‘
M
wor &

X

|

 appear in such sentent

¥ oo ,Wf/l?,

It should be pg
morpheme and which mus
two major sources disg
as (4.101) shows, therx
(4.100a) and (4.100b)|
to contain structures

(4.100) a. I

— b. 1
(4.101) a.

b

b‘ *h
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inted out thet thevre are instances of the

t be derived from different sources than the

ussed in Lakoff and Peters (1966). For instance,

e is a difference in relativizability between
even though both sentences in (4.100) appear
that are coordinate, by definition (4.85).

went to the store and bought some whisky.
went to the store and Mike hought some whisky.

ught.
re's the whisky which I went to the store and
ke bought. .

nge s the whlsky whlch I weut to the store and

However, as George Lakoff has pointed out to me, there are
clear syntactic indications that the relative clause in (4,1Cla) is

not an instance of ordinary sentence conjunction.

‘First of all, it

is only with non-stative verbs as tlie main verb of the second
conjunct that sentences like (4.101a) can be constructed

(4.102) a.

b.

~ Secondly, the

(4.103) a. 1

b. *T}
P}

Thirdly, there

(4.100a) in everything
relativizable as (4.1

C(4.104) a. 1
wl
b, *T]

a

The fact that (4.100a
which contains a purp
of (4.102b), (4.103b)
ungrammatical purpose
respectively) suggest
formation of the rela
the underlying struct
way, that relativizat

1087 » nasl.. -f\',«v,

Tony has a Fiat and yearns for a tall nurse.
*The tall nurse who Tony has a Fiat and yearns
for is cruel to him.

econd conjunct cannot he negative:

went to the movies and didn't pick up the shirts.
ie shirts which I went to.the movies and dida't
ick up will cost us a lot of money.

are restrictions on the tenses that may
res as (4.101la). Thus (4.104a) parallels
but tense, but the NP the whiskz is not
D4b) indicates.

went to the store and have bought some excellent
hislky.

he excellent whisky which I went to the store

1d have bought was very costly

), on one reading, is synonymous with (4.105a},

pse clause, and the fact that the ungrammaticality
, and {4.104b) is matched by correspondingly
clauses (cf. (4.105b), (4.105¢), and (4.105d)

s that the reading of (4.100a) which allows .the
tive clause of (4.101a) be derived from whatever
ure is that underlies (4.105a).% Note, by the

ion is also possible in (4.105a), as (4.106) shows.

oo oearte “Q th, “ and

posda e Henlion o do o

pit asstosch

MM
badl
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(4 105) a. . I went to the store to buy some whisky.
b. *Tony has a Fiat to yearn for a tall nurse.
 ©. *I went to the movies - not to } pick the shirts up.
d., *I went to the store to have gought some whisky.

(4. 106) Here's the whisky which I went to the store to buy.
- There are other instances of the morpheme and which a similar

line of argument suggests should not be derived from coordinate nodes

in deep structure. For example, consider the sentences in (4.107): Lpp&ﬂ”‘///
. . o 3 P
(4.107) a. She's ruined her dress now, o
b, I've-got to |try and) find that screw. -

¢. Aunt Hattie wants you toiEe nice and/kiss your gramny.

As T have no plausible analysis for these sentences, I will merely
point out that they are not subject to (4.84):

(4.108) ‘a. Which dress has she gone and ruined now? }
b. The screw which I've got to try and find holds the
frammis to the myolator.
c. Which granny does Aunt Hattie want me to be nice
and kiss? :

The fact that the sentences of (4.108) and sentence (4.10la) are
grammatical might mean that (4.84) is simply wrong, but the facts I
presented in (4.102) - (4.106) suggest that this may not be so, at
least with regard to (4.101a). Rather it may be the case that none
of these sentences contain coordinate structures at the time when
questions, relative clauses, etc. are formed, but only are converted

into coordinate structures later, or that ver contain ¢ ;}'éZZCﬂu
structures at all. 1In fact I know of no other teé or coordinate
structure than the one (4. 84) provides, erefore seems quite Accrirn

reasonable to me to assume that one of the last two possibilities
mentioned above is correct. .

It is perhaps worthwhile to show how (4.84) can provide a test
for coordinate structure. (4.10%) can be converted into (4.109b) by
the rule of Capping (Ross 19672d)) «

(4.109) a. The boy worls in a skchraper and the girl works
' ' in a quonset hut.
b. The boy works in a skyscraper and the girl in a
quonget hut,

The structure underlying these sentences is: that shown_in (4.110).



(4.110)

When Gapping aj
of the verb works, it
immediately dominates
both. There is nc evi
the circled node VP, 1
cease to be a cooru;ua
(4.85), and the boxed
that they do not (cf.

{(4.111) a. *Whi

qud
b. *The

in

c. *Thd

in

- d. *Wh
sky

is most simply account
coordinate structure ¢
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MNP - the girl v NP
,/’///
orks P ,NP : works WP

.in  a’skyscraper _Eui uonset

wplies to (4.110), deleting the second occurrence
might be proposed that either the node VP which
it or the circled node S should be pruned, or
dence which argues for or against retention of
tut if the circled S were pruned, (4.110) would
ite structure, under the definition given in

NF's in (4.110) should hbecome movable. The fact
(4.111))

ch boy works im a skyscraper and the girl in a
ynset hut? ‘

» skyscraper which the boy works in and the girl
a quonset hut belongs to lncle Sam.

» girl who the boy works in a skyscraper and

a quonset hut has a dimple on hetr nose.

ich quonset hut does the boy work in a

rscraper and the girl in?

ted for by assuming that (4.110) retains its
even after Gapping has applied, i.e., that the

putative convention which pruned the circled S was incorrect.

It can slso be
in the course of a dei
(op. cit.) argue that
a sequence of optiona
with and then adjoin
sentence. !l

(4.112) Billy

shown that cocrdinate structure can disappear
rivation So, for instance, Lakoff and Peters

(4.112) should be derived from (4.113) by

L rules which convert an occurrence of and to

the with-phrase to the main VP of the

went to the movies with a luscious chick.
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(4.113) S

T
/\

and NP went to the movies

Billy a luscious chick

E._
The circled NP is not relativizable unless Conjunct Movement
has applied (cf. (4.114)): ' A

(4.114) a. The luscious chick who Billy went to the movies
with will wed me ere the morn.
b. *The luscious chick who Billy and went to the
movies will wed me ere the morn.

Similarly, in the conjoined stfucture (4.115),

(4.115) 8
el
and S 3
. P
NP - VP . NP VP

| —\ N —
Pletro Y' {NP /}ﬂi\\\ Sofia T

bought a Fervrari from me ‘ adores Pletro

The circled NP can only be relativized if the second conjoined sentence
has been inserted into the first as an appositive clause.

(4,116) a. *The Ferrari which Pietro bought from me and
Sofia adores him cost him a bundle.
b. The Ferrari which Pietro, who Sofia adores,
bought from me cost him a bundle,

\3019{kﬂ 16, These two facts illustrate a perhaps obvious point: whether or not a
constituent can be moved depends not on deep structure, but on derived -
structure. - :

4.2.4,

not apply. These are rule schemata which move a constituent out of
all the conjuncts of a coordinate structure. In Lakoff and Ross (in
preparation b), an analysis of conjoined sentences is explored which
takes the process which converts such sentences as (4.117a) into
(4.117b) as being the fundamental process in conjunction.

/ 4.2.4.1. There is an important class of ruies to which (4.84) does
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4.i117) a. Sally might be pregnant, and éveryone believes
s Sheila definitely is pregnant,

b.  Sally might be, and everyone believes Sheila
definitely is, pregnant.

[{ We propose a rule of C
right or left of the ¢

bnjunction Reduction which Chomsky-adjoihs to the

bordinate node a copy of some constituent which
occurs in all conjuncts, on a right or left branch, respectively,
and then deletes the original nodes.

te Thus thisg rule converts (4.118),
which underlies (4.117), into (4. 119)

- {4.113)

/,///\\‘\\ , ' ’,,f”)’\
NP . P ‘

| B NP VP

.. [ AR 3

\ Sally might be Y everyone V

% pregnant belleves §\

| NP )

! ‘ ] 4(*/”’
E Sheila definitely is \Y
: ’ pregnant
g (6.119) | [

-{ : ‘c,rs . v v

| e “-_~\‘\‘§ . [

Z and S : , s S pregnant

% /’//\\., af//ff\\\“\

s NP VP | WP

‘ NN ,/’//N\\\

\ ‘Sally might be everyone,,
R o . belieg§§.li£ s _

Vo | | 16(/*\\¥@ o

i ‘
z . Sheila definitely is

It is important to note that Conjunction Reduction must work

I,"a ross the board" -- the element adjoined to the coordinate node

must occur in each confjunct. Thus (4.120a) can be converted to
(4.120b), but not (4.1Rla) to (4.121b).




(4.120) a.
b.
(4.121) a.
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Tom picked these grapes, and I washed these grapes,
and Suzie will prepare these grapes.

Tom picked, and I washed, and Suzie will prepare,
these grapes.

‘Tom picked these grapes, and I washed some turnips,

and Suzie will prepare these grapes.

b. *Tom picked, and I washed some turnips, and Suzie

will prepare, these grapes.

It appears that the rule of Relative Clause Formation must also

apply "across the board;

have to derive from
(4.123),

(4.122) Stud

"

the relative clause in (4.122) would seem to
a structure with an embedded disjunction, as in

ents. who fail the finsl exam or who do not do the

reading will be executed.

(4.123)

~
NP

stud

V

,»f"”hk“‘-\\\ i

ents fail the final exam students do not do the reading

rather than sentence

(4.124), whose main clause is a disjunction,

because (4.124) is not synonymous with (4.122).

(4.124) Stud
stud

It is obvious
apply across the boa
{4.125a)), and Parti

ents who fail the final exam will be executed or
ents who do not do the reading will be executed,

that there are many rules which do not necessarily
rd -- passives can be conjoined with actives (cf.
cle Movement and Extraposition may apply in some

conjuncts but not in
(4.125) 2.

b.
c.

others (cf. (4.125b) and (4.125¢)).

John has been captured by the cops and I'm
afraid he'll talk.

I heated up the coffee and Sally wiped the table off.

That Peter showed up is a miracle and it is doubtful

that he'll ever come again.

v
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4,2.4.2. At present,
convincingly be argued
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gince I only know of two rules which can
to apply across the board, it 1s perhaps too

early to look for formal properties of rules which correlate with the

way the rules apply.
the across~the-board r
from conjuncts, while
and many others like t
within a conjunct.

It is evident,
which was g
conjuncts, but it is n
Formation which was g

elements out of conjuncts.

elementary operation o
in the structural chan
a variable and that va
nothing happens to tha

Nonetheless, I find it significant that both of
ules operate in such a way as to remove elements
rules like Passive, Particle Movement, Extraposition,
hem which could be cited, merely rearrange items

even from the infermal description of C on]unction

iven above, that this rule moves elements out of
ot evident fro e statement of Relative Clause
iven in (4.2)”that this rule must also move
Under the normal interpretation of the

f sister-adjunction, which is symbolized by '+’
ge of (4.2), when one term 18 sister-adjoined to
riable is null for some particular structure,

t structure. That this convention is necessary

can be seen from the following considerations:

The fule of Ext

raposition sister-adjoins the sentence to a

variable, as can be se
(4.126). .

en from the formal statement of this rule in

(4.126) Extréposition _
X - [dt - 81 - Y
WP OPT
1 2 3 4 = —
1 2 o 4+3

With the above
to apply to (4.127), n
apposition to it would

(£.127)

Thug the next r

condition on sister-adjunction, if (4.126) were
o change would be effected: the sentence in
stay within its NP.

. O -
» ,w”f)/’($$\‘5¥\ ‘
v NP
1 /\
claimed i 3

Ezét Bob is a nut

NP ' '
i
I

o~

ule in the ordering, It Deletion, could be

formulated as shown in (4.128).
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(4.128) It Deletion

X - [it - 8] - Y S
NP OBLIG

1 2 3

1 0 3

&S

However, if the convention I have suggested were not in effect,
"vacuous extraposition"l3 would be possible, and the embedded sentence
could be moved out of its NP and attached somewhere higher up the tree,
as in (4.129) (just where it would attach is not relevant for my argu-
ment, and I have drawn two dotted lines from the extraposed S in
(4.129) to indicate two possibilities). '

(4.129) s

i X
1 i
claimed ‘QE that Bob was a nut

But #f (4.127) can be converted into (4.129), then (4.128) will
have to be modified as shown in (4.130), for otherwise this rule would
not delete the it in (4.129), and the ungrammatical (4.131) would result.

(4.130) X -1t -§ - ¥
?ija OBLIG
A ! 1 2 3 4 >

1 0 3 4
(4.131) *I claimed it that Bob was a nut.

But there are many sentences whic

2 show that (4.130) is far too
strong: it requires the deletion of ;E} before any sentence whatsoever,
and it is easy to construct sentences where this extra power leads to
wrong results. In (4.132a), for instance, the it which is the object
of claim will be deleted, because it precedes the clause [and I think

so_toolg, and the ungrammatical (4.132b) will result,

(4.132) a. Although Bob may not be a nut, many people have
claimed it [and I think so too]s.
b. *Although Bob may not be a nut, many people have
claimed and I think so too.

To avoid converting (4.132a) into (4.132b), while still
requiring the it in (4.131) to delete, some method would have to be



=

£

A

-

AN

v

found of indicating th
"appropriate' as an en
but that this is not ¢
so too in (4.132a). 1
convention of appropri
the definition of sis

Ross Constraints 101

at the sentence that Bob was a nut is somehow

vironment for the deletion of the it of (4.131),
he case with respect to the sentence and I think

n the absence of independent evidence for such a
ateness, it seems more desirable to me to reject
ter-adjunction which gives rise to these

difficulties by allowing “vacuous" extraposition, and to impose the
suggested condition on this operation -~ that if a term is sister-
adjoined to a null vayiable, no change in the d.c.s. will result.

Now let us return to the problem of the proper formulation
of the rule of Relative Clause Formation. Robin Lakoff has pointed

relativized (cf. (4.1

out to me that NP's in the position of the boy in (4.133) cannot be

34)).

(4.133) The bgy and the girl embraced.

(4.134) *The b

The fact that (4.134)

dy who and the girl embraced is my neighbor.

is ungrammatical should be accounted for by the

Coordinate Structure {Jonstraint, but since this constraint only

prevents constituents

frow being moved, it must be the case that the

formulation of the rule of Relative Clause Formation which was given

in (4.2) is wrong. (

4.2) specifies that the identical NP shall be

sister-adjoined to a variable, and since this variable is null in the
case of (4.133), by the argument given above, this NP would not be
moved by (4.2), and thus the constraint would not be in effect.l?

But if (4.2) is reformulagted as in (4.135), the identicel NP will be

moved, whether it is
not .

the first constituent of the relative clause or

(4.135) Relat

1

1

Condi
The symbol '#' denote
brackets in the struc

‘not to be adjoined to
the sequence of terms

jve Clause Formation

OBLIG
2 3 4 5 6
2 4# {3 O© 5] 6
tion: 2 = 4

g the operation of Chomsky-adjunction, and the
tural change indicate that the adjoined term is
term 3, but rather to the node which dominates
enclosed in the brackets, in this case, the node

S. Thus (4.135) converts (4.135&) into_(4}136b);18 -
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(4.136) a. . . NP

8
€
f—
>§

T N\

%%WW# | saw the boy

A the boy NP 3
lolw L /N /<l\
/N the boy NP Ve
v Wl l l
/o 1 v
0 ﬁj : |
saw

A (cse)

And since (4. 84) would prevent the circled NP node in (4 137) from
being raised and” Chomsky-adjoined to the circled S by rule (4.135),
sentences like (4.134) would be blocked.

(4.137) NP
/ /
NP
NP NP \'
AN
the boy . and NP embraced

the girl

: Therefore, except for the possibility that the ungrammaticality
- of (4.134) can be explained by rule ordering, along the lines suggested
in footnote 17, it seems that it is necessary to formulate the rule of
r Relative Clause Formation in such a way that it becomes formally - pr mped
similar to the rule of Conjunction Reduction which L akoff and I have
proposed. Both rules would have the effect of moving elements contained
in conjuncts out of those conjuncts, and possibly it is this formal
\sé. property that the fact that they are both across-the-board rules must
be attributed to.

ol M. ‘;R@!@llzow« ol vt
Q;ﬁ , BUT%M& WP e in a coosd

MA« , &sC Ww 5 PYS - o SO SROVYE YV
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4.2,4.3. There are other problems in grammar which are reminiscent of

the across—the~board

pplication of the two rules just discussed.

These have to do with the necessity of excluding such sentences. as_
those in (4.139), while allowing those in (4.138). -

2 WH Qs
(4.138) a. en did you get back and what did you bring me?
" b. (You) make yourself comfortable and I'll wash the ¢ #i&v
: dishes.
c¢. Did Merv show up {jagg_}-did,you play chess? 5 Nesns e

gk

(4.139) a. *Sally's sick and what did you bring me?
b. *(You) make yourself comfortable and I got sick.
c. *What are you eating or did you play cness?l9 - wh &4 1‘#

At first glance, it might seem possible to distinguish between

(4.138a) and (4.139a)
form ted in such a

by claiming that the Question Rule must also be
yay as to Chomsky-adjoin the questioned element

to the sentence which|it is moved to the front of. “Support for such
a proposal comes from|the fact that it is not any more possible to

itc.

(4 140). *Whic

question the NP the bgz_in‘(4.133) that it was possSible to relativize

boy and the glrl enbraced”

The facts of (4.134) and (4.140) are similar, and I think that

it is correct to main
in the same way as th

lated in (4.135), so

adjoined to the sente
questions should be d
after having been Cho
could be excluded, wh

(4.141) *I'm

Promising thou
being strengthened to
For instance, in Japa

moved from its origi

the object of the ver

(4.142) Zyooz

ain that the Question Rule must be reformualted
rule of Relative Clause Formation was reformu-
hat the questioned element, too, will be Chomsky-
ce. Also, since it seems likely ‘that yes-no
rived from whether-clauses whose initial element,
ky~adjoined, is later deleted, sentence (4.141)
le (4. 138c) was allowed.

ungry {Té } did you play qhesé?'

h tils approach seems, it is nét capable of
account for a wide range of additional facts.
ese questions, the questiouned element is not

1 position in the structure. Thus to question
mita 'saw' in (4.142),

i wa/sekena o/hita.
fish = saw
saw a fish.'

it is sufficient to rpplace the word sakana 'fish' with the question

word nani ‘'what' and

dd the question morpheme ka to the end of the

sentence, as in (4.143)
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(4.143) Zyoozyi wa/nani o/mita/ka
'What did George see?'

But the fact that (4.143) cannot be conjoined with a declarative
like (4.144), as the ungrammaticality of (4.145) shows,

(4.144) neko ga/nete / iru,
cat sleeping is
'The cat is sleeping.'

(hita ka (to)

(4.145) *Zyoozyi wa nani o { mite , neko ga nete iru,
mi
*'What did George sée and the cat is sleeping.'

while two qﬁestions can be conjoined (cf. (4.146)),

(4.146) Zyoozyi wa/nani 9/m1/neko wa/nani o/tabetaka?
George what 'see cat what ate

'What did George see and what did the cat eat?'

indicates that the attempt to exclude sentences, some of whose conjuncts

1 are declaratives and others questions, by making the English rule of
| Question an across-the~board rule cannot be a successful solution to

the problem in universal grammar of ensuring that only the "right kinds"
of sentences get conjoined. It would seem that the non-sentences of
(4.139) must therefore be excluded not by transformational constraints,
but rather by deep structural ones.

In fact, there is evidence within English which supports this
claim. Thus it seems that even questions like those in (4.147),
which contain more than one WH-word but presumably have no history of
reordering at all in their derivations, cannot be conjoined with
declaratives (cf._(&.léf)), although they can be conjoined with normal
questions (cf. (4.1%%)). :

(4.147) a. Who ate what?
'b. What exploded when?
c¢. Who gave what to whom?

(4.148) a. Where did you go and who ate what?
b. What exploded when and who was hurt?
c. How long did this fit of generosity last and who
gave what to whom?

e



(4.149)
~ b. *Wh
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a. *I iaw you there and who ate what? ,
t exploded when and I warned you it would?

c. *Whe gave what to whom and I'm sickened at this‘

gentiment.

As far as I can|see, only some kind of deep structure constraint

can be used to exclude (4.149).
respect to (4.138b).
with (4.150),

Moreover, the same 1s true with

In one sense of this .sentence, it is synonymous

(4.150) If you| make yourself cbmfortable, I'11l wash the dishes.

But there is another serise of (4.138b) which is a command, or a

suggestion; and if th
result has only this ense.

(4.151)  (You)

word Blease ia inserted into (4. 138b) the

) eaée make youfself comfortable and I'll
- wash the dishes. :

" The fact that sentences like (4.139b) and (4.152) are ungrammatical

(4.152)

*(You) please make yourself comfortable and

the cat is dead \‘

I've studied Greek

&Jack left

cannot be accounted for by an appeal to some across-the-board rule
‘which has not applied to all conjuncts, because the only rule in
question, Imperative, only applies to the first conjunct to delete

constraint on what tenses can be used 1n séntences which are con-

QLﬂﬁ* k;ﬁb“' )ﬁ \lthe subject you. It therefore seems that only some deep structure

joined to commands can exclude (4. 139b) and (4.152).

Notice,

incidentally, that it 1§ not in genéral the case’ that if the first
sentence of a conjoined sentence is in the future tense all
subgsequent conjuncts mus t also be:

| (4.153) Harry will be in the Marines next year and Herman
. was drafted last night.

Exactly[ihat the nature of deep structure constraints on

¥ || conjoined sentences is)is an interesting topic which has been
0uf’ studied far too little and which I can contribute nothing to at

present.

Why, for instance should there be a difference between

(4.138c) and (4.139¢)? Whatever the answer to this and similar

questions turns out to be, my basic point remains valid:

there are

:*r both transformational and deep structural constreints which must f
be formulated to app]y to all conjuncts in a coordinate structure.
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4.2.4.4, Sentences such as those in (4.154) raise problems which may
be related to across~the-borad constraints.

(4.154) a. Sasha is gobbling down blintzes faster than I
. ‘can reheat them,
b. I want to peruse that contract before filing it
- away.
¢. Fred tore the curtain in rolling it up.

Although the sentences are so complex that positive judgments
are difficult to come by, I believe it to be the case that when
relative clauses are formed from the sentences in (4. 154), both the
NP's blintzes, that contract and the curtain themselves and their

anaphoric pronouns may seem to be relativized at once, as is the
case in the sentences in (4.155).

(4.155) a.??The blintzes which Sasha is gobbling down faster /nﬂ*l4g-}@h4

‘than I can reheat are extremely tasty, if I do
gay so. '
b. ?I suspect that the contract which I wanted to QK
peruse before filing away may have some loopholes.
c. The curtain which Fred tore in rolling up was the
kind gift of my maternal Aunt Priscilla.

I believe it is theoretically possible to relativize any
number of NP's at once, although the resulting sentences are somewhat
less than felicitous: the a-sentences below have been converted into
relative clauses in the corresponding b-sentences.

(4.156) a. I want to peruse that contract before damaging
it while filing it away.
b. ?The contract which I want to peruse before damaging o<
while filing away is written on Peruvian papyrus.

(4.157) a. ?I want to peruse that contract after copying it
by treating it in milk while pressing it between
two pieces of marble in flattening it out.
b.?*The contract which I want to peruse after copying oK
by treating in milk while pressing between two
pieces of marble in flattening out is a beautiful
pilece of art.

- Whether or nmot such tortured constructions as this last are to
be accorded some degree of Englishness is not of great importance for
‘this study, since I cannot even propose a rule which will generate
less questionable examples, such as (4.155) and (4. 156b). What makes
these sentences similar to the ones discussed in 84.2.4.2 above is the
fact that not only does it seem possible to relativize some NP



simultanecusly from a

to relativize an NP fr
the anaphoric pronouns
'in (4. 158), these WP ¢

Ross Constraints 107

number of clauses, but it does not seem possible
om only the second of these clauses. Thus if
of (4.154) are replaced by different NP, as
nnot be relativized as (4 159) shows.

ha is gobbling down blintzes faster than I

can reheat the fishballs. '

"1 want to peruse that contract before £iling

_away the deed.

(4.158) a. Sa
b.

B ¢c. Fr
(4.159) a. *I

’ . wh)

A thi

b. *Th

be

c.7*Th

ro

The similarity

possible to relativize
(4.160)):

(4.160) a.
b. 1
be

c.
‘ .-up

Notice that it

d tore the curtain 1n'rolling,up the’ wallpaper.

think Anita may have poisoned the fighballs
ich Sasha is gobbling down blintzes faster
n I can reheat,

deed which I want to peruse that contract
fore filing away is probably a forgery.
e wallpapar which Fred tore the curtain in
Iling up had a pleasing_geometrical’patternL

stops here,” however for, bafflingly, it is

NP in just the first of these clauses (cf

blintzes which Sasha is gobbling down faster

iEFn I can reheat the’ fishballs are extremely
ta

sty, if I do say so. .
suspect that the contract which I want to peruse

was the kind gift of my maternal Aunt Priscilla.

is similarly possible to relativize just the

NP's blintzes, that contract and the curtain in (4.154):

The blintzes which Sasha is gobbling down faster

an 1 can reheat them are extremely ‘tasty, if

I |do say 'S0,

(4.161) a.
th
b. 71

'bc;

These facts suggest ti
sentences in (4.155)
across~the-board rule.
first step in this den

suspect that the contract which I wanted to

peruse before filing it away may have some ‘loopholes.
?THe curtain which Fred tore in rolling it up was
the kind gift of my maternal Aunt Prisciila.

at it may be incorrect to attempt to derive the

directly from (4.154) by some kind of modified

The sentences in (4.161) may bé a necessary

optionally e (4.151)
support by the fact th

to produce (4.153).
at there are differences 1n acceptability among

fore filing away the deed‘may have somé loopholes.
The curtain which Fred tore in rolling the wallpaper v//

ivation, with a rule of pronoun deletion applying -
This idea 1s given additional

7

4

v

*

X
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the sentences of (4.155) which are exactly reversed in the sentences
of (4.161). That is, while (4.155a) is far more awkward for me than
(4.155b), which in turn is slightly more awkward than the fully
grammatical (4.155c), in (4.161), it is the a-version which is fully
grammatical, the b-version which is slightly doubtful, and the ¢~
version which is the most dubious of all. These differences can be
accounted for if it 1s assumed that the rule of pronoun deletion which
transforms (4.161) into (4.155) is obligatory in the case of (4.16lc),
optional in the case of (4.161b), and not applicable in the case of
‘(4.161a). This attempt at explanation does not yet have much force,

v/ for I have no idea what features of the environment the optionality
of this rule depends upon, nor how to state the rule, but perhaps it
is at least a correct line of attack on this problem.

14.2.5. In summary, I have tried to show in the above sections that
Case F of §2.2 can be excluded by a constraint of great genmerality,
' )# the Coordinate Structure Constraint, which is needed independently of
the other constraints of this chapter. It 1s more powerful than the
A-over-A principle, which cannot exclude sentences like (4.82). It
. %k éan be used as a criterion for coordinate structure, and on this
basis, it was argued in 84.2.3 that nodes which are coordinate in
dgep structure may cease to be so in the course of a derivation and
‘#( thHat nodes which appear to be coordinate in surface structure may not
1be} The statement of the constraint in (4.84) was shown to require
modification to account for the facts of the class of across-the-board
'_‘rules, which must operate in all conjuncts simultaneously. A tentative
hypothesis about the formal properties of such across-the~board rules
was iadvanced. At present, I know of no rules which are not subject to
the Coordinate Structure Constraint, except for the rule of Appositive
Clause Formation, which I will discuss in §6.2.4 below, so I propose
that: this constraint be added to the theory of grammar.

4.3.1 The Pied Piping Convention

4.3.1. In this section, I will suggest a comstraint which can
succéssfully account for the evidence for the A-over-A principle
which: was presented in case D and case E of 82.2, and a convention
which will provide for the generation of all the relative clauses in
the sentences of (4.163). These must all be derived from (4.162),
the approximate structure of sentence (2.3), which I have repeated
here, for convenience.

(2.3) Thé government prescribes the height of the lettering
on the covers of the reports.
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o

/NP\ ~

the government

presg

(4.163) a. Rdg
he
in
b. Re
o1

al

c. Re
g9

wa

" Re
of

a1

It can be seen

///\\\\NP
AN

ribeﬁ/jm '2

the height P /\N
“—“‘"‘““ - \3\
9__ P&PZ'
/”/’

he etterlng P

on

the covers r' /;/:ﬁg;\\\

of _the reports

ports which{}he government prescribes the

ight of the lettering on the covers of]are
variably boring.

ports(ghe covers of which the government
escribes the height of the lettering omlalmost
ways put me to sleep.

ports |the lettering on the covers of which the
vernment prescribes the height of]are a shocking
ste of public funds.

ports‘ihe height of the lettering on the covers
which the government prescr:beE}should be
olished.

that if the structure in (4.162) were embedded

as a relative clause modifier in a noun phrase whose head noun is

the rule of Re

tlative Clause Formation, as it is stated in

oduce the relative clause in (4.163a). 1If an

attempt were made to modify the structural index of (4.135) in such

a way that the new rul

{ .
(4.164) W -l WP

1
1
Condit

e would derive either (4.163a) or (4.163b)

ﬁiiﬂggle.WOuld Le that shown in (4.164):
¢ - -

] ~ NP
2 3 4 5 6 7 :::::%}
2[4514#(3 0; 0 6] 7

ion: 2 = 5
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To derive the relative clause in (4.163c), the further compli-
cation of the rule shown in (4.165) would be necessary,
, ¢ - NP i
(4.165) W - ';WNP—[X— [NPp-NP} ~Y] -
]
[P Plyp¥e p - P11 | S Jue

12 3 - 4 5 6 J—>
1 2[4 5)#{3 . 0 0 6] 7
Condition: 2 = 5 o

and deriving the clause in (4.163d) would entail adding a fourth line
to the disjunction inside the braces in (4.165). But since there is
no upper bound on the length of a branch consisting entirely of NP's,
like NP; ~ NP, in (4.162), in order to give a finite formulation of
this rule, which must be able to generate clauses like those of
(4.163) to any degired degree of complexity, either some abbreviatory
notation, under which the sequences of terms within the parentheses
of (4.164), (4.165), etc. can be collapsed, must be added to the
theory of grammar, or some special convention must be. Of these two,
the latter is weaker, for to add a new abbreviatory notation to the
theory is to make the claim that there are other cases, unrelated
to the case at hand, vwhere rules must be collapsed according to the
new notation. No such cases exist, to my knowledge, so I propose the
convention given in (4.166) as a first approximation to an appropriate
universal convention. " «
. st
(4.166) Any transformation which is stated in such a way as to f1ED

effect the reordering of some specified node NP,

where this node is preceded and followed by variables, PIPING

can reorder this NP or any NP which dominates it.

By the term ’ in (4.166), I mean that node NP, in a branch
containing many NP nodes, which is singled out from all other nodes

on this branch by virtue of some added condition on the rule in
question, such as the condition on the rule of Relative Clause Formation
that the NP to be relativized be identical to the NP which the clause
modifies, or the condition on the rule of Question that the questioned
NP dominate WH+some. This convention, then, provides that any reordering
transformation which is stated as operating on some NP singled out in
some such way may instead operate on any higher NP. Thus the formula-
tion of Relative Clause Formation which was given in (4.135), when
supplemented by (4.166), will allow for the adjoining to the front of
the sentence of the specified NPy, the reports, or NP3, of the reports,
or NPg, the covers of the reports,. etc., so that all of the clauses in
(4.162) will be generated. That (4.166) 1s too strong, in that it does
not exclude the ungrammatical sentences of (4.167) need not comcern us
here;
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(4.167) a. *Reéports of which the government prescribes the

h

eight of the lettering on the covers are

~ igvariably boring.
b. *Reports on the covers of which the government Hﬁﬁfﬁﬁ:

prescribes the height of the lettering almost
alway put me to sleep. ‘

c. *R¢ports of the lettering on the covers of which
the government prescribes the height are shocking

A\

there seems to ke a ¢
noun phrases which st
questioned when these
can be questioned to

ste of public funds.

instraint, in my dialect at least, which prohibits
rt with prepositions from being relativized and

directly follow the NP they modify. Thus (4.168) Aﬁtb;
form (4.16%9a), but not (4.169b).

« “« " o
(4.168) He has books by several Greek authors. . » )
(4.169) a. Which Greek authors does he have books by? . Lo

b.?*By which Greek authors does he have books? s

I will not attempt a

instead, I will point

of (4.166).

Firstly, if th
as a relative clause

more precise formulation of this restriction here:
out two further inadequacies in the formulation

b structure shown in (4.170) were to be embedded
on an NP whose head noun were the boy,

NP | P
I \Y -
b ——
watched and NP

Bill  the hoy

the Cooidinate'Strucuure Constraint would not allow the formation of

(4.171):
(4.171)  *The

However, the circled

boy who I watched Bill and was vain.

node NP is dominated by the boxed node NP, and

convention (4.166) would allow this higher node to be preposed, which
would result in the ungrammatical (4.172).

(4.172) *The

boy Bill and who(m) I watchéd was vain.
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The ungrammaticality of this sentence indicates the necessity of

revising (4.166) in such a way that if an NP dominating the specified
NP is coordinate, neither it nor any higher NP can be moved. I will
incorporate such a revision into the final version of the convention,

.which will be stated in (4 180)

* The second inadequacy of (4 166) can be seen in connection

with P-marker (4.173).

(4.173) s

won't like the ;at

while it is true that the circled node NP can be relativized, as

. (4.174) shows,

(4.174) They will give me a hat which I know that I won't like.

once again, (4.166) would allow the preposing of the boxed node NP, and
the ungrammatical (4.175) would be produced.

(4.175) *They will give me a hat that I won't like which I know.

The modification of (4.166) that seems to be required here is that if
a branch of a P-marker has an occurrence of the node § intervening
between two occurrences of the node NP, only the lower one can be
reordered. This restriction does not extend to the node NP however,
as can be seen from the following example.

Thestructure of the German sentence in (4.176) is
in (4.177). ‘ - .

that shown

' (4;176) Ich habe den Hund zu finden zu versuchen angefangen.
I have the dog to find to try begun’
'I have begun to try to find the dog.'
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.10 'S )
NE~ . VP
B . o
ich ': -
habe N/\V
- o
VP angefangen
Nle
VP 2u_versuchen

-
X

den hund.

If the structure which underlies (4.177) has been embedded as
- a relative clause on the subject NP of the stpucture underlying (4.178),

(4.178) Der Himnd 1ist ein Bernardiner.
'The d3g is a St ~Bernard. !

_the rule of Relative Clause Formation must produce all three of the
clauses in the sententes of (4.479).

(4.179) a. Der Hund, den” ich zu finden zu versuchen
' apgefangen habé, ist ein Bernardiner. 21 ' W ow

Der Hund, den zu finden ich zu versuchen -

ahgefangen habe, ist ein Bernardiner,

Der Hund, den zu finden zu versuchen ich

oefangen habe, ist ein Bernardiner.

‘1 e dog which I have begun to try to find

iis a St. Bernard.'

b.

C.

In (4. 179a), only the| specified node, NP3 in (4.177), has been
preposed, while in (4.179b), the phrase dominated by NP2, which
contains NP3, has been preposed, and in (4.177¢), the largest NP,

NP1, had been preposed. Note that these three NP nodes: are separated
by two VP nodes in (4.177), but that (4.166) still is operative. This
then indicates that it is only the node S, as was Elaimed above, to
which reference must be. made in revistng (4 166)

In (4.180), I have modified the convention given in (4 166) in
such a way as to overcome the two inadequacies I have just discussed.
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{{ (4.180) The Pied Piping Convention23
Any transformation which is stated in such a way as
_:#t to effect the reordering of some specified node NP,
where this node 1s preceded and followed by variables
in the structural index of the rule, may apply to this
;*if NP or to any non-coordinate NP which dominates it,
as long as there are no occurrences of any coordinate
J node, nor of the node S, on the branch connecting
the higher node and the specified node.

4.3.2. The convention stated in (4.180) stipulates that any NP above
some specified oniymay‘be reordered, instead of the specified one, but
there are environments where the lower NP may not be moved, and only
some higher one can,: consonant with the conditions imposed in (4.180).
In other words, pied piping is obligatory in some contexts.2% In
§4.3.2.1, T will describe two environments in which pied piping is
obligatory, whether thé specified NP is to be moved to the right or

to the left, and in §4.3.2. 2, I will cite several environments in
which pied piping cannot apply. In 84.3.2.3, T will discuss the one
environment I know of in which pied piping is obligatory if an NP is
moved in one direction, but not if it is moved in the other. 1In
§4.3.2.4, 1 will show how the constraints on pied piping developed in
these sections interact with the rule of Conjunction Reduction, and in
84.3.2.5, T will explore the question of the theoretical status of the
various conditions on (4 180) Whlyh are discussed in| 1884.3.2.1 - 4. 3 2.4,

4,3.2.1. For English, and for many other 1anguaces; the following
constraint, which has the éffect of’ maklngfpied piping obligatory in
the stated environment, obtains

(4.181) :The Left Branch qudition

No NP which is the‘leftmost constituent of a larger

NP can be reordered’ out of this NP by a transformational
k' rule.

In other words, (4.181) prohibits the NF shown in (4.182) from moving
“along the paths of either of the arrows. .

(4.182) [NP X]NP
is constraint accounts for the following facts: if the

structure shown in (4.183) is embedded as a relative clause modifier
of a NP whose head noun is boy, only one output is possible -- (4.184a)

&7 . /47‘,« W‘,ﬂ W
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Np’/\\.\mfv

,f*”"§:‘~;""“*

i ,
‘fg_?. . “,/‘ N&\ i3
elected’flyfé::/ ' ? president
/-i\]{ = 10
the /ﬁ\ guaré;:;ffg
boy % ‘
. 3/ i
(4.184) a. The boy whose guardian's employe;kwe elected
president ratted on us. 2
b. *Tht boyf@hOOe[guardian é]we e;ected employer
-president ratted on us. Wia.
¢, *The boy(whose@ke elected guardian's employer
president ratted’ on us.

Sentence {4.184

~) is excluded by (4.181), because the rule of
ion has moved the lowest NP, NP3, from the left

branch of NPy. In (4.
branch., Since the lef
operations, only the 1
P, can be moved to t
(4.184a) is the result

Parallel facts
clauses, which differ
followed by heavy into
sentences in deep struy
than (4.135). If com

184b), it is NP, that has been mqved from this
t Branch Condition prqhibrits of these
argest &P which (4.180) ‘éill be moved,

he front of the sentence, and when this happens,

-

can be adduced for non-restrictive relative

from restrictives in being preceded and

nation breaks.. They derive from coordinate
cture, and.they are formed by a different rule
a8 are inserted into the sentences of (4.184),
ted, thus forcing a non-restrictive interpreta-

Another rule wh
Topicalization , (4.18

heir grammaticaliry is unchanged.

ich is affected by this condition is. the rule of
5), which converts (4.186a) to (4.186b).

(4.185) Topicalization

X - NP
.12
2#{1 . ©

(4.1386) a.

Bo'

- Y
3
3]

OPT

JE going to ask Bill to make the old geezer
take

up these: points later.
These points I'm going to ask Bill to make the'

0ld geezer take up later.

7

i
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v// If rule (4.185) is applied to (4.183), once again it will be
seen that only NP; can be topicalized, as in (4.187a). If either NP,
or NP3 is topicalized, as in (4.187b) and (4.187c), respectively,
ungrammatical sentences result.

(4.187) a. The boy's guardian's employer we elected president.
b. *The boy's guardian's we elected employer president.
c. *The boy's we elected guardian's employer president.

A rule that was stated in (3.26), Complex NP Shift, which
performs almost the same operation as (4.185), except that it moves
the NP in the opposite direction, is also subject to the Left Branch
Condition. This rule may apply to (4.183) to move NP. over president
(cf. (4.188a)),25 but neither NP> nor NP3 can be so moved, as the
ungrammaticality of (4.188b) and (4.188c) demonstrates.

- (4.188) a. We elected president the boy's guardian's employer.
b. *We elected employer president the boy's guardian's.
c. *We elected guardian's employer president the boy.

Finally, the Question Rule is subject to the condition: 4if NP
in (4.183) is questioned, it cannot be moved to the front of the sentence
alone -- pied piping must apply to carry NPy with it, as (4.189) shows.

(4.189) a. Which boy's guardian's employer did we elect
president?
b. *Which boy's guardian's did we elect employe
o president? 4 :
e. *Which boy's did we elect guardian's emplover
S el president? '

~ One of the facts'hhich-supportS“the-analysis of predicate
adjectives which is implicit in diagram (3.25) above is the fact that
when adverbs of degree which occur in pre-adjectival or pre-adverbial
" position are questioned, the questioned constituent, how, cannot be
lﬂW$A'vmoved to the front of the sentence alone, as in (4.190a) and (4.191a),
but only if the adjective or adverb is moved with it, as in (4.190b)
and (4.191b).

(4.190) a. *How is Peter sane?26 i.e. a 7EAL

b. How sane is Peter? a O on aﬁ,%%
(4.191) a. *How have you picked up TNT carelessly? ) . 7

b. How carelessly have you picked up TNT?

from an underlying NP, and the adjective sane and the adverb carelessly

These facts can be explained by (4.181), if how is analyzed as deriving
)k‘/ are dominated by NP at the stage of derivations at which questions are

how = 4='ﬂ¥’\ what w ay
to  what dz/jme/
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formed. Note also that if the degree adverb that in (4.192) i1s
questioned, piled piping must apply to move not only tall, but also
a man to the front of the sentence.“% &e%ku

- (4.192) Sheila married that tall a man.
: Lo what degree 7
(4.193) a. Hog tall a man did Sheila marry7‘//

b. *How tall did Sheila marry a man?
c. *How did Sheila marry tall a ‘man?

These facts are accouuted for if the structure of (4.193a) at the
point when the Question Rule applies is that shown in (4.194), .

(4.194) . »
Q—*’""N;% \VP
§b_§i.1§ ' V/\{P
. o E ’;//}h:;::j::;:f\\\T . aman_

WH+some extent tall

for (4.181) will not permit either NP5 or NP; to be moved out of KPj.

One other set gf facts deserves mention in connection with °
this analysis of adjectives. In German, it is possible to topicalize
adverbs -- thus the manner adverb geniisslich 'with pleasure' in
(4.195a) can occur at|the front of.the seantence, as in (4.195b).

(4.195) a. Wir haben die Bohnen genﬁsslich . verschlungen.
we have the beans with pleasure gobbled up.
'We gobbled up the beans with pleasure.'
b. Geniisslich haben wir die Bohnen verschlungen.

If an analysis in which adverbs are treated as béinu derived from KP
can be maintained, not only will it .be unnecessary to complicate rule
(4.185) to derive (4.195h) from the structure which underlies (4.1952),
but it will be possible to explain the following facts in addition.

In German, the adverb| fast 'almost' normally precedes the adjective

it modifies, but it can follow it (cf. (4.196)). The adverb sehr
'very', however, only|occurs pre-adjectivally (cf. (4.197)).

'"Walburga is almost pretty.'
b. Walburga ist hiibsch, fast. 7

(4.196) a. ,ngburga,ist faét,hﬁbsch.‘
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(4.197) a. Liselotte ist sehr hiibsch.

'Liselotte is very pretty.'
~ b. *Liselotte ist hilbsch, sehr.

These facts suggest that whatever rule it is that moves fast
around hiibsch in (4.196) be made obligatory for degree adverbs like
sehr. If this reordering rule adjoins the adverbs which are moved
around the adjectives to the adjectives, and if this reordering rule
precedes the rule of Topicalization, the fact that fast can be
topicalized with or without hiibsch (cf. (4.198)), but that sehr cannot
be topicalized by itself (cf. (4.199)) is accounted for by the Left
Branch Condition.

(4.198) a. Fast hiibsch ist Walburga.
b. Fast ist Walburga hiibsch.

(4.199) a. Sehr hiibsch ist Liselotte.
b. *Sehr ist Liselotte hiibsch.

Of course, it is possible to account for these facts concerning
adjectives and adverbs in other ways than by assuming that both types
of constituents are dominated by NP up to some point in derivations,
but the analysis sketched here has the virtue of allowing a simpler
statement of the rules of Topicalization and Question and of constraints
like (4.181) than can otherwise be achieved, as far as I can see.
However, since I have not made a detailed study of adverbs, it may be
the case that this analysis will have to be excluded because it
engenders complications in other parts of the grammar.

In passing, it should be noted that Case D and Case E of §2.2,
which provide evidence fcr the A-over-A principle, are special cases
of the Left Branch Condition, which will block the derivation of the
ungrammatical (2.11) and (2.15). .

Another environment in which pied piping is obligatory in
German, French, Italian, Russian, Finnish, and in many other languages,
is that stated in (4.200).

(4.200) Fo NP may be moved out of the environment [P —Iyp-

In these languages, only sentences like (4.201) are possible --
sentences corresponding to those in (4.202), where a NP has been moved
away from its preposition, are ungrammatical.

(4.201) a. On which bed does Tom sleep?
b. The bed on which Tom slept was hard.



(4:202) a.

Whi gg :
b. The bed which Tom slep on was hard.

Ross Constraints 119

ich bed did Tom sleep on?

.Kurodé has~pointed out éimilar facts for English with respect

to a certain class of

nouns {(cf. Kuroda (1964)).. Kuroda pointed out

that it is just with the class of nouns that cannot be pronominalized,

i.e., nouns like time

, way, manner, place, etc., that sentences like

(4.202) are impossible.

That is, the sentences in (4.203) cannot be

converted into the coxresponding ones in (4.204) by normal rules of

pronominalization.
(4.203) a. My sister arrived at a time when no busses
- were running, and my brother arrived at a time
when no busses were running too.
b. Jack disappeared in a mysterious manner and
Marian disappeared in a mysterious manner too,
¢. I|live at the place where Route 150 crosses
S¢rak River and my dad lives at the place
where Route 150 crosses Scrak River too.
(4.204) a. *My sister arrived at a time when no busses were
running and my brother arrived at omne too.
k. *Jack disappeared in a mysterious manner and
. _Marion disappeared in one too.
‘¢c. *¥I|live at the place where Route 150 crosses

Furthermore, .preposit
either (cf. (4.205)).

(4.205)
b. *
c.

R

The facts indi
not obtain for Englis

(4.206) ©No NP
moved

) The three cons
(4.200), and (4.206)
built into (4.180) is
if NPy dominates NP;,
but the above three ¢
environments in which
section, I will discu

- At

|

o

a. *W

*7]

crak River and my dad lives at it too.
e

ions cannot be left behind TH*&5eh constructions

hat time did you arrive at? ,
The manner which Jack disappeared in was creepy.
he place which I live at is,ths place where

bute 150 crosses Scrak River.Z

cate that though the constraint in (4.200) does
h, the modified version shown in (4.206) does:

whose head noun is not pronominalizable may be
out of the enviromment [P __ Jyp-

té}nts discussed in this section -- (4.181),

-~ are all cases where the optionality which is
abrogated in favor of higher NP nodes. That is,
(4.180) in general allows either NP to reorder,
onstraints limit this freedom: they state

only the higher NP can reorder. In the next

ss two constraints which have the opposite effect.
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4.3.2.2. After most verb-particle comwbinations whose object is a
prepositional phrase, such as do away with, make up to, sit in on,
get away with, etc., while the NP in the prepositional phrase is
movable, the preposition may not be moved with it. Thus though the
sentences in (4.207) are possible, corresponding ones in (4.208) are
not. ’

(4.207) a. The only relatives who I'd like to do away with
» are my aunts.
b. Who is she trying to make up to now?
c. That meeting I'd like to sit in on.

(4.208) a. *The only relatives with whom I'd like to do away %3 ljﬁfbd%mm
are my aunts,
- b. *To whom is she trying to make up now? s e ofte. Bas b ”Wﬁfbu{
c. *On that meeting I'd like to sit in. 7% &»wah ik i

For some reason which I do not understand, there are other verbs _///)}
which seem to be of exactly the same syntactic type for which such con-
structions as (4.208) are permissible. Thus the sentences in (4.209) &iffﬁi
are markedly better, for me, than those in (4.208). : dh4£
vz
(4.209) a. ?The abuse with which she puts vp is phenomenal. \Tl
b. For whose rights do you expect me to speak up?

c. For these principles I have never hesitated to MNe 1%Z\A§uakn
speak out. uf/bu*

Similar facts obtain for such syntactic idioms as get wind of,
make light of, get hold of, etc. Formally, in my speech at least, the
preposition must be left behind for most of these idioms =-- compare
(4.210) and (4.211).

(4.210) a. One plan which I got wind of was calculated to
keep us in suspense.
b. Did you notice which difficulties she made light of?
c. Who are you trying to get hold of?

(4.211) a. *One plan of which I got wind was calculated to
keep us in suspense.
b.?*Did you notice of which difficulties she made light?
- €. *0f whom are you trying to get hold?

However, there are certain of these syntactic idioms for which
the preposition seems to be movable, just as was the case with the
verb-particle combinations shown in (4.209).



