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In this chapter, we examine the typology of relative clau¥es will define relative
clauses as follows:

(1) Arelative clause (RC) is a subordinate clause whichai&dithe reference of an
NP by specifying the role of the referent of that NP in theatiion described by
the RC.

Since the NP whose reference is being delimited is in theiraause, we will call it
NPua.t, and we will call the relative clause itself (which may beueéd or nominal-
ized) Sq1. In the following examples, NB,; is in italics, and §,;, which may or may
not be part of NR,.;, is bracketed:

(2) a. The booKI bought yesterdgywas a trade paperback.
b. Somebodiives nearby [who has a CD-burner]

In (a), Se is contained within NB,;, and constrains the referent of this NP to be
something which | bought, whereas in (b)eSccurs at the end of the sentence, and
constrains the referent of NR; (the subject of the whole sentence) to be the owner of
a CD-burner.

In order to describe a situational role for the referent of NP S..; needs to have
a grammatical function associated with that role, which e call the NE;, function.
There may or may not be an overt NP in the RC that expressgs MRction; in (2b)
there is (the ‘relative pronounthoin subject position of the RC), and in (2a) there
isn’t. In the latter case we can say that the RC contains & fgaghe NP, function
(direct object, in this case). Confusing the grammaticdlsamantic functions of N
and NR,.: is a common pitfall in studying RCs. For practice, you mighto identify
the grammatical relation and semantic roles of NPand NR,, in these examples:

(3) a. The marfwho the dog was bitifdgvas shouting
b. The dog bithe man who was shouting

When formulating claims and observations, it's a good idedduble check that you
are not confusing the functions of NPAND NP, .
The typology of relative clauses is mostly a matter of déferes in:

(4) a. the structural relationships betwegpn 8nd NR,,; (for example whether or
not S is a subconstituent of NR)

b. the treatment of the NR function (for example whether it is moved, spe-
cially marked, or omitted)

“I am indebted to Timothy Shopen and Matthew Dryer for usefuhments on earlier versions of this
paper, and it also draws heavily on Keenan (1985) in appraadhcontent. All errors are of course due to
me.

1In (a) NPnas is a subject/Agent while NR; is an object/Patient; In (b), NR.: is n object/Patient while
NP, is a subject/Agent.



c. constraints on the possibilities for what the )NRunction can be (only sub-
ject, only core argument, etc)

d. the treatment of,§ as a whole (such as reduced or nominalized)

We will consider each of these in turn, noting linkages betwthese dimensions of
variation as they arise. Furthermore, languages often wse than one technique, or
‘strategy’, to form relative clauses, so we need to considet kinds of combinations
of strategies occur together.

Alongside of RCs, languages normally have a variety of stines that resemble
RCs in various ways, without meeting the definition (1). Irgiish and many other lan-
guages there is for example the so-called ‘nonrestrictisative clause, which makes
a comment about an NP or other constituent, without delgiiis reference (Keenan
1985:168):

(5) a. The Japanese [who are industrious] now outcompetgieur
b. The Japanese, [who are industrious], now outcompeteiguro

In the (a) example above, the bracketed subordinate clalpe to identify the supe-
rior competitors, and meets the definition of an RC, whilehia tb) example it doesn’t
help in the identification, and therefore does not. In Emglisonrestrictive relatives,
although similar to RCs, differ from them in a variety of rests, such as having pauses
to set them off from their surroundings. Butin some otheglaages, such as Japanese,
the same construction seems able to function as both aveetdéiuse and a nonrestric-
tive relative (Kuno 1973:235). Other structures that mayergignficant resemblances
to RCs without meeting the definition include questions, parative clauses and ad-
verbial clauses. An interesting example from English is‘tomcealed question’ of
(6b) below (Keenan 1985:170):

(6) a. John always knows [which horse will win]
b. John always knows [the horse that will win]

In (6b) the bracketed NP looks like an NP containing an RC,Ha# the semantic
function of the ‘indirect question’ in (6a). In this surveyewvill only consider RCs as
defined in (1), without investigating the related strucgiieteresting as they are.

1 Relationshipsbetween NP,,.; and S,

Ouir first distinction is whether,§ is contained within NB.;, as in (2a) above, or is
outside of it, as in (2b). The possibilities wheg,3s within NP, will be discussed in
the first subsection below. We will following Andrews (198%) in calling the former
type ‘embedded’, Hale (1976) in calling the latter ‘adjadhe



1.1 Embedded RCs

Embedded RCs havepinside NR,.;. They have three major typological subdivi-
sions, which are based on the relationship betwggnaid some additional nominal
material, which we will call the ‘domain nominal’. The domanominal serves the
semantic function of identifying the domain of objects updnich the RC imposes a
further restriction. In (2a), for example, the domain noahis book

The possibilities are that the domain nominal appearsdeisf S, (as in (2a)),
inside of S.1, or does not exist. These possibilities result in the thegegories of
external, internal and free (embedded) RCs.

1.1.1 External RCs

In English, external RCs follow the domain nominal; the ottveo possibilities are
that they precede it, or occur in variable order. The fornmaspbility is illustrated by
Japanese. In (7b) below, based on the sentence (7a), the [R@cieeted while the
domain nominal is italicized:

(7) a. Yamada-saga saru o0 Kkat-te i-ru
Yamada-MrsusJimonkeyDO keepPART be-PRES
Mr Yamada keeps a monkey.

b. [Yamada-saga kat-te i-ru] saru
Yamada-Mr suBJkeepPART bePRESMonkey
The monkey which Mr. Yamada keeps

There are various common but not invariable linkages beatileerelative order of RC
and domain nominal and other properties of the RC. For exaR@!s that precede the
domain nominal are more likely to be nominalized than thdsg follow, but don't
appear to use special ‘relative pronouns’ to expresgNenction, tending rather to
lack overt NR,;. These tendencies will be commented on below.

Languages in which RCs precede the domain nominal are edigdiiely to be
verb-final, such as Japanese, Korean Turkish, and Nav#jougih RC-first order also
occurs in SVO languages such as Chinese (Li and Thompson111981

(8) [Zh'angs'anaide] giche hén gui.
Zangsan buyNOM car veryexpensive
The car that Zhangsan bought was very expensive

Persian on the other hand is a verb-final language whereveelduses follow the
domain nominal (Lambton 1953:75):

(9) Ketab-i [ke bemeaendad-id] gom Sodesest
bookiNDEF REL t0 me gave-ZGlost is
The book you gave to me is lost

Itis also possible, although unusual, for RCs to be abletteeprecede or follow
the domain nominal. This occurs in Tagalog (Schachter aati€3t1972:124):

2The suffix-i is normally used to mark indefiniteness, but also appeara@ddmain nominals of RCs,
even when the interpretation is definite. See Taghvaipdd@3pfor discussion.



(10) a. tindaha-ngpinuntaharko]
storetNK PERFgo |

b. [pinuntaharko]-ngtindahan
PERFQO [|-LNK store

The store | went to

Here the RC is separated from the domain nominal by a soecéitéker’,® which
appears between the RC and the domain nominal, regardiefdsbbrder these appear
in.

External RCs sometimes appear in the same position as oydidgectives. This is
the case in Tagalog, where adjectives can precede or falel¢ads in the same way
that RCs do, and take the same linker (Schachter and Otai@slP2-124):

(11) a. mayama-ntpo
rich-LNK  man

b. tao-ng mayaman
man+NK rich

Relative clauses in Tagalog thus appear to simply be clahs¢sare functioning as
adjectives, in terms of their positional properties as &sltheir meanings.

In other languages there are significant differences betwelative clauses and
ordinary adjectival modifiers. In English for example themal position for adjectives
is in front of the head N, while relative clauses come dftén. Japanese on the other
hand, both adjectives and relative clauses precede the rwathal, but there is a
difference: adjectives must follow a demonstrative, buteast multi-word relative
clauses prefer to precede it, although following is alscsjie®

(13) a. anoyasui konpyuutaa
thatcheapcomputer

b. *yasui anokonpyuutaa
cheapthatcomputer

that cheap computer

(14) a. [bokuga sonkeisiteiru] konohito
I NOM respectindbe this person

SWhich takes the formng after a word ending in a vowel or a nasa otherwise, replacing the nasal in
the latter case.
“However in English, phrasal adjectival modifiers appearafie head NP:

(12) abook yellow with age

These have sometimes been analysed as reduced RCs.

A further difference between prenominal and postnominadliffers in English is that while postnominal
modifers always pick out a subset of the potential referehtie head nominal, prenominal modifiers can
perform other semantic operations as well. E.g. if somgttsira book yellow with age’, it must be ‘a book’,
but if something is ‘a supposed Intel processor’, it isnte@ssarily ‘an Intel processor’.

5Thanks to Misako Ishii and Peter Hendricks for checking ¢hesamples. Matthew Dryer (p.c.) find
that single-word relative clauses on the other hand prefprécede the demonstrative.



b. kono[bokuga sonkeisiteiru] hito
this | NOM respectinde person

this person who | respect

This appears to be an instance of a general tendency for R&sptear further away
from the head N than adjectives. Since both adjectives arglR€cede the head in
Japanese, the effect here is that the RCs appear closerlieghming of the NP.

In Lango, on the other hand, where both adjectives and RGsifohe head, RCs
appear closer to the end (Noonan 1992:154-156). In thisulage, demonstratives
and other determiners normally appear suffixed to the lastlwbthe NP, including
adjectives:

(15) a. gwok-ki
dog-this
this dog

b. gwbdkka dwoy-gi
dog ATT big.sG-this
this big dog

RCs on the other hand can appear either before or after teendeer, or sandwiched
between two instances of the (same) determtner:

(16) gwoggia ddyo aryd>-ni [amé l6¢ca oneko]-ni
dogs ATT big two-thisReL.PART man3s.kill.PERFthis
these two big dogs that the man killed

It usually appears to be the case that when RCs appear inaaetiffposition than
ordinary adjectival modifiers, they either appear aftertibad rather than before, or
further away from the head. In some languages however, iedlpetibeto-Burman,
RCs precede the head N, but adjectives follow (Matthew Dryer).

There is however a further factor, which is that external R@sn appear in two
different forms, commonly called ‘reduced’ and ‘unreducéddhe former are less like
full clauses, typically having reduced tense-mood markamgl greater restrictions on
the NR,; function (typically, NR,, in reduced RCs must be subject or absolutive in
grammatical function). The verbs of reduced RCs furthemmadten have features of
adjectival or nominal morphology.

When there is such a distinction, the reduced RCs may appéiae ipositions ap-
propriate for adjectival modifiers while the unreduced oapgear in a different and
typically more external position. This is illustrated by @gn and Finnish, respec-
tively, below, where the (a) examples contain prenominduced RCs, and the (b)
examples are postnominal unreduced (Keenan and Comrig:1977

(17) a. [Poydalldanssinut]  poikaoli sairas
on table having dancetboy wassick
The boy who danced on the table was sick

8Unfortunately Noonan only cites an example with the deteemiappearing both before and after the
RC, although he says that it can appear in either positiowetlsas both.



b. Johmnakiveitsen[jolla miestappoikanan)]
Johnsaw knife with whichman killed chicken
John saw the knife with which the man killed the chicken

(18) a. deffin seinemBiiro arbeitendeMann
thein his  studyworking man
the man working in his study

b. derMann,[der in seinemBiro arbeitet]
theman whoinhis  studyworks
the man who is working in his study

It always appears to be the case that when reduced RCs appealifferent posi-
tion than unreduced ones, they appear in a position sharédondinary adjectival
modifiers, and that the unreduced ones will be either posimadpor further from the
domain nominal. This indicates that reduced RCs are phiasature, as opposed to
the full RCs, which are clausal.

1.1.2 Internal RCs

Internal RCs have the domain nominal within the RC itsethei in the position that
would be expected on the basis of the,)NRunction, or perhaps displaced from that
position/ Below are some internal RCs from Navajo (Platero 1974)stitating inter-
nal RCs with NR.; as subject, object, object of preposition and possessor:

(19) a. [(Tréédd) ashkiiathad’-da] yadodtih
last night boy 3SG.IMPF.SnOreREL.PASTFUT.3sG.speak
The boy who was snoring last night will speak

b. [Ashkii at'€édyiyii ttsi-née] yatti’
boy girl 3sG(0).PERF3SG(S).speakrEL.PASTIMP.3SG.speak
The boy who saw the girl is speaking
The girl who the boy saw is speaking (ambiguous)

c. [(Shi)téécha’i ba hashta&igii] naha’in
I dog for.3sG IMPF.1ST.SiNg-REL.NONPASTIMPF.2SG.bark
The dog that | am singing for is barking

d. [Lji’ bi-tsiigha’yishééée] naalgeed
horseits-mane 3sG(0).PERFE1SG(S).shearrREL.PASTIMPF.3SG.buck
The horse whose mane | sheared is bucking

The possibility of a time-adverbial appearing initiallytime RC in (a) shows that the
domain nominal is appearing within g rather than before it. Likewise the existence
of areading of (b) in whiclat'@ed'the girl’ is NP, indicates that the domain nominal
isinside S in this case also. Since Navajo lacks postnominal embeddigtilzes, both
(a) without the initial time adverbial, and the other reapirfi (b) must also be examples

7As discussed by Basilico (1996) and below.



of internal RCs. The remaining examples illustrate sométiat@l possibilities for the
function of NB, and the domain nominal in such examples, although therelsoe a
positions that are blocked.

Like many languages with internal RCs, Navajo also allovestbmain nominal to
appear after the RC, yielding alternates such as these setiiences of (19):

(20) a. [(Tréédd) athdg’-4a) ashkiiyadodtih
last night 3SG.IMPF.SnoreREL.PASTboy FUT.3sG.speak
The boy who was snoring last night will speak

b. [Ashkii yiyii 1tsi-née] at'éédyatti’
boy  3sG(0).PERE3SG(S).speakrREL.PASTQirl  IMP.3SG.speak
The girl who the boy saw is speaking

c. [(Shi)ba hashta&igii] téécha’i nahd’in
I for.3sG IMPF.1ST.Sing-REL.NONPASTdOg IMPF.2sG.bark
The dog that | am singing for is barking

d. [Bi-tsiigha’yishééée’] tjj’ naalgeed
itss-mane 3sSG(0).PERE1SG(S).sheamREL.PASThorseiMPF.3sG.buck
The horse whose mane | sheared is bucking

Basilico (1996) reviews and proposes an analysis of a nuoflirecurrent charac-
teristics of internal relative clauses, first, that,\NPe formally indefinite, second, that
in many languages, ambiguous internal RCs can be disantbijbg preposing N
(but keeping it within the RC, and not necessarily moving ittte front). These issues
will be considered when we discuss the treatment of, NP

1.2 FreeRCs

A final type which at least superficially resembles intern@kRare the so-called ‘free
relatives’ which arguably lack a domain nominal:

(21) a. The dog ate [what the cat left in its bowl]
b. Let [whoever is without sin] cast the first stone

In (a) the bracketed sequence is a free RC with ,NiA object function, in (b) it is
one with NR,; in subject function. In examples such as these from Englishetis
uncertainty as to whether theh-marked form is appearing insidg.5as NR.;, or
outside of it as head of NR;. The latter is argued by Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978);
however a difficulty with this is the apparent acceptabitifyexamples such as:

(22) [Whoever’'s woods these are] is a good judge of real@stat

Here NR,.; is coreferential withwhoevey butwhoeveris embedded in the larger
whoever’s woodsThis is not problematic if this is a preposkd within S,;, but if it

8Such as ‘object’ of a locational enclitic (Platero 1974:226).



is external to §, as the head of NRB,, the result would be a bizarre situation in which
the head of amp wasn’t coreferential with thap.

Free relatives coexist with other types of RC in many langsagn Navajo, for
example, free relatives exist alonsgide of internal antiqgma@inal embedded relatives,
and are expressed with neither a domain nominal nor any magdrial in NR.; posi-
tion (Kaufman 1974:527):

(23) [Kintani-gbodeeyah-igii] bééhonisin
Flagstaff-to 2SG.g0-REL.NPAST 3SG(0).IMPF.1SG(S).know
| know the person who is going to Flagstaff

Free relatives appear to be semantically similar to strestwith pronouns or demon-
stratives in NR,,; head position:

(24) Let he who is without sin cast the first stone

In some languages, such as Icelandic, free RCs do not esasipminally headed ones
similar to (24) are used instead.

1.3 Adjoined RCs

Adjoined RCs have g appearing outside of NR:. Such RCs appear to be restricted
to appearing at the beginning or the end of the clause; | amea@fano languages in
which there is a fixed position for non-embedded RCs thattiriral to the clause.
Languages frequently allow both clause-initial and finadipon for adjoined RCs, as
illustrated by these examples from Hindi (Srivastav 1991):

(25) a. [Jolarkii karii hailvo lambii hai
WH girl standings Demtall is

b. Vo larkii lambiihai[jo khaii hai]
DEMgirl tall is wH standings

The girl who is standing is tall

Superficially, these structures look like minor variantst Brivastav shows that the
left-adjoined (clause-initial) 5 have significantly different properties than the right-
adjoined (clause-final ones), which share various progeewith RCs appearing in the
third possible position for RCs in Hindi, embedded postratiy.

One of these properties is that with a left-adjoined RC,,NAnust be definite and
marked with the demonstratiw®, which is not required for the other two types:

(26) a. *[Jolarkiyadkhajii  hafdo lambii har
WH girls  standingare twotall are

b. Do larkiyadlambiih@ifjo khaii  hai]
twogirls tall arewH standingare

c. Do larkiyaafjo khaii  hai]lambii hat
twogirls  wH standingare tall  are



Two girls who are standing are tall

A more striking property of left-adjoined RCs is that theyapecify twoNPs in
NP, function, each with a corresponding demonstrative in thenrokause. This is
not possible for the right-adjoined clauses, and not abéxém be envisioned with the
embedded ones:

(27) a. [Jislarki-ne; jis larke-ko; dekhaalus-ng us-ko;  passand kiyaa
WH girl-ERGWH boy-Acc saw  DEM-ERGDEM-ACC liked

b. *Us larki-ne; us larke-ko; passand kiyafjis-ne; jis-ko; dekhaa]
DEM girl-ERG DEM boy-Acc liked WH-ERG WH-ACC saw

Which girl saw which boy, she like him (you know the girl whonséhe
boy? Well, she liked him)

In this case, the left-adjoined clause is constraining gference of twanps at the
same time, by presenting a situation in which both are pp#its. The interpretation
requires that there be a unique pair, a boy and a girl, sudhthbaboy saw the girl,
and then states that the boy liked the girl. On the basis sfathd additional evidence,
Srivastav concludes that the left-adjoined clauses aressengially different type of
construction than the other two. This conclusion is sumzbhly the fact that right-
adjoined RCs frequently occur in languages such as Engtish (2b)), which lack
left-adjoined RCs.

The distinctive properties of the left-adjoined clausegspgut the use of a special
term for them; they are often called ‘co-relatives’, andsslfied as different from rel-
ative clauses (Keenan 1985). On the other hand, the fadttiyatise the same kind of
special marking for NR;, different for example from interrogative marking, sugges
that they should be treated as a kind of relative clausepdimey meet the definition
(1), I will here treat them as a type of RC. It is reasonables® the term ‘co-relative’
for RCs with properties similar to those of Hindi left-adjed RCs. Right-adjoined
RCs in English are traditionally called ‘extraposed’, ah@ twould appear to be an
appropriate terminology for Hindi as well.

Downing (1973) finds that co-relative RCs tend to occur imde’ verb final lan-
guages, which allow somers, especially heavy ones, to appear after the verb without
a special pragmatic effect. However there have not beenlet:ttudies of the kinds
of differences between left- and right- adjoined varietiescussed by Srivastav. For
example Andrews (1985:67-68) finds that in Marathi, a rigtiisined RC can modify
two NPs with different syntactic functions, but this issue hashexn investigated for
other languages.

Hindi has both embedded and adjoined RCs, but it is posbléné former to be
lacking. Warlpiri for example (Hale 1976:79) has both lefd right- adjoined RCs,
but no embedded ones:

(28) a. Ngatjulu-rlikapi-rna wawirri purra-mi  [Kutja-npaparntu-rnu

I-ERG FUT-1SG kangaro@ookNPASTREL-2SG SpearPAST
nyuntulu-rlu]
YOU-ERG



b. [Nyuntulu-rlukutja-npawawirri pantu-rnu] ngatjulu-rlukapi-rna
YOU-ERG REL-2SG kangarocspearPAST I-ERG FUT-1SG
purra-mi
COOKNPAST

I will cook the kangaroo that you speared

It is not known whether or not the two RC positions differ in Ngéi in ways compa-
rable to Hindi.

Other than the absence of embedded RCs, Warlpiri RCs alfay &#idbm those of
Hindi in that there is no special marking of NP But whichever of NB.,; or NP,
comes second can be marked with the demonstratixga which is preferentially
placed last if it represents NRin a (right-adjoined) RC, or first if it represents NR
in a main-clause with a left-adjoined RC:

(29) a. Ngatjulu-rlika-rna-rla makiti-ki warri-rni yangka-ku,
I-ERG PROG 1SG(S)-3SG(DAT) gun-DAT SeekNONPASTthatDAT
[kutja-rna  wawirri rluwa-rna  (ngula-ngku)]
REL-1SG(S) kangaroshootNPASTIit-INSTR
I am looking for the gun that | shot the kangaroo with

b. [Makiti-rli kutja-npa nyuntulu-rluwawirri rluwa-rnu yangka-ngku],
gUN4INST REL-2SG(S) YOU-ERG kangaromshootPASTthatiNSTR
ngula-kuka-rna-rla warri-rni
it-DAT  PROG 1SG(S)-3SG(DAT) SEeKNONPAST
That gun you shot the kangaroo with, I'm looking for it

Itis also possible to repeat the nominal in both clauses.

When the two clauses have the same tense, an additiongireti@tion becomes
possible, in which the subordinate clause is giving the tohthe event of the main
clause. Hence for a sentence such as (30) below, there aietexpretations:

(30) [Yankirri-rli kutja-lpa ngapanga-rnu], ngatjulu-rlu-rngpantu-rnu
EMUERG REL-PAST.PROGWater drink-PASTI-ERG-1SG(S) spearPAST
| speared the emu which was drinking water
While the emu was drinking water, | speared it

These two interpretations are called thee-relative’ and T-relative’ interpretations.
The latter kind of interpretation is unavailable for theliemrexamples above because
the tenses of the clauses are different, whereas if theedawess/e no potentially coref-
erentialNps, then only the-relative interpretation will be available.

Although the Warlpiri adjoined relatives resemble the Hioahstructions in cer-
tain respects, the absence of formal marking makes it diffiouell how similar the
constructions really are. Hale (1976:92) for example d@egxample which might be
relativization on twaNpPs at once, but it is impossible to be sure.

Left-adjoined RCs, whether of truly co-relative type or,rere widely distributed,
being clearly found in Australia and the Americas, as welhasiany Indo-European
languages. In addition to South Asian, they appear in varadier older IE languages,
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such as Sanskrit, Old Latin, and Medieval Russian. Andrev88%:54-56,170-172)
notes what appears to be a historical residue of the cawelelause in English, the
‘indefinite comparative’ construction of sentences sucthasmore you eat, the hun-
grier you get Adjoined RCs always appear to be full, never reduced.’

2 TheTreatment of NP,

NP, is often treated in a special way, with some combination sfiliitive marking,
movement, omission or reduction to a pronoun. There arédurtore correlations
between the treatment of NiPand other aspects of the construction: special marking
is for example unusual for internal relatives, if it occutat, and omission of NR;
does not seem to be possible for clause-initial adjoined RGgelatives). In this
section we look at the major techniques in turn.

2.1 Marking

Special marking of NR, occurs in English, in the form of the/H’ pronounsvhoand
whichthat can be used to express MNP Evidence that these are pronouns expressing
NP, rather than invariant markers introducing the RC is progtio the phenomenon

of ‘pied piping’ wherein they appear inside a larger constitt of the relative clause
which is preposed to the front of the RC (RC in brackets, mdvEdontaining NE,
italicized):

(31) a. The aspect of the propostd whichl object most strongly] is that it cuts
library funds by 70%

b. The studentsyhose examwe reviewed] seem to have been marked fairly

In (a), the specially marked NR is preceded by a preposition, while in (b), it is in
genitive case.

English relative clauses can also be introducedhay, but pied piping is not pos-
sible:

(32) a. The aspect of this proposal [that | object most stsotnd
b. *The aspect of this proposal [to that | object most strghgl

It is generally assumeithat in relative clauses is not a relative pronoun.

The English relative pronouns are also used as interraggathwut this is not the
case in general. Russian for example has a relative prdwatorij used in postnominal
RCs, which is different from the interrogative pronoungdsla relative pronoun rather
than a clause-introducer because it is case-marked fouttotion of NR,; rather than
NPpat:

(33) Kn,iga [kotoruju ja naCitallnastol,e
book(Nowm) which(acc) | read ontable
The book which | read is on the table

11



Thej- determiners and pronouns used to expresgNifPHindi are likewise used only
in RCs, but not for example as interrogatives. The fact tietrattive morphological
forms are used for NB in co-relative, embedded and extraposed RCs is motivation
for identifying all of these constructions as (differenhds of) relative clauses rather
than fully distinct constructions.

A rather interesting restriction on special marking of NFs that it never seems
to occur with embedded prenominal RCs, although it does ulitthe other types,
postnominal embedded, corelative, and arguably inteifriahglish examples such as
(22) are accepted, and similarly English ‘paucal relatig@sdrews 1985:48-49), if the
who-marked NPs are taken as within the RC rather than as spenialtked domain
nominals along the lines of Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978):

(34) a. What beer we found was flat

b. What few people survived were unable to give a cohererdiatof what
happened

We will also consider under the heading of marking the isfughether NR,, is
definite or indefinite. Internal relatives appear to be fdlynadefinite, in languages
where this is marked, as first noted for by Williamson (19&r).fakhota:

(35) a. Mary[owjzawa kage]ki/chahe opehewath
Mary quilt a makethe/a DEM I-buy
| bought the/a quilt that Mary made.

b. *Mary owjZzaki kage ki he ophwewatly
Mary quilt themakethe bEM I-buy

Williams establishes that the NP in these constructions must belong to the class of
‘cardinality expressions’ identified in Milsark (1974), kiag them semantically in-
definite.

In prenominal embedded RCs, NPusually seems to be definite when it is not
omitted, as in these examples from Japanese, wherg R full NP of greater se-
mantic generality than the domain nominal (Kuno 1973:237):

(36) watakushga so/kare/sondito no namaeo wasuretesimat-ta
I NOM that/he/that personGEN name Acc forgetPAST
okyaku-san
guest
the guest whose name | have forgotten

But indefinite also seems to be possible, as in this exampe Tribetan, where NB
is a copy of the domain nominal, without the definite detelmifKeenan 1985:152,
Mazaudon 1976):

(37) [Peemacoqtse waa-la kurka thii-pe ] cogtse the
PeemefRG) table(ABS)under-DATcrossfABS) table(ABS)the@Bs)
na noo-gi  yin
I(ABS) buy-PRESbe
| will buy the table under which Peem made a cross
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| am aware of no cases where NPin a postnominal embedded RC appears to be
formally indefinite.

2.2 Pronominalization

Independently of whether it is specially marked or moved, /NB often reduced to
some sort of pronoun. English NPin postnominal RCs are always reduced to pro-
nouns in addition to being moved and marked, although fuls RK&ve some capacity
to appear as NB in nonrestrictive relatives, which we do not here regardas RCs:

(38) Then we went to Canberra, which putative city was diitraén its way, but not
very much like a real city

The paucal relatives of (34) above also have either nongmamal NR,,;, or awh-
marked head.

For NP, to appear as an ordinary pronoun, with no further speciatrrent, is
an especially common strategy for embedded postnominahvi#@s NR,, is not the
subject, and often appears as an alternative to omissioPQf,Nspecially when the
function of NR is ‘more oblique’ on the Accessibility Hierarchy, to be dissed
later. This format of NR, is often called a ‘resumptive pronoun’.

A typical example is Modern Hebrew (Borer 1984), where the N&bject can
either be omitted or expressed as a resumptive pronoun:

(39) rdlit-i Tet ha-yeledshe-Fasher rina Zohevet (Toto)
saw-I ACC the-boy REL Rinaloves him
| saw the boy that Rina loves

The RC is introduced either Ishe-procliticized to the following word or byasher
and there is another possibility, movement of NPthat we’ll look at in the next sec-
tion.

It also seems appropriate to recognize as resumptive pnsraases where the pro-
noun is incorporated into prepositions, etc., if this alsows with ordinary anaphoric
pronouns. This can also be illustrated from Hebrew, witteotsj of prepositions, where
omission of NR, is not possible:

(40) relit-i Tet ha-yeledshe-Fasher TRina xashvafalav/*Tal
saw-l Acc the-boy REL Rina thoughtabout-him/*about
| saw the boy that Rina thought about

For a recent formal analysis of resumption in a number of laggs, see Asudeh
(2004).
2.3 Movement

In many of the examples we have already seen with specialtkedaNR,;, there is
also movement to the beginning of the clause. In Englishtik& pronouns (specially
marked NR.;) move obligatorily to the beginning of the relative clause:

(41) a. The person who(m) | spoke to was angry
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b. * The person | spoke to who(m) was angry

In Hebrew, movement of NB (expressed as an ordinary pronoun) is optional, so that
(42) is an alternative to (39) (the clause introducer beaomional when NR; is
preposed):

(42) RA&it-i Tet ha-yeledshe-fasher) Toto rina Tohevet
saw-l Acc the-boy REL him Rinalove
| saw the boy that Rina loves

How do we know that these putatively preposed items are sxjme of NR, rather
than for example some sort of reduced copy of the domain rafiithe answer is
that they show, or can show, properties associated with, Xd&ther than NR..;. In the
case of (42) (Hebrew), the forfoto ‘him’ expressess direct object function, which is
the function of NR,,; also, but below in (a) we see this form when NP is subject
(and would be expressed pronominallyrag, and in (b), where NR; is object of a
preposition:

(43) a. Ze hatish (she-fasher) Toto rafit-i
thisthe-marrReL him saw-I
This is the man who | saw

b. R&it-i Tet ha-yeledshe-fasher) Talav rina xashva
saw-l1 Acc the-boy REL about himRinathought
| saw the boy that Rina thought about

c. Rdit-i Tet ha-yeledshe-fasher) rina xashvafalav
saw-l1 Acc the-boy REL Rinathoughtabout him
| saw the boy that Rina thought about

(c) illustrates that the preposing is optional with a prégimsal NP, just as it is with
direct objects.

The ‘pied piping’ construction discussed at the beginnih®. b is a further indica-
tion of movement, and might be taken as an extreme case @f 8llbwing markers of
its function within S;. Pied piping often occurs when it isn’t possible to move any-
thing from the NR,; position. In English possessors can’t be moved alone, hjatth
of prepositions can be:

(44) a. *the man[wholmet’'sdog] (grammatical on a differeracketing, where
you meet the man rather than the dog)

b. *the man [whose | met dog]
c. the manto who(m) | spoke
In German, movementisn’t possible from either position:

(45) a. demMann,desserHundich gefiitterthabe
theman, whosedog | fed have
The man whose dog | fed
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b. *derMann,dessench Hundgefitterthabe
theman, whosel dog fed have

c. derMann,mit dem ichgestern gesprochehabe
theman, with whoml yesterdayspoken have
the man who | spoke with yesterday

d. *derMann,dem ichmit gestern gesprochehabe
theman, whom! with yesterdayspoken  have

| am not aware of any languages which allow movement of dobject NR.;, but pied
piping of PP and NP containing possessive.\NBn't possible, although colloquial
English is approaching this condition, since pied pipingBfis rather stilted.

Like marking, movement is absent with prenominal embeddes, Rut found with
all the other types. This is a rather interesting correfaitiobehavior.

2.4 Omission

Omission is another extremely popular treatment of NFMany languages, such as
English and Modern Hebrew, have omission as an alternatioéher strategies, under
conditions that vary from language to language. Englistwadlomission for NR, that
are not the subject of the relative clause itself, or posgess

(46) a. The representative [| m@twas polite
b. The candidate [John thinkswill win] is Tony
c. The people [we spoke witlj were sympathetic
d. *The persorf talked to me was rude
e. *The person [Mary showel(’s) book to me] was interesting

Modern Hebrew requires omission of the subject of a relati@ase, if it is NR.;, and
allows but does not require omission of objects, and doeallot omission of objects

of prepositions:

(47) hafarie; she-fasher (*hu;) taraffet ha-yeledbarax
the-lion REL he ate Accthe-boy escaped
The lion that ate the boy escaped

(48) a. rdit-i fet ha-yeledshe-fasher TRina Tohevet (Toto)
saw-l Acc the-boy REL Rina loves him
| saw the boy that Rina loves

b. ralit-i Zet ha-yeledshe-Fasher TRina xashvaTfalav/*Tal
saw-| Acc the-boy REL Rina thoughtabout-him/*about
| saw the boy that Rina thought about

15



When movement and omission are both available in a languiaigeysually the case
that either or both are possible, orimpossible, from emritents such as PP or posses-
sive position, with pied piping being a common alternativentovement. For example
in Modern English, movement and omission are both possiltiefoPP, but not out of
possessive position in NP, while in Modern Hebrew, they aith mposssible out of
PP. And in both languages, the effects of the restrictiomatigated by the possibility
of pied-piping the entire constituent. But sometimes themdivergence, for example
Allen (1980) shows that N could be moved but not deleted out of PP in Old English.

2.5 Other Possihilities

Marking, movement, omission and reduction are the ovemmuimgly most common
treatments of NR), but these are not the only options, as seen above for Tilaeidn
Warlpiri, where it is possible for nothing to be done to )PThere is an unclassifiable
range of further possibilities. In Swabhili, for example, NRare manifested as agree-
ment markers on the verbs and prepositions governing thenttfbnally equivalent
to resumptive pronouns), but there is in addition a speeialtive agreement marker
appearing either on the verb, or on an RC-introductory gladimba(Keach 1985:89):

(49) a. m-tu a-li-ye-kwenda sokoni
CL1-persorcL1(suBJ)-PAST-CL1(REL)-goto school
The person who went to school.

b. m-tu amba-ye a-li-kwenda sokoni
CL1-persomMBA-CL1(REL) CL1(SUBJ)-PAST-goto school
The person who went to school.

The possibilities that we have enumerated should theré&fettaken as indications of
what is most likely to be encountered, not as absolute limits

3 Constraintson the function of NP,

Constraints on the function of NP have been of great theoretical interest from the
early days of modern syntax for two reasons. One is that egritactic theories did
not actually contain mechanisms for implementing such aims, so that additional
devices had to be added (Ross 1967), or the structure ofelei¢is drastically revised
(Chomsky 1973 and a vast body of subsequent work). The oshiérat many con-
structions other than just relative clauses seemed to hecub the constraints (Ross
1967), indicating that it would be wrong to pursue a purebnstruction-based’ view
of grammar whereby one could describe relative clausestigms, etc. in isolation
from each other; rather there are common constraints hplaiaross many different
traditionally recognized constructions. The significan€¢his for fieldwork and ty-
pology is that it is important not to look at constraints on, ) isolation, but in
comparison with constraints on questioning, focus andrdtifermation-structuring
constructions. The constraints that have been proposedhaestigated fall into two
major groups, ‘Island Constraints’, and the ‘Accessibilierarchy’.
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3.1 Idand Constraints

Island Constraints limit the region within.$in which NP, can appear. For example
the most famous of these, the ‘Complex NP Constraint’ of R&867) says that it is
impossible to relativizan NP contained within an S that modifies another NP. So the
ungrammatical examples of (50) below are CNPC violatiorslethe acceptable ones

of (51) are not:

(50) a. *The people who John denied the claim that Mary haudlied got angry

b. *The paper that Mary sued the professor who wrote was gluddi

(51) a. The people who John denied that Mary had insultedrggptya
b. The paper that Mary sued the author of was published

Ross proposed that the CNPC and other similar constraints weversal. Sub-
sequently, it was discovered that languages didn’t obawy theiformly. For example,
Kuno (1973:238-240) argued that the CNPC did not apply tadage (preposed RCs,
NP..; omitted), as in this example of relativization out of a coexpNP containing a
relative clause:

(52) [[0; kite iru] yoohukuga  yogureteru] sinsi
wearingis  suit NOM dirty is gentleman
The gentleman who the suit that (he) is wearing is dirty.

Anderson (1974) and others showed that this could also meippanguages such as
Swedish, with postnominal RCs and deletion of.NPEngdahl 1997:57):

(53) har arenfragg [somjaginte kannemagon [somkansvara paf; ]|
hereis a questiorthat I not know no onethat cananswerto
Here is a question that | don’t know anyone who can answer (it)

Relativization from positions prohibited by the CNPC anHeastconstraints pro-
posed by Ross is particularly likely to be possible whenNR expressed as a re-
sumptive pronoun. We illustrate with relativization fronrelative clause in Welsh
(54), and from a coordinate structure in Egyptian Arabic) ((®enan 1985:156); the
English counterparts of both are clearly ungrammatical:

(54) ...r hety gwn y dyna i gadewoddry ford
thehatthel know the manthatit left onthetable
the hat that | know the man who left it on the table

(55) al-rajul allathihuawa ibna-huthahabdille New York
the-marwho he andson-hiswent to New York
The man who he and his son went to New York.

9The original statement was in terms of more general but yalzaien terms, restricting the possibilities
for ‘movement’ and ‘deletion’.
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When a language allows both movement or deletion and resusnmtonouns, it is
often the case that the former but not the latter obey thetints, as in these examples
from Modern Hebrew (Borer 1984:221,226):

(56) a. rdit-i Tet ha-yeledshe-fasher Dalyamakiralet ha<isha
saw-I ACC the-boy REL Dalyaloves ACC the-woman
shefohevet *(7oto)

REL-loves him
| saw the boy who Dalya knows the woman who loves him.

b. ralit-i Tet ha-yeledshe-Rasher RinaZohevet (*Toto) ve- Tet
saw-I ACC the-boy REL Rinaloves him  and-ACC
ha-xavera shelo
the-girlfriendhis
| saw the boy who Rina loves him and his girlfriend

Although Island Constraints have been extremely impoftarthe development of
syntactic theory, they tend to involve rather delicate priignts about complex struc-
tures, and exceptions to them appear to be relatively rakerefore they have not
played such a prominentrole in linguistic typology and theestigation of little-known
languages.

3.2 TheAccessibility Hierarchy

For typology and basic linguistic description, much mor@artant has been the Ac-
cessibility Hierarchy introduced by Keenan and Comrie {)®Which states implica-
tional universals governing what kinds of grammatical tiores NR,; can bear in the
relative clause. The relevant sentences are much simpktha judgements typically
more robust, than is the case for the Island Constraints. bBis& claim is that the
grammatical functions of a language are arranged in a ltieyssuch that if, in that
language, NR; can bear a given grammatical function, it can also bear alttians
that are higher on the hierarchy. The original formulatibthe Accessibility Hierar-
chyis:

(57) Subject> Direct Object> Indirect Object> Obliques> Genitives> Objects
of Comparison

Some consequences are that if a language can relative lagyihcan relativize sub-
jects, and that if it can relative genitives, it can alsotieize direct and indirect objects,
and obliques.

The hierarchy has held up pretty well under subsequent redsealthough some
clarifications are necessarily, and some potential coaréenples have been found.
Clarifications are needed for the notions of ‘Subject’ anditect Object’, since it
turns out that these concepts can'’t be taken for granted laragjuages (chapter 1.3,
The Major Functions of the Noun Phrase, Andrews).

18



32.1 Subjects

In most languages there is no substantial controversy abloat the subject is; it is a
grammatical function that is the normal means used for esgimg NPs irn ands func-
tion. NPs bearing this function can always be relativized, are in some languages the
only NPs that can be relativized. An example of such a langimlylalagasy (Keenan
1972:171)°

(58) a. Manasay lamba ny vehivahy
wash theclothesthewoman
The woman is washing the clothes

b. ny vehivahy(izay) manasay lamba
thewomen that wash theclothes
The woman who is washing the clothes

c. *ny lamba (izay) manasay vehivahy
theclothesthat wash thewomen
The clothes that the woman is washing

(58a) is a normal main clause, while (58b) is a postnominative in which NR;
functions as subject. (58c¢) is an attempt to produce avelatause where NR is the
object, but the result is rejected by informants as nonserssing ‘the clothes which
are washing the woman’. Furthermorenij vehivahyin (58c¢) is replaced with the
nominative pronoun forrizy, ‘she’, the result is completely ungrammatical and has no
interpretation at all.

One might imagine that this restriction would yield a veryexpressive system of
relative clauses, but the language avoids this by havinghaassortment of passive-
like constructions whereby NPs with various semantic robes be made subject. So
to relativize on a Patient we can use an ordinary passive:

(59) a. Sasan-'ny vehivahyny lamba
washpAassthewoman theclothes
The clothes are washed by the woman.

b. ny lamba (izay) sasan’ny vehivahy
the clothes(that) washfasg-thewoman
the clothes that are washed by the woman.

To relativize on an Instrument, we can use an ‘instrumerdgale’ passive, where an
Instrumental appears overtly as subject in the main clab@le)( omitted as N, in
(60c):

(60) a. Manastamba amin-'ny savonyRasoa
wash clotheswith-the soap Rasoa
Rasoa is washing the clothes with the soap.

10gee also Keenan (1976a).
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b. Anasan-dRasoa lamba ny savony
wash(NST.PAS9-Rasoealothesthe soap
The soap was used to wash clothes by Rasoa

c. ny savony(izay) anasan-dRasoa lamba
thesoap (that) wash(NST.PAS9-Rasoaclothes
the soap that Rasoa washed clothes with

The Australian language Dyirbal and the Philippine langu&dggalog resemble
Malagasy in that only one grammatical relation can be rafd, but differ in that
there is some controversy as to whether this grammaticatioal should be identified
as ‘subject’. The problem in Dyirbal is that the relativiEmrammatical relation is the
normal expression fog andp function, sometimes called an ‘absolutive’, rather than
s andA function, which would be uncontroversially subject (Dixb®72:99-105). So
we can form relative clauses where NHs s (61a) orp (61b) by merely adding the
relativizing affix to the verb in place of the tense-marker:

(61) a.pada banigu bagumbalbulu nina-n
I.NOM comeREL a long way downrivesit-FUT
I, who have come a long way downriver, will sit down

b. balan qugumbil gpada buagu pina-gu
CLASsSwoman@Bs) |.NOM watChREL Sit-NONFUT
The woman who | am watching is sitting down

But to relativize oma, we must first form the antipassive of the verb, which in a main
clause would express as an absolutive rather than an ergative, and expressa
dative rather than an absolutive:

(62) a. bayi yaa bagalga-pu bagul yuri-gu
CLASS man(@BSs) spearANTIP-NONPAST CLASS kangaroopAT
The man speared the kangaroo

b. bayi yaa bagalya-gu bagul yuri-gu banagaau
CLASSMan(@BsS) SpearANTIP-REL CLASS kangaroobAT returnNONPAST
The man who speared the kangaroo is returning

Similarly to Malagasy, Dyirbal also contains techniquesdrpressing instrumentals
and other semantic roles as absolutive (dersedo that they can serve 88REL.

The problem afforded by Dyirbal can be dealt with by sayireg for the purposes
of the Accessibility Hierarchy, ‘subject’ will be defined #s grammatical relation
that is normally borne by NPs ia function, regardless of whether this grammatical
relation is also the normal expressiomndfunction (the usual situation) or effunction
(unusual). See Fox (1987) for relevant discussion.

1pronouns in Dyirbal inflect with a nominative casexifs function and accusative i, while common
nominals have ergative ia function and absolutive irs/pP. The relative and nonfuture verb-forms are
sometimes identical but not always. Common nouns also riyrmppear with a classifier, here glossed
CLASS. The example (61a) has a nonrestrictive interpretationl, smmight be judged irrelevant to the
typolog of RCs as judged here, but the construction of whighdn instance appears to have both restrictive
and nonrestrictive interpretations. Since the consaagn't distinctively nonrestrictive, we'll include it.
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But this formulation won’'t work for Tagalog, because it camdrgued that there
are two grammatical functions that normally exprasiinction, an ‘a- subject’ or
‘Actor’, which is always associated with the NP iis function, and a ‘p-subject’
or ‘pivot’, which can be associated with eitheror p function, depending on the verb
form (chapter 1.3, The Major Functions of the NP, sectiorn) 5\ can address this
problem by saying that the relativizable grammatical fioret will always include one
that is normally associated withfunction (for intransitive verbs, it is clear that the
s is the unmarked choice for pivot, although others are ptesitOne can go on to
add that if there are multiple possibilities, the relatabie one will be the one that
also shows the topic-related subject properties such asdeiey to be definite, and
the ability to launch floated quantifiers (Keenan 1976b).ehmis of the discussion of
section 5 of chapter 1.3 (The Major Functions of the Noun Bér@&ndrews), we can
say that the p-subject will always be relativizable, if ii#g. What about languages
that lack a p-subject? Such languages, such as Warlpirgaagdp be quite liberal in
their possibilities for the grammatical function of NP therefore they don’t provide
evidence about the top of the Accessibility Hierarchy.

3.2.2 Objects, Indirect Objects, and Obliques

After subject-only relativization, the next least redivie kind of relatization allows
relativization of subjects and objects. Bantu languaget s$ Luganda provide an
example (Keenan 1972:1886):

(63) a. omukaze-ye-basse
woman SUBJREL-CL1.SG.SUBJ}Sleep
the woman who sleeps

b. omussaj@mukazigwe-ya-kuba
man woman OBJ.REL-CL1.SG.SUBJhit
The man who the woman hit

Obliques such as instrumentals cannot be directly retagili

(64) a. Johrya-tta enkonkon’ ekiso
Johnhe-killedchicken with knife
John killed a chicken with a knife

b. *ekisoJohnkye-ya-tta enkonkona
knife JohnrREL-he-killedchicken with
The knife that John killed the chicken with

Rather the instrumental must be first promoted to objecttlagul it can be relativized
as a syntactic objett

(65) a. Johrya-tt-is-a ekisoenkonko
Johnhe-kill-INSTR-TA knife chicken
John killed a chicken with a knife

12)n a Luganda relative clause, the verb is preceded by awelatarker indicating the gender (noun class),
number and case (subject vs. object) of NP
137A stands for ‘tense-aspect’.
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b. ekisoJohnkye-ya-tt-is-a enkoko
knife JohnrREL-he-kill-INSTR-TA chicken
the knife John killed a chicken with

A more common situation than prohibition of relativizatibalow direct object is to
limit the omission strategy for treating NIP (section 2.4) to subject and object, with
NP,.;s bearing functions lower on the AH handled by a differenatstyy, such as
resumptive or relative pronouns. Keenan and Comrie (197€8gmt Welsh and Finnish
as examples of this kind of language.

Below direct object come indirect object and oblique. Bufffiadilty arises from
the somewhat controversial nature of the ‘indirect objecticept, and its unclear rela-
tions to direct object and oblique, discussed in chaptgTihi& Major Functions of the
Noun Phrase, Andrews; see also Dryer 1986). In traditioredhgnar, indirect object
is often used to refer to Recipients, however the overt esgioe of Recipients may be
different from both direct objects and obliques (WarlpRpmance languages), or re-
semble one or the other, and even appear in multiple formsiimge language, such as
for example English, where Recipients can resemble eithigques or direct objects:

(66) a. Susan handed Paul the shovel
b. Susan handed the shovel to Paul

Keenan and Comrie did not distinguish between the varioyswaexpressing Recip-
ients, and the concomitant possibilities for Themes (tigei@ent that is transferred),
and it remains somewhat unclear what the true generaliraice.

A language where indirect object is a plausible grammatiekation is Basque,
where in some dialects, relativizing is restricted to satgeobjects and indirect ob-
jects, which carry distinct marking and are cross-refeeenan the verb. Below are
a basic sentence (a) and three possible relative clausegdpprenominally with the
verb marked with a suffixn (Keenan and Comrie 1977:72).

(67) a. gizon-a-k  emakume-a-ri liburu-a emandio
man-DEF-ERGWomManbEF-DAT book-DEFgive has
the man has given the book to the woman

b. emakume-a-ri liburu-a emandio-n gizon-a
womanbEF-DAT book-DEF give hasREL manDEF
the man who gave the book to the woman

C. gizon-a-k  emakume-a-ri emandio-n liburu-a
manDEF-ERGWOMaNbEF-DAT give hasREL boOk-DEF
The book the man gave to the woman

d. gizon-a-k liburu-a emandio-n emakume-a
man-DEF-ERG book-DEFgive hasREL womanbEF
The woman the man gave the book to

For relativization on an oblique NP in Basque, there arethffit possibilities in differ-
ent dialects. In some dialects, relativization is impossitvhereas in others, different
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strategies may be employed, such as placing the RC postatiyniand expressing
NP, with a resumptive pronoun. Since, in Basque, the consligtegiativizable NPs
are the same as those cross-referenced on the verb, we cdrasagre NPs include
indirect objects, and are always relativizable with prem@hRCs and omission of
NP.. If these conditions are not satisfied, relativization may Ime possible, or a
different strategy may be used, depending on the dialect.

In Basque, we could plausibly say that it is core NPs thatiwta, but in Ro-
viana (Keenan and Comrie 1977:63; Melanesian, New Gegrfg@jipients look like
obliques, being marked with a preposition, but relativizéhwthe subject-object strate-
gies of omission, rather than retaining a role-marking worthe manner of obliques.
It may be that indirect objects are core NPs that only supalifiaesemble obliques,
or that the original characterization of the AH in terms aflirect objects is indeed
correct. It remains to be seen what kind of analysis would bévated by further
investigation of this language.

Some modifications to the AH are suggested by Maxwell (1941, relevant ob-
servations are scattered through many grammars and ati@dehave appeared since
the 1970s; the subject appears to be due for a careful rethink

4 Thetreatment of S,

The next topic we will consider is the treatment f;Stself. An obvious point is that
RCs often begin with some kind of marker, which may be uniguRCs, or appear in a
wide variety of subordinate clauses. The former possittilits already been illustrated
by Modern Hebrew, with the RC-introducshe-fasher the latter can be exemplified
by English, where RCs can be introduced by the mattkat, also used to introduce
complement clauses and some other types, sudwo-dlatresultatives. The relative
marker may also appear as part of the verbal morphologyjusdrdted by Basque
above (67). Marking of the verb is most frequent when the \edbause-final, but can
happenwhen itisn't, as seen in Swahili (49 above). Kitga of Warlpiri RCs seems to
be a marker for adjoined RCs, while thgda marker of Navajo (20) is for for internal
RCs. Such markers therefore seem to occur with all types of RC

More interesting than mere marking are cases where songethiiin syntactic ram-
ifications happens to,S; the most prevalent occurrences are forms of reduction and
nominalization, of §, discussed in the next section below, and marking that cdaes t
syntactic function of NR;, as discussed in section 4.2.

4.1 Reduction and Nominalization

Nominalization occurs when the structure of a clause gieesesevidence of at least
a partial conversion to nominal type. Typical indicatorauebbe marking the subject
like a possessor, attaching possessor morphology to theagesross-referencing with
the subject, or attaching other typical nominal morpholsggh as determiners or case-
marking to the verb. In Japanese, for example, the subjéotdative and certain other
kinds of subordinate clauses may be optionally marked viighgienitive case-marker
noinstead of thegathat normally appears on subjects (Andrews 1985:27):
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(68) korewa [anohito  ga/no kai-ta] hon desu
this THEME that persorNOM/GEN write-PAST bookis
This is the book which that person wrote

Nominalization is commonly found with internal relativés L akhota for example (35
above) we find the relative clause being directly followedlbyerminers, an indication
of nominal status.

Reduction is another frequent characteristic gf.SReduced clauses have a re-
stricted range of tense-aspect-mood marking, using éiffiiorms than ordinary unre-
duced clauses, and may furthermore have some participdigaturily missing. In
English, for example, there are reduced relative clausag tise-ing and ‘passiveed
forms!4

(69) a. People eating peanuts will be prosecuted
b. People reported to be absent will be fined

The -ing form requires the subject to be omitted, and rejects pregresand modal
auxiliaries, only allowing, somewhat marginalhgveforms:

(70) a. *People being walking down the road will be arresmwds/agrancy.
b. *People canning speak French will be detained
c. ?People having filled out this form should go through therdm the left.

The passive reduced form #ed requires its subject to omitted, and allows no tense-
aspect-mood inflection of any kind, but is able to be integaies either time simulta-
neous with or prior to the main claugeeople suspected of swapping soageople
accused of swapping songs

The properties of reduced relatives in English and manyrdéinguages are consis-
tent with the idea that they lack certain syntactic compésfund in ordinary clauses,
such as for example a tense-marker or ‘auxiliary’ constituAs noted in section 1.1.1
above, reduced RCs sometimes appear in different positiars full ones do, and
when this is the case, they always seem to occupy a positsonogicupied by adjec-
tives. Reduction is the norm for prenominal RCs; Japaneseusual in not having
a reduced tense-mood system in its RCs, in spite of the ggitgenitive marking of
subjects, an indication of nominalization.

Both reduction and nominalization appear to be restriatezhtbedded RCs; there
are no accounts of co-relative RCs showing either phenomeral in English, even
structures that might in principle be taken as extraposaéwied relatives could be also
be analysed as circumstantial adverbials:

(71) a. A manwalked in who was wearing a hat
b. ?*The man walked in who was wearing a hat

c. A manwalked in wearing a hat

14These latter can be spelled out morphologically by a widdetsarof means, including vowel-
replacement with or without an affeen (dug, frozer), as well as theed affix.
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d. The man walked in wearing a hat

In (b), we see that the extraposed relative isn’t very aa@ptwith a definite subject,
while in (d), we see that no such restriction applies withause-finaing modifier,
suggesting that these are not reduced relatives.

4.2 Marking the Function of NP,

Some languages mark information about the function of Néh the verb or com-
plementizer of the relative clause. An example is Turkishewe normal RCs appear
prenominally in the head. There are two types depending cthvein NR, is inside
the subject, or not. In the first case, the verb is in a nonfioitan marked with-en,
and the subject, if overt, is nominative. In the second, thd s marked with the
nominalizer-dig- followed by cross-referencing of the subject, which is ia ¢enitive
case if it appears overly (Underhill 1972:88-90, Andrews 1985:32-33):

(72) a. [mekteb-e gid-en] oglan
school-DATgo-SUBJRELboy
The boy who goes to school

b. [ogl-u mekteb-e gid-en] adam
son-3SGschool-DATgo-SUBJRELmMan
The man whose son goes to school

(73) a. [Halil-in  dldur-dug-u] adam
Halin-GENKill-NOM-3SG man
The man who Halil killed

b. [oglan-in mekteb-in-e git-tig-i] adam
boy-GENschool-3SG-DATgo-NOM-3SGman
The man whose school the boy goes to

What is particularly interesting is that then/-anparticiple is used not only when NP
is the subject, but when it is contained within the subjent(eertain sentence-initial
locatives which are arguably but not obviously subjectsdiasussed by Underhill).
These forms also illustrate nominalization and reductidre non-subject relatives are
nominalized inasmuch as their subjects are genitive arichbibds are cross-referenced
with genitive morphology. And both types of clauses showgrée of reduction, using
a single form for nonfuture instead of distinguishing past aonpast. A considerably
more complex system of this nature, with a three-way diitindoetween subject, ob-
ject and oblique, is described for the Polynesian langudmar©rro by Chung (1982).
Another form of role-marking is to distinguish cases wheReNis core (and typi-
cally omitted) versus oblique (typically retained). A veényoughly described example
of this sort is Modern Irish (McCloskey (1979), esp. pp. 5fa0the most basic facts,
McCloskey (2002), Asudeh (2004) for more recent discugsionthis language there
are two distinct RC-markers, both pronounce} put differing in their phonologi-
cal effect on the following word. One effect, traditionatiglled ‘lenition’, involves

15The subject can be omitted if it is pronominal; both affixegeheowel-harmony alternations
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deletion or conversion to aspiration or a fricative, and atiger, traditionally called
‘nasalization’, involves nasalization or voicing. Follmg McCloskey, we'll represent
the particle with lenition asiL, nasalization agN (combining conventional orthog-
raphy with additional morphophonemic information). RCshnomitted subject and
object NR,; are called ‘direct relatives’, and takd, RCs with retained NR, (object,
oblique and possessive, but not subject) are called ‘intdnedatives’, and takaN.
Examples of subject and object direct relatives are:

(74) a. anfear alL dhiol® an domhan
themanDIR.REL sold theworld
the man who sold the world

b. an scribhneoialL mholannna mic léinn{
thewriter DIR.REL praise thestudents
the writer who the students praise

And here are some indirect relatives:

(75) a. anscribhneoiaN molannna mic léinné
thewriter IND.REL praise thestudents him
the writer who the students praise

b. a fearaN dtabharant an t'airgeaddo
themanIND.REL give youthemoney to-him
the man who you give the money to

c. a fearaN bhfuil a mhathairsan otharlann
themanIND.RELthe motherin-the hospital
the man whose mother is in the hospital

The marking of the nature of NR appears not only on the RC itself, but also on any
subordinate clauses withpthat contain NE;. So from a sentence such as (a) below,
we form the relative clause (b):

(76) a. MheasmégurL thuig méan t-arscél
thoughtl that understood thenovel
| thought that | understood the novel

b. an t-OrscéalhL meas meéalL thuig mé
thenovel DIR.REL thoughtl DIR.REL understood
the novel | thought | understood

When NR,; is resumptive, a variety of things can happen. One podyilislithat the
minimal clause containing the resumptive pronoun begitisati, while higher clauses
up to and including 3; begin withal:

(77) a. DeirsiadgoNmeasanrsibh  goN bhfuil an eochairinsa doras
say theythat think  you.pLthat is thekey in-thedoor
They say that you think that the key is in the door
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b. an dorasaL deirsiadaL mheasansibhaN bhfuil an eochairann
thedoor DIR say theyDIR think yOou IND is thekey in-it
the door they say you think the key is in

See McCloskey (2002) and Asudeh (2004) for further discunsand analysis. Zaenen
(1983) discusses a variety of other cases in which ap,Pother ‘extracted’ element
has an effect on the possibilities for clause-structure.

5 Further Reading

Typological surveys of relative clauses include Downing48), Andrews (1985), and
Lehmann (1986); Andrews also devotes some attention totremtions resembling
RCs in various languages. Cole (1987) and Basilico (1998)ide analyses of internal
RCs in various languages, while Srivastav (1991) gives agepth treatment of co-
relative and non-corelative RCs in Hindi. Asudeh (2004)vpdes a very thorough
analysis of resumptive pronouns, and other aspects of titevspf postnominal RCs
in a number of languages. A very important but unfortunatelgtively inacessible
source is Lehmann (1984).
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