothesis states that appositives can be
derived by a rule of parenthctical formation which operatcs on main

clauses cecordinated with the clausc containing the antecedentls.

He (1979 : 220) also proposcs a rule of Wh - interpretation shown
in {37) which operates on both restrictive and appositive relative
clauses.

(37)
[PRC, Wh] is anaphoric to H"

in H" [Comp [w ... Z] 1 where
c c

.

S is noét 2 sisfér tc a head
H=N,V,A,P.
According to this rule, the structure in (35) may bc represented
as in (38) below.
(38) ]

2

AL

fhom Bill saw

N

The man V/hc was clever

rrom the D-structure rcpresentation in (38), observe that
Emonds's analysis allows a2 recursive projection. It alsc makes it

possiblc for contiguous antecedents to be available for both "who!

and "whom" that are, M1 and N,, respectively. In Jackendoff's
e ) ]
system it is not possible for M to dominate itself. Because of this,

the structure in (35) cannot be interpreted by the rule in (37) as it

stands.
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Even Emonds's preoposal is not without a flaw. As can be observed
in (38), there are contiguons antccecdents for the \th—i--f:?ls in the relative
clauses. This may be truc in lancuages like English where we find V/h -
relative pronouns. In Chaha, Ve den't find V:’h—iviPS as anteccdents of
relativized l‘.iF's. Consider again the relative clause in (36 b} represented

in (39} bclow, following Emonds's analysis.

(39)

—

o
/ N

NN

Pro ka TaraC Pr‘(\ waT Cotal

N

1y

/

in (3%), thcre arc no Vh - S*QPS within the rclative clauses as in
the English example in (38). The antecedent HF /garad/ 'girl' is far
.

frem the relativized subjoct ?.r’s in the rclative clauses. DBecause of

il 1]
this, it is not possible to szy that the N1 and i, in {3%) are contigucus

2
antececents of the relativized P%Fs. The represcntaticn has also ancther
problem : from thce structurzi configuration, it scems that it allows

1]
multiplc relative clauses te be stacked in N, in which casc it is

Therefore, the nced for a different alternative is indesponsible,
On¢ thing undeniable, however, is that Emonds's analysis is descrip-
tively supericr tc that of Jackendoff, becsuse it aveids assigning

similar clausal complements to different levels of projecticn, and
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concommitently eliminates the X"' level of projecticn. As can be seen in
(39), the internal structures of restrictive and nonrestrictive relative
clauses have nc difference. The cemma intonation beforc the appositive
relative can net be taken as a distinguishing criterion since it is not

syntactic.

in Doth Jackendceff (I1877) and Emonds (1579) system, relative
clauses ar¢ treated in terms of phrase structure rules. In G2, they
arc simply considered as nen-argument clausal compiiments of heac nouns
at 2 meximal level. Regarcing this, Stowell (1981 : 7C) says that all
modifiers (including relative clauses) must project from & maximal

level (x" level]).

Cencerning the diffecrence between restrictive and non-restrictive
rclatives, it is assumed that they can be interpreted at two different
levels of representations.  Safir (1286), for ihstance, argucs that the
rcfercntial relation betwcen head 's‘-ér‘“*s and their restrictive relative
clausc complements can bz determined at the LF level of represente-
tion, while the referential rclation between head E‘iPs anc their non-
restrictive relative clause complaments can be determined at LF' (2
level after LF). For him, such referential relations may e indicated
by Ccindexaticn at beth levels. The reason for the distinction in the
levels of ceindexaticn is that the reference of the heads of non-restric-
tives is always independent of their modifying clauses. Nonrestrictives
generally serve as "parenthctical comments® or "after thoughts" set
off from their head N.F"‘S by intonation.

If W¢ consider again the Choha relative clauses in (3%9) in the light
of G, Ve find a prelonged pausc following the nonrestrictive relative,
Except this, there is nc formal difference betwcen the two relative

clauses in the structure. Even the cofblementizer /ya/ occurs in



in both kinds of reclative clauses.

However, the two kinds of relative clauses differ in their function
in the structure. The nonrestrictive relative, for instance, has no
restrictive effect on the head noun /gar2d/ 'girl'. This is. mainly
because the head noun is already restricted by the relative clause
which immediately preceds it. The nonrestrictive relative simply gives
supplementary information about the head noun. Because of this,
and following Safir (1986}, Wec may assume that the referential rclation
between the head P /gdr3d/ 'girl' and its nonrestrictive relative in
{39) may be dctermined at the level of LF' whereas the relation
between the head and its rastrictive relative clause is determined at

LF. These are shown in (40) and (41), respectively.

(40)
At LF
[ [Pro k'awa Y#-af8T&r-dC] JPro, wiT  Y3-Cot-4C]
NP S Coffee ?-boil-3fs-pf °j Sauce ?-make-3fs-pf
[garad] ]
I\i
girl
'The girl (who)} made Sauce, (who) boiled Coffee!
(41)
At LF'

é”r‘o k'awa Yi-afaTar-aC] JPrc waT ya-Cot-2C]
NP >y 7= -2 S‘
coffee 7-boil-3fs-pf i Sauce ?-make-3fs-pf

[garadu] 1

N
glrl

‘The girl (who) mede Sauce, (whe) boild Coffee!

in Chaha, nonrestrictives, but not restrictives, can be used to
qualify proper nouns as in (42).

(42) .

NFE' §[ Y&-amatu yl = r3md-na] kabada]
O.M.~- Ametu 3ms-iove-ccl-Impf kebede
'kebede, (who) loves Ametu’



As in {41), the refercential relation between the head MF and
the nonrestrictive relative clause complement in (42} can be deter-
mined by coindexing at LF' as in (43).

(43)

[ [Pro. Ya-amztu yl - ramd-nal kebada, ]
S

-~

C.M. - Ametu  3ms-love-ccl-Impf kebede

'kebede, whe loves amctu!

In (43), the clausal complement does not restrict the proper noun
head, because the noun docs nct need any restrictive modifier, as

it is inherently dcfined or restricted.

Ancther difference betweoen the two kinds of relative clauses
is that restrictive reletives may be headed or headless. [If woe consider
again thc nonrestrictive relative in (43}, for instance, it cannot occur
witheut its hecad noun. Iif so, the structure would be come Ungrammatical

and Uninterpretable as in (44)

(44) .
* [ [Pro Ya-amitu yl-rand-nz] e]

NP S o w
G ~Amctu  3ms-love-ocl-pf

Hewever, unlike nonrestrictives, restrictive relatives may occur
without a hecac HP as in the fcllowing example.
(45)

viiin W e . . .
[ [ [8tam~ - 2na Pro Ya-Cot-aC-nu] . e}

il Ssister - ppci 7-cook-3fs-ocl-pr

[bana - xu - m] |

VPeat—l s-mcm-pf

'l ate the onc which my sister cocked!
in thc above D-structurc representation, the relative clause occurs
preceding the empty NP hcad. The referential relation between the
empty NI head and the relativized object NP is marked by the cbject
clitic /-nu/. The clitic /-nu/ identifies the features of thz empty head

and the ralativized nociticn . which is alse embptv.
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Befoere concluding this sacticn, cone important peint must be
noted. In Chaha, both restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses
cccur preceding their head ?--!FS which indirectly shows in the hcad

final property of the languagc.
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ilotes On Chapter Two

1fi.iru“,‘suists like Keenan (1285), Comrie (1981), Maxwell (1979),
Lehmann (1966), Downing (1578}, ctc. discuss the relativizing
strategies of quite a number cf languages from a typclogical point of
view. In this stucdy, no attempt will be made to deal with such
strategies as that has littlc or no relevance to the purpese of the
stucy.

2, ;

lModern Hebrew can zlsc be taken as an example of a language
employing both 2 movement and = resumptive pronoun stratcgy. See
Sorer {1984) for dctails.

3/‘*\ predicate is an open syntactic unit  which needs another
constituent incrder to be closcd. A relative clause, for instance,
can be taken es a predicate becaruse without its head MNP it remains
cpen. Vhen it is linked with its head NP by scme means, it is called
a closced syntactic unit. Scc Rothstein (1985) for details.

“Forc (1986) treats the /Ya/ in Chaha relative clauses as a
relative prefix. She did not, however, determine its syntactic
status or its poesiticn in such constructions. In this chapter, wc shall
follow her assumption in considering /ya/ as a relative prefix but

argue differently in the noxt chapter.

5ln Ford (1986), the suffix /-m/ which is always attached to
a verbal head (perfcct) is also treated as a "final suffix®, Gut this
suffix is never attached to verbs of dependent clauses such as
rcletive clauses. It may be preferable to consider it 2s 2 main clausc
marker (mcm).

6The:re are two sets of objact suffixes in the language which
arc censidered in this study as prenominal object clitics. At this
stage, we do not have phonological clues for their alternations.
Hetzon (1969 : 1977) and Polotsky (1951), however, rcfer to these
sets as hcavy and light suffixes. (The light ones are the first in
the list). The light set of suffixes occurs with all singular forms
except the second person feminine, The heavy ones occur with the
second porson femining singular and with all other plural forms.
Food (1986) alsc argues in the samc ways.

7 . . . .
The (a) cccurs if the verb form preceding the cbjoct suffix
ends in conscnant.

The letters "B" and “N" in the two sets arc readily under-
standablc. For convienicnce, we shall refer to them 2s 2 - and N -
clitics.

9&‘fe shall assume that the underlying form is /b3au/. !n Chaha,
there is & labialization rule that changes the form t» /wi/. First,
the vewel /u/ changes /b/ intc [/, then the /B/, after the vowel
lal may be changed intc /w/.
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wrv —»r | v - v example: namad-x” Im (you (f) loved)
—» tl-ramj (you (f) love).

”The uniformity condition of Chomsky (1986) states that a
head noun assigns case to its complement if and only if it assigns
©&-role to it at D-structure.

]"The Genitive expresses different kinds of relations in
structures. This is not particular to Chaha but is rather a typical
property cf genitive NPs in general. See Williams (1984} for details.

13Accordmg to Jackendoff (I977 2 53), for every lexical category
x, there are syntactic categories X, X" and x" and the major phrase

structure rule that elaborates these S?’ntdCtIC categories is of the type (1).

(1) X" — (¢j) ... (¢j) = x""T —(cj + 1) ... fck).

where 1€ n < 3, and for all cj, either ¢j =y~ for
some lexical category y, or cj is a specified gram-
matical formative.

Jackendoff refers to the rule schema in (1) as the "Uniform Three
Level Hypothesis". He also assumes that complements can be divided
into three types : functional arguments, restrictive modi'fiers and
nonrestrictive modifiers and these can be classified as x, x" and x"
complements, respectively.

"'Jackendoff (1977) did not conly indicate the base positions of
the two kinds of rclative clauses but also tried to compare the NP-
complement thecry with other widely accepted thecries like the
"determiner" theory and the "Chomsky - adjoined" thecry. These two
major thecries were in contenticn with the NP - complement theory in
their methods of analysis. According tc Jackendoff (1977 : 170}, the
"determiner" and the "Chomsky adjoined" theories were first advocated
by Smith (1964) and Ross (1967), respectively.

15Emonds (1979) argues that appositives can be derived by
applying the rule of parenthetical formation (1).
(1) Parenthetical formation
X - cMaX — g -y—1-C-3+2-4

PP
where 1-2 is a2 root s, and c™@X js a phrasal

constituent that is 2 maximal projecticn of
a lexical category in the bar (prime) notation.
According to him (1979 : 211), the rule of parenthctical formation
is used to form a2 sentence criented parentheticals like reclative clauses.

It moves a constituent from cone clause to another around 2 constituent
.external toc that clause.



CHAPTER THREE

3.0. Relative Clauses at S-structure

In the preceding chapter, wa dealt with the D-structure pro-
pertics of relative clauses. We have argued that all reletivized
NP positions are filled by an empty category which is Pro at this
level. In this chapter, wi. shall be concerned with the 5-structure
preperties of such clauses.

The analysis is organized as fcllows : in .cction 3.1, we shall
show the relation between head MNPs and their relative clause com-
plements at S-structure, in 3.2., we shall consider the element
/Yal and, finaliy, in section 3.3, we shall deal with the similarities
and differences between subject agreement affixes and pronominal

object clitics.

3.1. Chaha Relative Clauses as Syntactic Predicates

Chomsky (1982) assumes that relative clauses might simply be
interpreted at S ;.ructure by a rule of predication which relates such
clauses as open sentences predicated of their head NPs. Following
this assumption, Rothstien (1985) ziso suggests that relative clauses
are truely open predicates which beccme closed syntactic units only
when linked to their head NPs. This linking takes place at S-structure

by a rule called predicate linking defined in (1) below.

(1) Rule of Predicate Linking

Every non-theta marked XP
must be linked at S-structure
to an argument which it
immediately c-commands and
which immediatzly c-commands
it. (is85 : 7)
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According te Rothstein, the rule in (1) does not account for only
the relation between relative clauscs and their heads but alsc for relations

between zll other maximal projections and their lexical heads.

In this connection, Rothstein argues that all complements can be
divided into two types: arguments and non-arguments. The distribution
of arguments is governed by the €-critericn and the Case Filter at D-
and S- structures, respectively. The €-criterion requires all arguments
to appear in ©-positions while the Case Filter requires zll phonetically
realized arguments to bear the feature case. Both of them govern the

distribution of cnly arguments.

The distribution of non-arguments may be governed by the rule of
predicate linking in (1) which operates at S-structure after ali arguments

have becn assigned €-roles at D-structure.

As menticned above, the rule of predicate linking treats all maximal
projecticns as cpen predicates predicated of arguments at S-structure.

The arguments act as formal subjects1 of the predicated maximal

projectiensz. This formal relaticnship is incicated in Rothstein (1985 : 9)

as in (2} and (3), respectively.

(2) X is the subject of Y
if and cnly if Y is
linked to X under (1).

OR

(3) Y is 2 Predicate of X
if and only if Y is
linked to X under (1j.

As stated in (1), a subject must be in c-command relationship with
its predicate in order for the predication relation to hold. The definition

of c-command is given in (4} beiow.

(4) # c-commands £ if and only if
every maximal projection domi-
natingX alsc dominatec R
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From such assumptions, it is possible to state that a predicate is a
non-argument maximal projection the distribution of which is governed by
the rule of predicate linking. A question that may arise here concerns
the reason why arguments cannct be governed by the rule cf predicate
linking. According te Rothstein, arguments are not cpen predicates
which means that they need cther constituents to be closed. They are
rather independent syntactic units with the potential of being subject for
predicated maximal projecticns, i.¢., non-arguments. Their distribution
is also governed by the Case Filter at S-structure and by the ©-criterion

at D-s.

Relative clauses, which arc maximal projections ¢f head nouns, are
subject tc the predicate linking rule. In what follows, ‘we shall adopt
Rothstein's suggestion, as cutlined above, and consider Chaha relative

clauses as open predicates predicated of their head NPs.

Consider the relative clause in (5a) whese tree representation is

shown in (5b).
(5) .0 L fee o od
a. [ [barga e Y& - kanam-a-nu] miSt]
NP sBerga T-insult-3ms-ocl-pf woman
'The woman (whom) Berga insulted'

b. NP

N
3 \.

N

— T
barga e Yak anamana miSt-
in (5), the relative clausz (S) is base genecrated from & maximal

level, i.e., NP, as a clausal complement. As it is in a non-argument

position, it does not get any &-rcle from the head ncun. in addition,
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the clause is not subject to the Case Filter as clauses arc resistant
to Case (Sec Stowell 1981). The relationship it has with the head

is determined by the rule of predicate linking, statcd abt)ve.3

Accordingly, the relative clause in (5) can be linked to the head
NP /miISt/ 'woman'. The head NP can also be taken as the formal
subject of the predicated relative clause. The required c-command
relationship is satisfied since the first branching node dominating

the NP also dominates the clause.

According to Rothstein, predication relations can be indicated
by coindexing. The rule of predicate linking assigns the index of
a formal subject to a predicated maximal projection. In (5), for
instance, the index of the head MNP (the formal subjcct) can be

assigned to the relative clause (the predicate) in the manner in (6).

(6)

PLd a® 'd- - o
[ [ barga e Ya-k anam-a-nal miSt]

MP. S
’ l

Rule of Predicate Linking

[ barga e Y'é—k'é'n'ém—a.-naj miSt]
HP,. Sj

The empty position in the relative clause in (6) is not as such
a gap created by the relativization process. It is a base gencrated
empty category which is Pro. This empty category is connected
with its antecedent (thc hcad MP) by the 3fs object clitic /-na/
which is found attached to the relative verb. Since there is a
referential relation between the empty category and the antecedent
MNP, the index of the antecedent passes on to the empty category

via the predicate as shown in (7) below.
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(7.)

[ %b‘a'rga Pro Ya-k'anam-2-na] miSt]
NF’. <. -
J
From the above discussion, we may conclude by saying that
Chaha rclative clauses meet the conditions for interpretation by the
rule of predicate linking and that they may, hence, be considered

as open predicates predicated of their head NPS.

3.2. The Element /vd4/ in Chaha Relative Clauses

In all the examples given in the preceding sections, we put a
question mark under /y@/ to indicate that its function, categorial
status and position were yct to be determined. In this section, we
shall argue that it is an clement with the role of connecting relative
clauses with their head P<. Its base position is, in comp., the

right most constituent of T.

In previous works, particularly in Leslau (1950} and Polotsky
(1951), /yal/ was simply considered as a relative pronoun. Hetzron
(1977) also stated that it was a morpheme attached to a perfective
relative verb to indicate that the clause in which the verb occurs is
a relative clause. But, he did not consider its underlying properties.
Ford (1986), on the other hand, argues that the presence of /yd/
in relative clauses distinguishes such clauses from cother independent
or main clauses. Other than this, she did not say much about it.
These all show that the syntactic status of /va/ is still questionable.

In this section, we shall propose an alternative analysis.

As stated in Ford (1886 : 54), the presence of /y2/ attached to
a perfect relative verb serves to distinguish relative clauses from

independent or main clauses. Compare the following examples.



(8) y
[ [tirama Ya-war-aC] garad]
2 SYc:sterday 7-go-3fs-pf  girl
'"The girl (who) want Yestercay!
(9) 4 s e i
{ {garad—xylt] [tirama war-aC-m] |
S MNP

\Vi >
girl-DEF. i Yestercday go-3fs-mcm-pf
'"The giri went Yosterday!

In (8), the merphem:z /y'a'/ is attached to thce verb [war/ 'go’.
Thce morpheme must obligatorily be present attached to the verb for
the clausc to be a relative clausae: otherwise, the structure would

become ungrammaticel as in (16).

(10} .. .
[ [tirama war-aC]  garad]

! [
NE “Yesterday go-3fs-pf girl

(10) is ill - formed becausc the /ya/, which relates the clause
to the heacd NP is missing. But, in (9), the absencc of /ya/ cid not
make the clause ill-formed showing that its cistributicr is limited to

cdependent clauscs, and in this particular case, to relative clauscs.

As can be obscrved in (8), /va/ must be attachcd te main verbs
of rclative clauses. If the vorb has an auxiliary verb, tho clement

is attached to it, rather than to the main verb as (11) below shows.

an . e
1 [Can-2-m Ya-raparal  2rC]
o Scome—3ms-mcm—pf 7 - auxiliary boy

'"The bey who hacd comc!

The relative verb in the relative clause in (11) is in what is
known as the pluperfect form and that /ya/ is attached to the auxiliary

from /naparam/ rather than tc¢ it.
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in the examples in (8) and {11), /y'e':/ cdoes not functicn as 2
rclative pronoun. If it werc such a pronoun, it would have exhibited
different neminal features for different cases. In languages like
English, for instance, therc arc ¥h-relative pronouns which show
differences between the nominative, accusative and genitive cascs.

: . 4
The fellowing are illustrative examples.

(12)
[The woman [who bought the beok
HMP S

for the boy 1 ]

(13)
[The man {[whocm the woman hit | ]
MNP S
{(14)
[The boy [whose book the man bought ] ]
NP S

The examples in (12-14) show that the English Vh-relative
pronouns have the nominative form 'who', the accusative "whm'tri'.5 anc

the genitive "whose". In Chaha, /Ya/ has no nominative, accusative
anc genitive counterparts.  VWhether or not the relativized NP position
is that of a subject, an object or & possessive MNP, it remains invari-

abely the same. This is illustrated in the examples below.

(15) .
[ [tlrama Te Ya-sly-al mls]
e sYesterday shecp  ?-buy-3ms-pf man
'"The man (who} bought a shecp'
(16) , i
[ ImiSt-xYIt acya Ya-abana-aC-no] sabj
MP S

“ woman-DEF, lunch 7-invite-3fs-ocl-pf mun

'"The men (whom) the woman invited lunch?
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(17)
[ [bet-ata Ya-faras-al mis]

NP S
house-ppc!  7-fell down-3ms-pf man

'The man (whose) house fell down'
Although, /ya/ is attached to the verbs as a2 prefix, it does
not have any nominal featurc like person, number, ctc. This would
have not been the case, if it were a pronominal affix. This indirectly
shows that /ya/ is not a part of the inflectional fecaturcs of the verb.
Vic, therefore, assume that it is an element which introduces the clause

as being predicated of the hcad MP. It is a kind of complementizer.

As a complementizer, /Ya/ is semantically null which is what one
would expect, given that according to Radford (1988 : 491) such
elements carry not semantic but syntactic information. The syntactic

function is that it connects the relative clauses with the head MPg.

Furthermore, /Ya/ cannot be used as an argument in relative
clauses. The argument of the verb is the subject or the object NP.
Since /Ya/ is neither of these, its treatment as complementizer is

plausible, and accordingly, (15) can be represented as (18).

(18)
NP

Ya
VP ! mis

; Adv/\ v
' e

i
tirama Te aslya

N

ot
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In (18), the position of /Y&/ is clause final. This is because

all heacd categories in the ianguace occur following thcir complements.

Cn the other hand, from the facts in (18), one may ask how IYal
gets attached to the verb, if its Dasc position is in Comp? ©Cne may
say that cither /Ya/ has to move down to the verb or the verb has
to go up to the right of Comp. The fermer acceunt is excluded
because doewnward movement is not allowed in the GB mocel. Thus,
We assumc that thc verb moves up to Comp and /Y2/ is prcfixed to

it. This can bc seen in {18} below,

(19) )
uF
e \
5 / \
/ Comp N
!
~ |
‘ / Y= + aslya
N mlis
e A 7
\V|
Adv /\ /
NP Y :
! :!" i
tlreme ] V %
Te

Verb movement like in (19) is not particular tc Chaha.
Kcupman (1983) argues that in Vata verbs move to Co mp at S-structure
and that the process is universzal. The moved verb in {1S) lcaves
behind its trace in its base pcsiticn. As a verbal heoad, the trace
has thc petential to assign casc to the object wP /Te/ 'Sheep'.
The cther picce of cvidence supporting the Complementizer

analysis of /Ya/ is that its distribution is rcstricted to perfact

relative clauses. Radford (1988 : 493) statcs that a typical com p-



lementizer is mostly restricted to occur in a particular type of
clause. According to him, English complementizers, for instance,

appear in specific type of clauses as in the following examples.

(20) a. The man Jfor [you to see] ] is Mr-John
S

S

* b. The man g[that [you to see] ] is Mr. John
S

a. She is not a person [that [you can
S S
rcly on] ]

* b.  She is not a person [for [you can

rely on] ] = :

a. | don't know éif [l should agree] |
S

* b, I don't know [if [l to agree] |
S S
The examples above clearly indicate that "for" is an infinitival
clause complementizer while "that" and "if* are finite clause com-
plementizers. In Chaha, the morpheme /Ya/ cannot occur in imper-

fective relative clauses as the example in (23b) and (24b) show.

(23) .. | [b#xWet sat tI=An] garid]
HP St - two  hours 3fs-come-Ilmpf  girl
'"The girl (who) comc at 8:00'
*b, [ [bad-xWet <2 ya-tl- Zan] garad]
<
L7 “at - two hours 7-3fs-come-Ilmpf  girl
(28) - s
a. [ [tamari yl-xaro] daengya]

|
NP Sstudents 3mpl-become~Impf  children

'"The Children (who) will beome students'



- 57 =

b, [ _[tamari ya-yl-x2ro] daengya]

ol Sstudents 7-3mpl-become-Impf children
The verbs in (23a) and (242) are imperfective and the morpheme
/yal is missing. Vie assume that the Comp in the imperfective relative

clauses in (232) and (24a) is empty.

Before concluding this section, it is important to note that the
absence of the relational morpheme /Y4d/ in the imperfective clauses does
not mean that the relative clauses are not subject to the rule of pro-
dicate linking at S-structure. Since the relative clauses are open
syntactic predicates, they have tco be linked to their head NPs in-
order to be clcsed. The required c-command relation between the
relative clauses and their head MPs to which they are linked is

l satisficd.

3.3. The Similarities and Differences between Subject Agreement

Affixes and Proncminal Cbject Clitics.

In section 2.1 of Chapter two, it was shown that both Subject
agreement affixes and proncminal object clitics in the language play
the role of identifying relativized NPs in relative clauses. It was
alsc suggested that such morphemes relate relativized NPs to their
antecedents outside the clauses. Any discussion on their similarities
and differences was deferred untill now. In this section, we shall

consider their syntactic properties.

As stated above, there are two kinds of suffixes which parti-
cipate in identifying relativized NPs in Chaha relative clauses.
These are subject and object suffixes. In this study, the subject
suffixes are considered as agreement affixes while the object suf-

fixes as object clitics. The subject agreement =ffixes are given
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in (25) below.

(25}
Singular Plural
- XU - 1na
2m ~ X3 - xu
2 - x7] - xlam
1!
3m - a -0
7]
3f - aC - ma

These affixes identify subject [Ps in clauses in general.
The Pronominzl object Clitics which identify object NPs in clauses

are given in (26) below.

(26}
Singular Flural
1 -e/ -n - Inda
2m - (a)x8/-ka - {a)xu/-ku
2f - (a)xyl/-kyl - {2)xu/-ku
3m -nu / - ni -no/ - yo
3f -na/ -ya - n2ma / - yama

Asg Can bc observed in {25) and 26}, both the Subjocct Agrecment
Affixes and the Fronominal Object Clitics have the nominal featurcs
of pcrson, number and gender. This is onc of their similaritics.

The other similarity is that both arc attached to verbal heads in

clauses. Cbscrve the following cxamplcs.

(27) [ [Prc tirama Ya-m¥at - aC] miSt]
b\; v
NP S Yesterday Comp.-dic-3fs-pf weman
'The woman (who) dicd Ycsterday!
haR) [ [ -Ataddr-xut Pro Y&-k' #Tdr-4-no) dacngya]
=e Ssoldier—DEF. Comp.-kill-3ms-ocl-pf  children

'"The Children (whom) the Soldier killed!
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In the cxamples, the 3fs Subjcct Agreement Affix {-8C/ 2nd thc

3mpl Prenominal Cbject Clitic /-ne/ arc part of the verbal heads.

However, as the structures in (27) and (28) show, a Subject
Agreement Affix always refers to @ subject while a Pronominal OUbject
Clitic may refer tc a subcategorized complement P of a verbal head.

This is truc cven in independent clauses as the following examples

illustratc.
(29) [ [mISt-xYIt] [tirama mVat-5C-m] ]
S MP VP
woman-DEF. " Yestcrday die-3fs-mcm-pf
'The woman dicd Ycesterday!
(30) & q 1 rr & y_‘ 1,y rr ry
[ [wataddér-xutj [Ya-daeng’ a-xIno k éTar-2-no-m] |

> NPooidter-DEF, YP-, - ihildren-DEF.  kili-3ms-oci-mcm=pf

'"The Soldier killed the Children’

The cxamples above correspond to the relative clauses in (27)
and (28). In (29), the 3fs Subject /greement Affix /-8C/ refers to
the subject NP /miISt/ 'woman'. In (30}, on the other hand, the 3mpl
Ubject Clitic, /-no/ refers to the object MF /deeng”a/ 'childrent
which is a subcategorized complement of the verb /k'ZTar/ 'kill'.

This is one of thc differences between them in Chaha.

Cther differences between the two are:

31
a.  Subject Agreement Affixcs are
obligatory wherc 2s Pronominal
chject Clitics arc optional.

b. Subject Agreement Affixes very
in form according to the aspect
of their host verbs whilc Pro-
nominal Clitics have invariatblely

the same form.
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As stated in (31a) abovc, in Chaha, subject agrecement affixes
arc obligatory. In (29), for example, the 3fs subject agreement
affix /-2C/ must be present in order for the structure tc be well-

formed. See (32) below.

(32) W-
* [ [mISt - x71+]  [tlrame mWst-7-m] 1

e Swoman—D'EF presterday die-? -mcm-pf

Similarly, in relative clause like (27), the subject agreement
affix must be present attached te the relative verb. Ctherwise, the

structure would be like the ill-formed (33).

(33)
* [ [Pro tlrama Y& - mVat - 71 mISt]
X [
B Yesterday comp. - die ? woman

On the other hand, the 3mpl object clitic /-nc/ in (3€) is
opticnal. This shown in (34} bc:low.7
(34)

{,yvﬁtadér—xut} o y'é-daengya—xlnc k"éxTé‘r—‘é-no-m]]
r"i‘'SOICIier—E}Ei“-'. Vie.m.-Children-DEF. kill-3ms-ccl-mcm-pf

"The Scldicr killed the Children!

b. [ [watadar-xut] [y’é—dacngya—xlno k'aTar-3-m] 1
S M
2 I'PSOIdier—DEF. Vpo.m. -children-DEF, koll-ems-mem-pf

'"The Scldizr killed the children'
As stated in (31b), subjcct agrecment affixes vary in form in
accordance with the aspect cf their host verbs. Congider again the
structure in (29), where the verbal head is in the perfective form.

Its imperfective form is as shcwn in (35).

(35)
[ [mist-xY1t] [t-m%st] ]
e A

\ =)
) Pwoman-DEF e 3fs-cdic-Impf

'"Thée woman dics!



In (35), the agreement affix that refers to the subjsct NP is
/ti-/. This imperfect affix is completely different in form from
its perfective counterpart /-3C/ in (29)8. This distincticn is shown

in (36) beclow.,

(36)

Singular Plural

Imperfect Perfect Imperfect Perfect
1 3 - - Xu nl - - na
2m t - - X3 tl - - Xu
2f t - - xY1 tl - - xlma
3m yl - -3 yl - -0
3f i = - C yl - - ma

The cbject clitics do not show any such variations. in the
example in (30), for instance, the 3mpl object clitic /-nc/ is attached
to a perfective verb., The fcrm is the same in the imperfective
counterpart in (37).

(37)

[ [wAtadar-xut] [yS—daengya-xlno yI-k'aTl—no] 1

® NPsoidier-DEF. VFo.m.-children-DEF.  3ms-kill-ocl-Imps

'The scldier kills the Children'

From the sbove discussion, w2 may cbserve that subject agreement
affixes in Chaha are highly dependent on their host verbs. In other
werds, they are real affixes, as they vary in form according to the
aspectual form of the host verb. Zwicky and Pullum (1983) argue that
such morphological idiosyncracics are characteristic of affixes more
than of clitics. Acccrding to them, affixes exhibit a high degree of
dependence on their stems and thcy may be affected when their stems

arc affccted by some changes. The subject agreement affixes in

Chaha do conform this.
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Unlike subject agreement =ffixes, the pronominal object clitics
in Chaha reveal a low degrec of dependence on their host verbs.
They may or may not be attached to their host verbs in clauses and
that they do not vary in form in accordance with the aspectual forms
of their hosts. Such diffecrences may induce us to trezt them as

being different from subject agreement affixes.10

In this study, we assume that the object suffixes which identify
object 1iPs in clauses are prenominal clitics. As proncminals, they

are arguments and must recicve Case and €-rcle.

As = pr.nominal, an object clitic is subject te ©-rclec assignment
in order to appear in a syntactic structure. However, since it is in
a2 non-argument position, attached to its verbal host, it cannot get
a &rcle from a lexical head. Censider again the structure in (37)

repeated below as (38).

(38) )
[ [w3tad&r - xut] [y'é-daengya—xlno kK'8Tar-g-no-m] |

S l\'PSoldKzr-bEF. VFG.M.-Chlldren-DEF kill-3ms-ocl-mcm-pf
'The soldier Killed the Children'

lae

In (38), the object clitic /-nc/ is part of the verb /k 2Tar/ 'kill'.
The verb cannot assign a &-rcle to it because it is not in argument
position. According to Mullern (1986), a pronominal cbject clitic shares
the €-role that is assigned to its rcferential NP in the syntax. This
means thzt the object clitic /-no/ in (38) shares the paticnt &-role
assigned to the NP /daeng”a/ 'children' by the berbal hezd /k'STHr/
'kill' at D-structure. Since the pronominal clitic and the cbject are
coreferential, the argument that they share a single ©-role is
pleusible. The referential relation between the NP and the clitic is

also indiceted by ceindexing in the manner in (39).



(39)
[watadar-xut] {yé-c’;aengyai-xlno k'éfTé':r-'é—ncim]]

[
S NP i3

I‘soldier-DEF. \’Fo.m.-children—DEF. kill-3ms-ocl-mcm-pf
'"The soldier killed the children!

The argumcnt that is coindexed with the object clitic is the

rclativized phonctically null BF.  This is shown in the following example.

(40) , y
[ [watadar-xut Froi Ye-k aTar-a-nOI] c¢aeng’al

NP S . : .
" Zscldier-DEF. Comp.-kill-ems-ccl-pf chilcdren

'"The children (whom) the scldier killed!

In this example, the cbject clitic /-no/ identifies the empty
categery, Fro, as 3mpl. In cther words, the clitic supplies the
ncminal features of person, number and gender to the empty category
and the cmpty category in turn shares its patient O-role with the

clitic.

As a proncminal, an object clitic also needs tc be assignea Casc
in the syntax. However, as observed in (40), the clitic does not
ceceur in @ governed argument position. It simply is attachod tc the
verb, and hence ddees not satisfy the structural reguirement for Case
assignment.  In rciation tc this, Mullen (1986) assumes that »
Frcneminal Cbject Clitic is assigned Case by its host verb in the
lexicon.,  But, this assumption may leacd to a problem in structures

in which both an object clitic and a referential NP are found as in (40).

in {#0), the cbject clitic /-no/ and its referential M, the empty
categery Fro, arce found in the scme relative clause, If Ve fcllow
Mullen's assumpticn, the object clitic /-no/ may get accusative case
from the verb stem in the lexicon., The empty category, fro,
alsc needs to Le assigned the same casc by the same verbal head at

S=structure since it is an argument and alsc satisfies the government
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requirement for case assignment. Eut, since the verb has the potential
to assign only cne accusative, and since that case is already assigned
to the clitic in the lexicon, there is no way for the empty NP tc get
case in the sytax. Contrary tc iMullen, thercfore, we assume that

the verb assigns accusative case to the empty NP in the syntax and
that the clitic shares this casc in much the same way as it shares

the ©-role. in other words, there is only one level of case assign-
mcnt and that is syntactic. In shoert, then, a pronominal object

clitic is always dependent cn its coreferential (lexical or empty) NP

for both ©-role and case.

Unlike pronominal object clitics, subject agreement zffixes need
ne Case and ©-rcle at all. In fact, according tc Chemsky (1981 : 17¢)
such affixcs are themselves ncminative case assigners. They are also
considered as realizations of 2 category called 1iiFL. which is believed
to be the head of S. The perfect subject agreement affix /-2C/ in
(28), for instance, is base gencrated under this category, i.e., INFL,

and assigns nominative case tc the subject. This shown in (41)

h!/\l"
mist /<\
Adv \Y

below.

(41)

|

2C

o
LRS-~ o0 T S ..
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in general, from the preceding discussion, it may be concluded that
the subject agreement affixecs and pronominal cbject clitics in Chaha

differ in 2 number of ways and that they need tc be treated as such.
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MNotes on Chapter Three

1Subject is defined in relation to a particular XP, not necessarily
to an S.

2The term maximal projection refers to complements which project
from a higher level.

3In Amharic, linking is from left to right i.e., a subject follows
its predicate. If we take the English example in (1) below the situation
is quite different.
(2) a. [The woman jwhom [Jochn insulted] 1 1
NP S

b. NP’

/
1 N

The woman Whem John insulted

The representation in (1b) shows that linking is from right to
left in the language.

The examples given in (13-15) show only surface representations.

5In English, the accusative ¥/h-relative pronoun alsc stands for
[~human] ocbjects. "whom" a2lways stands for [+ human] objects.

6.
) Mullen (1986 : 327 - 332) argues that the subject agreement
affixes and the pronominal object clitics in Amharic exhibit the
syntactic differences stated in (36).

. 7The examples given in (35 - 38) are all independent clauses.
This is done purpoesely because it is not possible to give reiative
c!a'uses, as examples, without subject agreement affixes or pronominal
¢’ ‘ect clitics. If we give such examples, they may not illustrate
the points since the clauses do not appear as well-formed structures.

8 :

. If therc.z Is an auxiliary verb in an imperfective relative clause,
the imperfective agreement affix is fcund attached to the main verb
of the clause. The example below illustrates this peint.

[ [yl-Cot-2ma Ya-rapar3] ISta]

NP S
3fpl-work-pol. Comp. - auxiliary women
'"The women (who) were working'

- S

. Zwicky .and Pullum (1983 : 502 - 13) also discuss othecr pro-
perties of affixes and clitics though the main purpose of their work
Is to Indicate the differences between English contracted auxiliaries
(eg. she's gone) and negative (eg. she hasn't gone).
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1e'i‘i':cr'e is alsc cne cther picee of evidence which distinguishes
subject agrecment affixes from proneminal object clitics. The pro-
nominal abject clitics mestly occur 2t the periphery of their host
verbs specifically after a subject agreement affix., Subject Agreement
Affixs, however, have ne such property. Ve did not include this
point in the text becausc the issuc is one which involves a deteilec
stucy of the lexicon in Chaha, which is beyond the scope of this
study.



CHAPTER FOUR

CCHCLUSICNM

In this Chapter, Ve shall recapitulate what has boen discussed
in the preceding chapters. As argued in Chapter twe, a relativized
NP position in 2 Chaha relative clause is always empty. Since the
position is governed cnd both €-and case marked, the only possible
empty category that can be saic to appear is Fro. The referential
rclation between this Pro and its antecedent is shown by the suf-

fixes which arc attached te the rclative verb,

The suffixes which arc 2tteched to relative verbs are of twe
types @ affixes and pronomingl clitics.  The suffixes which refer
to subjoct [Ps in relative clauses @re considered as affixes and are
heavily dependent on the form of their verbal hosts.  The other
types of suffixes are treated 2s prenominals and they corcfer with
MFs in cbject positions in relative clauses. Unlike subject agreement
affixes, such pronominal clitics are cpticnal and their forms do noet
vary in accordance with the aspectual forms of their verba! hosts.
Dlecause of this, they are treated independently from the subject

agreement affixes.

In Chaha, there are also cther kinds of proneminal clitics which
participate in identifying rclativized HFs of pesitions.  Such clitics

are treated as possessive prenominal clitics.

All proneminegl clitics sharc both the €-rcle and the casc that

are 2ssigned to their referential (lexical or empty) NPs in the syntax.

As in other languages, the relative clauses in Chaha are optional
clausal complements of their heed neuns, and are as such base generated
from a maximal level. Such clauses arc n.n-argument complements
and are nct subject to €-rcle assignment.  The relation betwcen such

clauscs ond their hcad NPs is detormined ha #he -t =
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linking. The rule requires that all relative clauses and their head
MPs to be in 2 c-command rclation in crder for the predication relation
to apply. The relative clauses in Chaha satisfy this conditicn and
they may, hence, be interpreted as open predicates predicated of

their head MPs.

In perfective relative clauses, there is the element /ya/ which,
we have argued to be a Complementizer, and which introduces the
clauses as being predicated of their head MNPs. This complcmentizer
does not cccur phonetically in imperfective relative clauses. But
this does not exclude the rclative clauses from being interpreted
by the rule of predicate linking as far as the cther conditions for

predicaticn relation are satisfied.

Chaha has twc kinds of relative clauses : restrictive and non-
restrictive relative. As their namc implies, the former has restrictive
effects on its head NPs and the latter plays an appositive rcle. Both
are, however, medifying clausal complements of their head nouns.

As Emonds (1979) peinted out, there is no syntactic difference
between the two kinds of relative clauses. Their difference lies on
the restrictive and nonrestrictive cffects they have on their head NPs.
Following Safir (1986), therefore, the difference between the two kinds
of relatives is treated at two different levels of representaticn. First,
the referential relation between restrictive relative clauses and their
head NPs is indicated by ccindexation at LF. Then, the relation
between the non-restrictive relatives and their head nouns is indicated
at later level, LF'. The reascn for this is that non-restrictive have
no semantic effects on thecir referential NPs. They have, therefore,

to be treated outside of LF which is the level of representation for

semantically relevant categories only.
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