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Introduction

In a large number of Australian languages, the principal responsibility for
productive recursion in syntax is shouldered by a structure which I will refer
to as the adjoined relative clause. It is typically marked as subordinate in some
way, but its surface position with respect to the main clause is marginal
rather than embedded—hence the locution ‘adjoined’. Typically, but not
invariably, it is separated from the main clause by a pause, And it has been
widely observed that, inl languages which make extensive use of the adjoihed
relative, when the subordinate clause precedes the main clause, it is terminated
with a characteristic falling-rising infonation and followed almost invariably
by a pause; but when the main clause precedes the subordinate clause, the
intonation over both clauses is more often falling, and the pause between
them, if any, is brief,

The adjoined relative may be illustrated by the following sentence, from
Walbiri of central Australia: - -

(1) patjulu-lu ¢-na pankirvi pantu-nu, kutia-lpa yapa ya-ni.
(I-erg AUX emu spear-past, COMP-AUX water drink-past)
‘T speared the emu which was/while it was drinking water’.

(For an elementary discussion of Walbiri surface syntax, particularly that
pertaining to the internal constituency and surface posilioning of the
auxiliary, the Walbiri case system, verbal inflections, and word order, see
Hale 1973. In the glossing of 'Walbiri sentences, I will leave the internal
composition of the auxiliary unspecified, representing it simply as Aux.) The
subordinate clause follows the main clause in this example—the comma
indicates the division between the two clauses, Moreover, the relative clause
is marked with what I will term the ‘referential’ complementiser fkutja-/
(glossed comp) which is prefixed to the auxiliary of that clause. Sentence (1)
can also be rendered as in (2), that is with the subordinate clause preposed.:

(2) yankiri-li kutjo-Ipa yapa pa-nu, yatjulu-lu ¢-na pantu-nu.
(emu-erg cOMP-AUX water drink-past, I-etg AUX spéar-past)
“The emu which was drinking water, I speared it.

While the emu was drinking water, I speared it.”

Tt-can also be rendered by the somewhat preférted variant of (2) in which the
main clause is {nitiated by the anaphoric element [pula/:
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(3) yankiri-li kutja-lpa yapa ya-nu, pula ¢-na pantu-nu yatjulu-fu.
“The emu which was drinking water, that one T speared.
‘While the emu was drinking water, then I speared it.’

Sentences (1-3) are open to two distinct interpretations. Or perhaps one
should ratlier say that the relative clause in these sentences can be used in two
different ways. On the one hand, the relative clause may be used either to
make more determinate or to supply additional information about an
argument.in the main clause (/yankiri/ ‘emu’, in this instance). 1 wiil refer to
this use as the NP-relative inferpretation. On the other hand, the relative
clause may be used to specify the temporal setting of the event depicted in the
main clause, or to make a subsidiary comment holding at the time specified
in the main clause. I will refer to this as the T-relative interpretation. These
two functions are widely assumed by the adjoined relative in Austiralian
languages. In general, for Walibiri sentences -of this type—and this is
commonly the case elsewhere in Australia as well—the NP-relative inter-
pretation is available when the main and subordinate clauses share an
identical argument, and the T-relative interpretation is available when the
two clauses make identical time reference. Both of these conditions are met in
(1-3), so both interpretations are possible there. But in the following
sentence (given in several variants), only the NP-relative interpretation is
available, since the main and subordinate clauses share an argument while
making distinct temporal references: g

4 (28) patiulu-lu kapi-na wawiri pura-mi, kutja-npa pantu-ny njuntulu-lu.
(L-erg AUX kangaroo cook-nonpast, COMP-AUX spear-past you-erg)
‘T will cook the kangaroo you speared.’
(b) njuntulu-lu kutjia-npa wawiri pantu-ny, gatjulu-lu kapi-na pura-mi,
(€) njuntulu-fu lutja-npa wawiri pantu-nu, gula kapi-na pura-mi gatjaiu-lu.

And in (5}, only the T-relative interpretation is available, since 1o arguments
are shared: - :

(5) (a). patjulu-fu lpa-na kali tjantu-nu, kutfa-d-npa ya-nu-nu njuntu,
{I-ergiaux boomerang trim-past, come-AUX walk-past-hither you).
‘T wag frimming a boomerang when you came up.’
(b) kutfa-¢-npa ya-nu-nu njunty, kaji lpa-na tjantu-nu
() kutia-¢p-npa ya-ne-nu njuntu, yula lpa-na kali tiantu-nu patfubu-lu.

The adjoined relative structyre is also widely used to specify a condition
under which the predication embodied in the main clause could refer to an
actual event, process, or state. I will refer to this as the conditional inter-
pretation. It is appropriate when the main and subordinate clauses are
uninstantiated predications—reflected formally in the modality system by
future tense (fkapi-/ or /¢~ auxiliary base in concert with the nonpast verbal
inflection), potential mode (/katjikg-/ auxiliary base in concert with the
nonpast verbal inflection), or irrealis mode (/¢-/, [lpa-/, or fkapi-| as
auxiliary base in concert with the irrealis inflection in the verb). It is not clear
to me whether the conditional in Walbiri shouid be regarded as distinct from
the T-relative interpretation—both require an appropriate sequence of
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modalities over the main and subordinate clauses. For the purposes of this
discussion, I will adhere to the traditional nomenclature but will regard the
conditional s a special case of the T-relative. In sentences like {6) below, in
which the main and subordinate clauses are future (with /kapi- . . . nonpast/
in the former, and jé- ... nonpast/ in the latter), both temporal and con-
ditional interpretations are possible; and since the two clauses share an
argument, 2 NP-relative interpretation is also possible:

(6} (8) patjulu-fu kapi-na maliki luwa-ni, katfi-g-pki yalki-ni njuntu.
(I-erg AUX dog shoot-nonpast, COMP-AUX bite-nonpast you)
. ‘T will shoot the dog, if/when it bites you. )
I will shoot the dog that bites you/that is going to bite you.’
(b) maliki-li katji-¢-pki yalki-ni njunty, gatjulu-lu kapi-na fuwa-ni. -
(c) maliki-li katji-g-ghi yaifi-ni njuntn, qula kapi-na luwa-ni patjulu-lu,

The sense commonly associated with the traditional term “conditional’
predominates when the dependent clause is in the irrealis mode. Sentence (7
is'a present counterfactual (characterised by /katjike- ... nonpast/ in the
main clause, and /Ipa- . . . irrealis/ in the subordinate): '

(7} (8) puluky katjika pali-mi, katfi-lpa pa-njtjala njampu.
(bullock Aux die-nonpast, COMP-AUX eat irrealis this)
“The/a bullock would die if it ate this.”
(v) puluku-fu katji-lpa ya-njtiala njempu, katjika peli-mi.
(bullock-etg COMP-AUX eat-irrealis this, AUX die-nonpast)
(€) puluku-fu katji-lpa na-nitjiala njampu, yula katjika pafi-mi.

(Since the two clauses shate an argument, a NP-relative interpretation is also
available for (7>—that is, ‘A bullock that ate this would die.” This possibility
extends to other conditionzls as well). Sentence (8) is a past counterfactual
(Jkapi= ... itrealis/ in the main <lause, and /¢- ... irrealis/ in the sub-
ordinate): . : ‘ '

() (a) patjuhe-lu kapi-na luwa-kala wawiri, katfi-¢-na mada-kala makiti.
{I-erg AUX shoot-irrealis kangaroo, COMP-AUX have-irrealis gun)
“TI'would have shot the kangaroo if I had had a gun.’
(b) katji-p-na mada-kala makini yatjulu-lu, kapi-na luwa-kala wawiri.
{c) katfi-¢p-na mada-kala makiti yatjulu-lu, yula kapi-na fuwa-kala wawiri.

The reader will no doubt have noticed that the phonological shape of the
complementiser varies in these sentences—it is jkugje~/ in (1-5), while in
(6-8) it is /katji-/. The chioice between them apparently depends upon the
semantic notion ‘instantiation’. If the subordinate clause is an instantiated
predication, the appropriate complementiser is /kutia-/ (fyula-/ in the speech
of some Walbiris); but if the predication in the subordinate ¢clause is un-
instantiated, the appropriate complementiser is /katfi-/. For present purposes,
I will regard these elements as variants of a single ‘referential’ complementiser,

as distinct from the causal/purposive complementiser /yuyu-/ (with variants .
Jyi- ~ piga-} in the speech of many), to be exemplified directly. (These
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observations do not apply to all ‘Walbiri dialects; however, the pattern

described here is relatively popular.) . '
Another widespread use of the adjoined structure in Australian languages

is the expression of a causal or purposive relation between predications. This

is not a formal distinction in Walbiri—for many speakers, at Jeast, both

causal and purposive relatives are identically marked by the complementiser

- [ymu-/. The causal, or ‘rational’ sense is present when the temporal reference

of the dependent clause is prior to that of the main clause (as in (9) below),
and the purposive sense is present when the reverse temporal relation holds
{as in (10)):

(9) (2) watjulu-lu kapi-na maliki yolumpu paka-wi, yupu-¢ kudu njampu

valku-nu. '

(I-erg aux dog that strike-nonpast, comp-avx child this bite-past)

‘T atn going to strike that dog, because it bit this child.’

(b) maliki yatumpu-fu yumgu-¢ kudu nfampy yalku-nu, gativlu-lu kapi-na
paka-ni. ‘ i

(c) maliki yalumpu-tu yupu-¢ kudu niampu palku-nu, yula kapi-na paka-ni
patjul-Iu, '

(10) (a) parka-tiara-lu ka-pala palku payi-ni, yupu-g-pala wawiri pura-mi.
(man-dual-erg AUX trench dig-nonpast, comP-aUX kangarco cook
nonpast)

‘The two men are digging a cooking trench in arder to cook thefa
kangaroe.’

(b) wawiri yugu-d-pala yarka-tjara-lu pura-mi, palku ka-pala pagi-ni,

(o) wawiri yugu-ip-pala parka-tiara-fu pura-mi, yuia ka-pala palku papi-ni.

In the Walbiri examples cited so far, the adjoined relative clauses are in a
finite form, Finite dependent clauses-in Walbiri contain an aunxiliary element
which, in concert with the verbal inflections, marks a range of modal
categories only slightly more restricted than the range of such categories
observed in main clauses, which likewise employ auxiliaries in concert with
verbal inflections. But Walbiri possesses a set of adjoined infinitive clauses as
well. While the infinitive types are incapable of expressing the modal
categories—since they lack the auxiliary, and since the verbal inflections are
replaced by the single infinitive (or nomalising) ending f-nftia~ =ninjtia~
-ninftfal (the alternants depead on. verbal conjugation)—they exhibit a
system of complementisers which is somewhat richer than that involved in
the formation of finite adjoined refatives. In infinitives, the complementiser is
suffixed to the infinitive verb form. .

One class of infinitive clauses closely paraphrases the finite T-relative.
Thus, for example, sentence (1}, in its T-relative interpretation, is closely
paraphrased by (I11): .

(11} patjule-fu P-na yankiri pentu-nu, ypapa pa-ninjtia-kura.
(I-erg AUX emu spear-past, water drink-infinitive-comp)

T will fefpr to this type as the infinitive T-relative—in this 'type, the event or
state depicted in the subordinate clause is understood as on-going, or in effect,
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at the time referred to in the main clause. The infinitive clause typlcally
follows the main clause in linear order (but see below for a certain exception
to this). In the majority of cases, the subject of the infinitive is deleted under
identity with a noun phrase in the main clause, and the complementiser which
appears in the infinitive s determined by the grammatical function, within
the main clause, of the noun phrase which controls the deletion. In sentence
(11}, the controller (that is /yankiri/ ‘emu’) is the object in the main clause.
Accordingly, the complementiser which appears suffixed to the infinitive is
[-kuraf. This complementiser appears not only where the controller is in the
absolutive (or nominative) case, as in (11), but also when the controller is a
dative complement of the main-clause verb, as in the following:

(12) yatju ka-na-phku mari-tjari-mi wjuntu-ku, murumurn guna-njtia-kural-ku).
(I AUx grief-inchoative-nonpast you-dat, sick lie-infinitive-comp(-dat}))
‘I feel sorry for you while you are lying sick.”

(The complement clause may optionally agree with the controller in case
here.) But if the controller is the subject in the main clause, the appropriate
complementiser is /-kara/:

(13} parka ka wapka-mi, kali tfanii-ninjtja-kara.
(man AUX speak-nonpast, boomerang trim-infinitive-coMe)
The man is speaking while trimming the boomerang.’

And if the controller is the subject of a transitive main clause, and is therefore
marked for ergative case, then not only must the complementiser /-kara/ be
used, but the clause must also be inflected for ergative case, in agreement
with the controller:

(14) parka-pku ka kali tjantz-m wfina-njtia-kara-fu.
(man-erg AUX boomerang trim-nonpast, sit-infinitive-comp-erg)
“The man is irimming the boomerang while sitting.’

There is an interesting exception to these assertions, When the controller is
simultancously subject and object-—that is, when the main clause is a
reﬂemve—the complementiser is [~pkatjinta ~ -laijintal: ‘

(15) patjulu-lu $-na-tju rampal -patju-nu, kali tianti-ninjtia-latfinta.
(I-erg auxrefl accidentally-cui- -past, boomeraug trim-infinitive-coMp)
‘T accidentally cut myse!f while trimming the boomerang.’

This complementiser is composite; the initial element /-yka ~ -Ja/ is identical
to the locative case. The composite also functions as a case ending, the
comitative, in addition to its role as a complementiser,

When the controller is 2 dative not stricily subcategorised by the verb of
the main clause—that is, a dative which is not a direct complement of the
verb but, instead, deszgnates ant argument which is fangential to the event
depicted in the main clause—the appropriate comp]ementlser is /- gkam
~lanif (another composite built upon the locative):
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(16) kudu ka-la Uada—nuna mi kida-njanu-ku, kali tjanti-ninjtja-lani.
(child AUX sleep-lic-nonpast father-own-dat, boomerang trim-infinitive-

COMP) _
‘The child is sleeping while its father is trimming the boomerang.’!

To my knowledge, sentences (11-16) represent the full range of cases in
which a noun phrase in the main clause controls-the deletion of the subject
of an infinitive T-relative. Infinitive T-relatives which fail to undergo subject
deletion, through a failure to meet one of the above control conditions, are
somewhat rare in actual usage, Those which have been observed show the
complementiser /-puru/:

(17} palipa ka-fipa yutiukiu-la ajina-mi, yapa wanti-njtja-puru,
(we aux shelter-loc sit-nonpast, rain fall-infinitive-come)
“We (plural inclusive) (will) sit in the shelter while it rains.’

There also exists in Walbiri an infinitive type which tends, in its semantic
force, toward the NP-relative. It is uniformly understood as perfective with
respect to the temporal reference of the main clause—that is, it is temporally
prior to the main clause—and it often implies a strong causal or rational
connection between the events depicted in the two clauses. As in the case of
the infinitive T-relative, so in this type, 2 noun phrase is deleted from the
infinitive clause under the influence of a controller in the main clause.
Moreover, the infinitive is inflected for case in agreement with the controller,
The complementiser in this type is /-waruf, regardless of the confroller: -

(18) patju ka-na-la kugu-ku mari-tjari-mi, wanti-sjtja-wanu-ku.
(I aux child-dat gnef-mchoatwe—nonpast fall-infinitive-coMp-dat)
‘T am sorry for the child that fell.

In (18), the controller is a dative complement of the main clause verb, and the
infinitive clause is accordingly inflected for dative case. The noun phrase from
the infinitive clause was the subject there, but if is also possible to delete the
object of a2 transitive infinitive clause. In such cases, there is fluctuation
among Walbiri speakers as to the proper cese inflection on the undeleted
subject. Some speakers use the ergative, as is expected in transitive clauses,
but others use instead the suffix /-fiapka/, an elative (elative of orlgin,
primarily), close in meaning to the element /-wanu/, which has an elative
usage in addition to its role as a complementiser;

( 19) yatju ka-na-la kudu-ku mayi-tiari-mi, wana-tiapka yolki-ninjtja-wanu-lku,
(I aux child-dat grief-inchoative-nonpast, snake-elative hite-infinjtive-
" Comp-dat)
‘Tam sorry for the child that was bitten by the snake.”

. Purposive clauses of the type represented in (10) above also have infinitive
counterparts, The infinitive purposive complementiser is /-ku/, identical in
form to the dative case:
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(20) (a) parka-tiara-lu ka-pala palku-papi-ni, wawiri pura-njtie-ku. - .
{man-dual-erg AUX trench dig-nonpast, kangaroo cook-infinitive-comPp)
“The two men are digging a cooking trench in order to cook the

* kangaroo.’ : .

The purposive complementiser may be extended by the elements /—fjdﬁg{_i/ and
[-pudaf ta render, respectively, a prerequisite purposive and a desiderative:

(20) (b} .. ., wawiri pura-njtia-ku-ganti(-i).
(..., kangaroo cook-infinitive-comp-prereq(-erg))
‘, .., a8 a prerequisite to cooking the kangaroo.’
{c) ..., wawiri pura-njtja-ku-puda(-lu).
(..., kangaroo cook-infinitive-comp-desid(-erg)}
Y, .., with a desire to cock the kangarco.’

The subject of the infinitive purposive is deleted under the influence of the
subject of the main clause, If the latter is transitive, and its subject therefore
ergative {as is the case in (20a-c)), the purposive clause may opticnally
inflect for ergative case as well (as indicated parenthetically in (20b-c)). When
the ergative is suffixed directly to the complementiser, the latier appears as
[-kuraj—thus, [pura-njtje-kura-lu} would be the case-marked form of the
infinitive in (20a) above, o ’ :

1. Toward a theory of the adjoined relative

Certain basic and rather superficial observations concerning the -adjoined
relative structure have been presented for Walbiri, Before presenting
examples from another Australian language, T would like to discuss some of
the theoretical issues which must be addressed in the further study of this
construction. I do not pretend to have answers to any of the questions, but I
am able to make a number of suggestions and observations which might
serve as a focus for future research on the subject.

An issue of central importanee in the investigation of the adjoined relative
clause in Australia is the correspondence between its syntadtic form and its
semantic interpretation—particularly for the type which corresponds to the
Walbiri finite adjoined relative marked with the referential complementiser
fkutja-, kaiji-}. 1 have asserted that, under the appropriate conditions of
co-reference, these clauses are open to at least two distinct interpretations—
one in which the dependent clause is construed witl a noun phrase in. the
main clause {the NP-relative interpretation), and another in which the
dependent clause is construed with the modality of the main clause (the
T-relative interpretation).

The question of the semantic interpretation of the adjoined refative is, to
be sure, a matter which will require long and intense study before the facts
can hope to be adequately understood. But assuming for the present purposes
that it 1s correct to distinguish between NP-relative and T-relative interpret-
ations, it is natural to wonder whether or not there is a corresponding
distinction at the deep-structure level of syntactic representation. One might
propose, for example, that the NP-relative interpretation is associated with
an abstract syntactic representation at which the relative clause is embedded
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as a constituent of a complex noun phrase the head of which is the noun

.phrase with which the relative clause is construed. Under such a proposal, the

NP-relative would be introduced in deep structure by means of a phrase
structure rule expanding the phrase category NP, Let us assume, in line with
this proposal, that the phrase structure component produces structures of
approximately the following form:

(21} NP
AN
AN
S/

NP ‘ RIEL

K]

(It is immaterial to this discussion whether the relative clause precedes or
follows the head.) These structures would then be available for interpreta-
tion by semantic projection rules of the type proposed by Katz and Fodor
{1963) for attribution in modifier-head constructions. The essential ingredient
of this proposal is that the semantic reading of the relative clause would be
associated with the head noun phrase by virtue of its deep-structure position.
By contrast, the T-relative clause might be introduced by means of a phrase
structure rule expanding the category S, We might assume, for example, that
itis generated in the marginal position which it occupies in surface structures,
in which case the semantic projection rules would, correctly, fail to associate
it with a noun phrase.

If NP-relatives are embedded under NP in deep structure, then their
surface positioning must be effected by means of a transformational rule

‘whose product is a derived structure identical in all essential respects to that

associated with T-relatives. That is to say, at some early stage of derivation,
NP-relatives become identical in form to T-relatives. I will refer to this

.proposal as the extraction analysis for NP-relatives.

Before commenting further on the extraction analysis, I would like to
present an alternative conception of the derivation and interpretation of
NP-relatives. I will refer to this alternative as the adjuncrion analysis, From a
syntactic point of view, it is the null hypothesis, since it assumes that NP-
relatives and T-relatives are entered in base structures in the same marginal—
that is, adjoined—position which they occupy in surface structures. Moreover,
under the adjunction analysis, NP-rclafives and T-relatives are viewed as a
gingle clausal category, For the purposes of this discussioa, I will assume
g‘hat the phrase structure component provides structures of the following

orm:

@) | s
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in which the relative clause (REL over 3) and main clause (8 to the left of |

REL) are descended from a common S-node. I do not wish to insist upon the
details of this structure; rather I offer this as a provisional configuration
which expresses the formal fact that the relative clause is adjoined to the main
clause, rather than embedded within it—my intent is to reflect the prevailing
surface strugture observation that finite relative clauses, at least, are. never
flanked by material belonging to the main clause. I also do not wish to insist
upen the linear ordering -of the main and dependent clauses. I assume here,
without further comment {but sce below), that the hasic order is S REL and
that the alternative order REL § is derived by preposing.

If relative clauses of the Walbiri type are uniformly adjoined in deep
structure, there is no configurational correlate to the semantic distinction
between NP-relative and T-relative interpretations. I propose, therefore, that
there is a semantic rule which -associates the meaning of the subordinate
clause with a main-clause noun phrase provided the latter is co-referential
with a noun phrase in the subordinate c]anse Thus, given a complex structure
of the form

(23 s

S REI,
NP,
NP,

in which NP; and NP; are co-referential, the semantic interpretation of the
sentence dominated by the REL-node is “associated with NP, by medans of a
semantic embedding rule.

Before proceeding, I feel that it is appropriate to digress momentarﬂy with
a caveat, Both the extraction analysis and the adjunction analysis, if the
semantic embedding rule is taken as an integral part of the latter, imply that
the distinction between the NP-relative and T-relative interpretations is a
discrete and clear-cut one. Although I will continue to operate as if the
distinction were discrete, it is important not to accept this as an established
fact and to continue to regard the interpretation of adjoined relatives as a
matter deserving of careful and intensive research, It may well turn out, for
example, that the proper way to view the adjoined relative is quite different
from what is implied by either of the two analyses formulated above. It is.not
inconceivable that the strictly grammatical responsibility of a general theory
of Walbiri lingnistic competence ends with the definition of well-formed
adjoined clauses and that what I have been referring to as the ‘interpretation’
of adjoined relatives is really a matter of usage, Under this proposal, the
syntax and morphology of Walbiri would concern themselves only with such

SRR
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matiers as the proper pairings of auxiliaries with verbal inflections, the
choice of complementisers, the proper restriction of auxiliary choice under
complementation (for example, to rule out such ill-formed combinations as
*fkatji-kapi-| (CoMp-FUT), that is, with overt future auxiliary prefixed by a
complementiser), and other strlctly formal aspects of complex sentence
construction; and the semantic component would concern itsell with the
interpretation of clauses and, perhaps, with the.distinction between the -
causal/purposive relation characteristic of clauses using the complementiser
Jyupn</ and a much more vague relation characteristic of clauses in /kutja-,

katji-/. The semantic component itself, would not be concerned with the
assignment of T-relative or NP-relative senses to relative clauses. These
would not be distinct interpretations but rather conditions on usage. The
relationship between form and usage might, under this proposal, take the
form of statements of the following type: (1) a relative.clause may be used to
specify the reference Of a main-clause noun phrase provided the latter is
co-referential with a noun phrase in the relative clause; (2) a relative clause
may be used fo specify the temporal setting of the main clause provided the
two clauses make identical temporal reference; and so on.

If ¢his were the correct conception of the Walbiri refative clauses in fkuria-,
katfi-}, it would not be surprising to find that the range of usages extended
well . beyond -those subsumed under the simple T-relative/NP-relative
classification—one might expect to find, for example, that any reasonable
connection between the clauses would render a complex sentence acceptable,
provided that the connection had some communicative value. And, for
Walbiri at least, the use of relative clauses does in fact extend beyond the
simple two-way classification. In sentence (24) below, for example, the
subordinate clause is neither a T-relative nor a NP-relative; instead, it serves
t? provide & contrastive parallel to the proposition embodied in the main
clause:

(24) kutja-ka-lu yuwali panti-ni tjulpu panu-kayi-fi kankaly wativa-la, mana-
pka ka-njanu rjmjtﬁwanu-lu yanti-ni yur]ufcu-padu
(CoMP-AUX nest build-nbnpast bird many-other-erg up tree-loc, spinifex-
loc aUxrefl jinjiwarnu-erg build-nonpast shelter-diminutive) - .
‘Whereas manyother birdsbuild a nest up in a tree, the jinjiwarnu (bird sp.)
builds itsc]f a small shelter in the spinifex grass;’

And in the following scnlence, the relative clause spectﬁes an enab]lng
condmon for the event projected in the main clause: .

(25) njampu kutja-ka-na tjunina mada- -ni patiulu-fu, yula kapz-na—fju jatjulu-fu-
Iku patfi-ni, ’
© (this comMp-aux knife have-nonpast I-erg, so Aereﬂ I- erg-now/then
cut:nonpast)
] have this knife, so I'm going to cut myself' now. Now that I havc this
kmfe I'm gomg to cut myself,” . .

I have 'not made an exhaustive study of. ,th:é communicative fﬁﬁptions which
relative clauses of this type can be made to fulfill in Walbiri, but in my data on
actual Walbiri usage, as opposed to data obtained in the course of direct
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grammatical eliciting, the T-relative and NP-relative senses account for only a
part of the observed instances of the relative ciause—and the structure is
extremely frequent, particularly in the essay-like style which Walbiri speakers
adopt in ¢thnoscientific discourse, a style which predominates in my recorded

“material on usage. It is abundantly clear, in any event, that the acceptability

of a relative clanse does not depend upon its abitity to receive a T-relative or
NP-relative interpretation. To be sure, this does not eliminate the possibility
that these are concrete and distinct notions, to be defined in the grammar of
Walbiri and assigned by the grammar to seatences. Nor does it eliminate the
possibility that the NP-refative interpretation is associated with a deep-
steucture configuration like (21). It does, however, bring into view the altern-
ative possibility that, apart from the strictly formal morphological and
syntactic conditions on well-formedness within clauses, the overall well-
formedness of a complex sentence containing a relative clause is not
determined by the grarnmar, but rather by a subset of the system of maxims
which are presumably observed in the construction of felicitous discourse,
involving such notions as ‘relevance’, ‘informativeness’, and the like—
compatre, for example, the Gricean principles of conversation (Griee 1967).
T would like now to return to a consideration of the extraction analysis
vis-a-vis the adjunction analysis. It is 2 matter of considerable theoretical
import to decide the issue of whether or not the grammar of Walbiri has a

‘rufe which extracts 4 relative clause from an embedded position to an

adjoined position. Noticelthat if the exiraction rule exists, it is obligatory (for

the finite relative clause, at least), since it is wniversaily true in Walbiri

surface and shallow structures that a NP.relative clavse and its would-be
head never form a syntactic unit for the purposes of any well established rule
of Walbiri syntax. Consider, for example, the rule which places the auxiliary
in second position within the clause to which it belongs (referred to as
Aux-Insertion in Hale, 1973), This rule positions the auxiliary after the first
nonauxiliary immediate constituent of its clause, obligatorily if the auxiliary
base is shorter than disyllabic and not combined with a complementiser,
optionally otherwise. It accounts for the positicning of the auxiliary in

(26) maliki wipi-pki ¢-tji yalku-nu yatju.
- (dog big-erg AUX bité-past me)
“The big dog bit me.’
and in :

(27) maliki vali-li ¢-tfi yalku-nu natju.

{dog that-erg AUX bite-past me)
“That dog bit me.’ i

"and for the alternative positionings in

(28) (a) kapi-lipa-1jena wawiri-patu luwa-ni gulipa-fu.
(aUX kangarco-pl shoot-nonpast we-erg)
(b) wawiri-patu kapi-lipa-tjana Juwa-ni yalipa-fu.
(kangaroco-pl AUX shoot-nonpast we-erg}
‘We (plural inclusive} are going to shoot the several kangaroos.’

The positioning of the auxiliary in (26) and (27) shows that a noun together
with an adjective modifying it (fmaliki wirif ‘dog big’) or a noun together with
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its determiner (fmaliki yalif *dog that’) may form a single constituent of the
sentence at the time the Aux-Tnsertion rule applies. But the same is not true
of a noun phrase and a relative clause construed with it. Thus, while AUx-
Insertion provides evidence for moun phrase constituency, it fails to give
evidence that theré exists a constituent NP consisting of a relative clause and
its head (that is, a structure of the form represented by (21)). This is, of
course, only negative evidence, showing merely that such a constituent does
not exist at surface structure. But, in general, to my knowledge, there is no
direct evidence that a complex noun phrase constituent exists at any level of
syntactic representation. I will return presently to other considerations which
from a typological perspective, might be expected to provide evidence in
favour of the extraction analysis. But first I wish to comment upon the
theoretical interest which I perceive in relation to this issue. -
Under the proposal that Walbiri distinguishes NP-relative from T-relative
configurations in deep structure, there must exist a transformational rule of
extraction which effects an absolute ncutralisation of the two types. It is a
sericus question whether a synchronic grammar containing such a rule
should be allowed in linguistic theory. It is not unreasonable to imagine that
such a grammar would be impossible to learn in the process of language
acquisition, The question is this: Is it possible to learn a syntactic rule which
universally removes from surface structure all structural evidence of the
underlying configurations to which it applies? If it is possible under certain

" conditions, what are those conditions ? For example, is it possible to acquire
such a rule only if it interacts with independently moetivated rules in such a

way that the latter provide surface evidence for the existence of the under-
lying structures to which the obligatory rule applies ? That is to say, would an
obligatory extraction rule, for instance, be learnable if some other rule—
mdepen@eutly r_notivqted and with an effect visible at surface structure—
necessarily applied prior to extraction? And would such an extraction rule be
otherwise unlearnable? )

"The question of learnability cannot, of course, be settled by an examination
of a particular synchronic grammar. But it Is quite conceivable that answers
to this question will come from the study of language change, particularly
within the framework developed by Kiparsky (for example, 1971, 1973). 1t
may be possibie to demonstrate, for example, that in the majority of cases in
which a syntactic rule of the sort under discussion here becomes cbligatory at
a particular stage in the history of a language, subsequent stages undergo a
grammatical reanalysis according to which the structural configuration
formerly achieved by application of the rule is developed directly by rules of
the base component, thereby eliminating any motivation for ihe trans-
formational rule or for the underlying configuration to which it formerly
applied. If this were the case, then we would have strong evidence in favour
of the view that such rules must be disallowed, or at least evaluated as
extremely costly, in synchronic grammars, It may turn out, of course, that the
relevant type of grammatical reanalysis happens only when the obligatory
rule in question precedes all other rules which might give surface evidence of
the-underlying structure to which it applies. In any evenf, the issue is an

. empirical ene on which evidencs from linguistic change has direct bearing.

‘ 'Whi]e 1 have no firm evidence against the extraction analysis for Walbiri,
it is caued into question by considerations such as those outlined above. This
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is not to say, however, that one could not find language-internal evidence
against an extraction, analysis. Further research on Walbirj itself might
reveal data which would make the extraction analysis unworkable. Con-
sider, for example, a sentence like .

(29Y maliki-Ii fea minitia watjilipi-nji, kutja-lpa-pala-njar: kulu-pka nja-yi.
(dog-erg AUX cat chase-nonpast, COMB-AUXrecip anger-erg/inst look-past)
“*The dog is chasing the cat, .which were looking at one another
angrity.” -

1 am not sure of the status of such sentences; but if sentence (29) proved to be
fully grammatical, with a NP-relative interpretation in which the relative
clause is simultaneously constriied with the main-clause subject /maliki-lif
‘dog-erg’ and the main-clause object /minitja/ ‘cat’, it could not be derived
by mears of an extraction rule alone—at least not under any straightforward
formulation of that rule. But such a sentence would be consistent with the
adjunction analysis, since the main and subordinate clauses are linked by
NP-coreferentiality—the relative clause is presumably reduced from: a
subordinated version of [maliki-li manu minitja-lu Ipa-pala-njanu kulu-pku
‘nja-yu. “The dog and the cat were looking at oné another angrily.” In short,
“the study of NP-relative clauses with split antecedents might provide Walbiri-
internal evidence against the extraction asialysis. And there are undoubtedly
other averues of research which could be followed to settle the question for
Walbiri, or for any language. The recursive capabilities of the two competing
analyses might, for example, provide evidence bearing on the issue. Both
analyses permit muliiple subordinations and both analyses can account
syntactically for the existence of sentences like

(30) kali ¢-tji ma-ninjtfi-nta vali, yula-ke mada-ni yapa-kari-li, pula-ka yura
- - galipa-njagu-la njina. S .
(boomerang AUX get-go-imperative that, COMP-AUX have-nonpast
person-other-erg, COMP-AUX camp us-possessive-loc sit [-nonpast])
‘Go get me that boomerang that that other person whe lives in our
camp has.’

(This is from a speaker who uses jpula~/ in place of [kutja-/ for the instanti-
ational referential complementiser.) But it might well turn out that a study of
the full recursive capabilities of this structure, and the problem of construing
a relative clause with a main-clause noun phrase in multiply subordinating
sentences, will uncover evidence favouring one analysis over the other,

I would like now to turn to a consideration of a number of other processes
involved in the formation of relative clauses in Walbiri—processes whose
counterparts in other languages of the world are-often associated with
relative clauses of the embedded type. In part, I will be concerned with the
question of how these relate to the validity of the extraction analysis (with
largely negative results, as it happens), but primarily I wiil be concerned with
providing a partial schedule of topics, so to speak, for the continued investiga-
tion of this structure in Australia.
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1.1. Relativisation ' - .o
An obvious question which suggests itself in relation to the issue of extraction
versus adjunction is whether there exists' a process of relativisation which
distinguishes NP-relatives from T-relatives. And if there is such a process,
does it necessarily apply within the domain of a structural configuration of
the type proposed under the extraction analysis—that is, a structure of the
type répresented by (21) above? The question of relativisation is basically
this: Tn NP-relative structures, what happens to the coreferential noun
phrase in the subordinate clause? ‘

For Walbiri, to my knowledge, the answer to this question is that there is no
treatment accorded to coreferential noun phrases in NP-relatives which is
distinct in any essential way from the treatment accorded to coreferential
noun phrases in T-relatives, or other complex sentence types, for that matter.
Wherever NP-coreferentiality occurs between the main and subordinate

.¢lauses, the second occurrence is either deleted, obligatorily in the case of

infinitive clauses (see above), or else, in the case of finite clauses, the second
occurrence may either delete or be ‘pronominalised’ (that is, represented in
surface structure by a determiner, normally the ‘anaphoric’ determiner
/pulaf); or the noun may even remain undeleted, with or witholt . an
accompanying (but not necessatily adjacent) determiner, Moreover, there is
no special treatment of the coreferential noun phrase in the subordinate

clause as distinet from that in the main clauses. The deletion or prouomin-
alisation depends upon the linear order of the. two clauses. The favoured

pattern is that in which the second of two coreferential noun phrases is
affected.” Thus, if the main clause precedes the subordinate, then.the co-

-referential noun phrase in the latier is affected, asin

fuwa-ni (yula-gku). . , :
(l-erg aux gun-dat seck-nonpast, that-dat comp-aux kangaroo shoot-
past (it-inst)} : ‘

‘T am looking for the gun that I shot the kangaroo with

(31) patjulu-lu ka-na-la makiti-ki warini yapka-ku, lkutja-g-na ;va;virt'

(The favoured position of the anaphoric element in such cases is final, or
near-final, within the subordinate clause.) If the subordinate clause precedes,
then the coreferential noun phrase in the main claise is affected, as in

32) Imakiri—[i' kutj‘a-q&-npa njuntulu-le wawiri .Iuwa-ryu"‘yagka-gl'ku, ;ju!g—ku

ka-na-la wari-ni. 3 i
{gun-inst COMP-AUX you-erg-kangaroo shoot-past that-inst, it-dat Aux
seek-nonpast) ! : ‘ .
“That gun you shot the kangaroo with, I am looking for it.”

(In this ordering, the favoured position for the anaphoric determirner is
mitial- within the main clause.} In the foilowing sentence, the coreferential
noun phrase in the second clause is represented fully by the determiner and
the noun: ] -
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(33) yayka kurja-rf) na-tfana panu wia-gu wakuliari pili-gka, pula-ku kapi-na-
tjana tjapkadu-ya-ni patju pili-kira wakuljari-ki,
(those COMP-AUX many see-past wallaby hill-loc, them-dat AUX against-
go-nonpast 1 hill-dir wallaby-dat)
‘Those many wallabies which I saw in the hills, I will go to the hills after
them.’

This sentence is particularly interesting, incidentally, because of the fact that
there are two instances of NP-coreferentlallty in it (/pilif *hill’ occurs in both
clauses, and /wakuljari/ ‘(rock-)wailaby’ occurs in both). And although the
use of' the anaphoric determiner /gule-kuf, necessarily construed with
Jwaleuljari-kif ‘wallaby-dat’, would normally strongly favour the NP-relative
interpretation according to which the relative clause specifies the wallabies,
the context in which the sentence was recorded—a dialogue concerning
projected itineraries in a food-gathering expedition—makes it quite possible,
even mare likely, that the relative clause is being used to specify the hills, Be
this as it may, sentences of this type—not uncommon in crdinary speech—
demonstrate that deletion of the second of two coreferential noun phrases is
not inevitable,

The treatment of coreferential noun phrases in NP-relative clauses is not
distinct in any way known to me from the treatment of coreferential noun
phrases in complex sentences of other types. And since the deletion and
proneminalisation processes involved depend upon the surface lincar order
of the main and subordinate clauses, it is clear that they cannot apply before
the hypothesised extraction rule—they cannot, therefore, be used to support
the viaw that the configuration (21) exists ai some underlying Jevel of syntactic
representation.

I do not mean to imply that problems concerned with coreferentiality,
pronominalisation, and deietion are not worthy of study in their own right.
There jis much to be investigated in this area. For example, deletion of an
entire noun phrase surely depends upon recoverability to some extent. At
least it is.rather clear from the data available that noun phrases in certain
grammatical relations (for example, subject and object) delete more readily
that others (for example, instrumentals, locatives, benefactivesy. Thus,
pronominalisation (or retenﬂon) is favoured over deletion in sentences like
(31}, to a greater extent than in sentences like

(34) patiulu-fu ka-na-la makiti-ki wari-ni, kufja-¢-npa watjawatja-ma-nu
nfuntulu-fu.
(I-erg AUX gun-dat seek-nonpast, COME-AUX loss-caus-past you-erg)
‘T am looking for the gun you lost.”

where deletion is much preferred. Likewise, in sentences like (35), retention
and pronominalisation are favoured over delétion:

(35} (a) gura ka-na-tju yu:ika-njl, yi-¢-na yuna yura-yka.
. (place AUX clear-nonpast, COMP-AUX lig[- -nonpast] place-loc).
(b) yura ka-na-tju yu: lka-nfi, yi-d-na yuna yula-gka.
{place aux c1ear—nonpast COMP-AUX le[- nonpast] it-loc)
‘I am clearing the place in order to lie down on it.”
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{These are from a speaker who uses the purpesive complementiser alternant
[yi-{ rather than [yugt-/.)

It is interesting to nofe further that the well-formedness of complex
sentences exhibiting NP-coreference does hot depend upon NP-identity, but
rather on the strictly semantic notion of coreference. Thus, sentences like (36),
in which nominal coreference is manifested by a pair of synonyms, are
acceptable and not particularly unusual:

(36} walpa-pku ka-palpa tjuru wa: fwa:l-luwe-ni, kutja-fea payi wapka.
(wind-erg AUX hair tossing-strike-nonpast, COMP-AUX wind speak
[-nonpast])

‘The wind tosses our hair whea it blows (lit. speaks).’

© While the study of these matters is important, and perhaps crucial to'a
proper understanding of Walbiri linguistic competence, it seems to me
unlikely at this point that it will contribute in any substantive way to the
question of the anderlying syntactic source of NP- relat:ves

1.2, Case agreement

At an earlier point in this discussicn, it was pointed out that an infipitive
clause may agree in ¢ase with the main-clause nour phrase which controls the
deletion of a coreferential noun phrase within the infinitive. This is lllustratec[
by sentence ([8), repeated here for convenience:

(18} patju ka-na-lo kudu-ku magi-tiari-mi, wanti-njtja-waneku.
{T Aux chiid-dat grief-inchoative-nonpast, fall- mﬁmtwe COMP- dat)
‘T amy sorry for the child that fell.”

The fact of case-agreement might, on initial consideration, be taken as
evidence in favour of an undetlying structure in which the infinifive clause is
embedded under the same NP-node as the nominal with which it agrees. It is
known, for example, that when a noun phrase is dismembered by the perm-
utation rules which account for the free word order so characteristic of
Walbiri, each constituent of the noun phrase is separately marked for case
Thus, whlle in (26) the subject noun phrase /maliki wiri-pkil *dog big-erg’ is,
as a unit, marked for ergative case, the constituents of that noun phrase ‘are
separately ‘marked for the ergative in aiternative renditions of (26) in which
the parts. of the noun phrase are separated:

(37} (a) -maliki-li ¢-tji yalku-nu wipi-pki.
(dog-erg AU bite-past big-erg)

(b) wiri-pki ¢-tii yallku-nu maliki-li.
{big-erg AUX bite-past dog-erg)

T assume, speculatively, that this is accomplished by a rule of concord which
marks sach consistuent of a noun phrase with an abstract case feature
appropriate to the case category of the noun phrase as 2 whole. Whether the
actual case ending appears ofice or repeatedly depénds upon whether the
noun phrase constiinents, at the time the case features are given phonological
shape, are domirated by a common NP-node—if they are, thea the case will
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be spelled out once, on the final constituent of the noun phrase; but if they
are not, the case witl be spelled out separately on each of the constituents.
Whatever the details of concord may be, it is obvious that the case agreement
in (18) would be an automatic consequence of the concord rule under the
extraction analysis, provided the extraction rule followed concord. Concord
would then be a rule gnmg surface evidence of an under]ymg complex noun
phrase configuration.

Although it is not inconceivable that this is - the correct analysis of
sentences like (18) case agreement cannot be used as an argument in favour
of the extraction analysis for NP-relatives in general, for the simple reason
that it is not Himited to infinitives like that in (18), the only type for which the
NP-relative interpretation seems at all appropriate. It applies obligatorily in,
the case of T-relative infinitives employing the complementiser /-kara/, and it
applies optionally in the case of purposives and complements in /~kura/. It
appears, therefore, that case agresment is t6 be distingnished from case
concord. I suggest that it is intimately linked with the obligatory coreferential
noun phrase deletion characteristic of infinitive clauses. That s to say, case
agreement is a surface manifestation of the control relation which holds
between a noun phrase in the main clause and a noun phrase (obligatorily
deleted) in the infinitive clause. And however the agreement is effected, it is
defined over the control relation and not over the strictly structural relation of
shared. domination which.is presumably involved in case concord. Viewed in
this light, the phenomenon of case agreement Is closely similar in nature to

the phenomenon of complementiser choice (discussed above in connection.

with infinitives); thisis also defined over the control relation. .

Ifitis correct that case agreement is to be distingnished from case concord,
and if, moreover, case agreement is to be defined in terms of control rather
than in terms of shared domination, then there is no reason to expect it td be
associated with NP-pelatives to the exclusion of other subordinate clauses—
and it is evidently not limited to NP-relatives in Walbiri, It cannot, therefore,
be used to support the extraction analysis for NP-relatives; nor can it be
used to support any analysis which posits a source for NP-relatives which is
syntacnca]ly distinet from that of, say, T-relatives and purposwes

1.3. Attrac'ﬂon
The -prevailing surface structure fact about Walbiri relative clauses is that
they are margmal to, rather than integrated into, the main clause. This is
entirely consistent with the adjunction analysis, which directly represents the
marginality of the Subordinate clause to the main clause by restricting
recursion In the phrase structure component to the rule which expands the
category S.

However, this prevailing surface structure marginality is fully true only in
the case of finite réfative clauses. Infinitive clauses, by contrast, have the

ability to appear within the main clause and to. permute with other con-

stituents of it. Consider, for example, the following sentence:

(38) panka—nﬁ]a-kum ¢ 1A Wawiri Iuwa-nu aatjulu-lu
{(run-infinitive-come’ AUX kangaroo shoot-past {-erg)
L shot the kangaroo while it was running.’

-
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This is an acceptable alternative to:

(39) yatjulu-lu ¢-na wawiri luwa-nu, panka-njlja-kura
{I-erg AUX kangaroo shoot-past, run-infinitive-coMp)

In (38), the infinitive clause is c[ear]y a constituent of the main clause in
surface structure, as evidenced by the positioning of the main-clause
auxiliary—this auxiliary, having the null base f¢-/, must follow the first
copstituent of its own clause, Furthermore, the infinitive clause may permute
to a medial positien within the main c]ause, as in ‘

{40) wawiri ¢-na panka-nfya wkura [uwa-nu gatjulu-lu,

This behaviour is observed with particular frequency when the mﬁmuve
clause consists, as it does in this instance, of a single word.

It is possible that this reflects an embedded source for infinitive relative
clauses. But if so, the embedded source is not exclusive to NP-relatives, since
alf infinitive types can appear as surface structure constituents of the main
clause—in- fact; the infinitive in (38-40) belongs to the type which most.
closely apprommates the T-relative in semantic interpretation. Also, the
infinitive type which most closely .approximates the NP-relative gives no
evidence of being embedded under NP—nor does any other type. The degree
of embedding which they exhibit is best characterised by saying that they may
appear as integrated constituents of the main clause. In any event, there is’
little evidence one way or the other concerning the deep structure embedded-
ness of ‘infinitive relative clauses. Since their surface structure position is
either marginal to or internal to the main clause, it is possible, in the absence
of. decisive evidence, to propose at least two hypothéses concerning them!
(1) the infinitive relative clause is embedded within the main clause in deep
structure, and it may optionally extrapase, normally to the position following
the main clause; (2) the infinitive, like the finite relative clanse, is adjoined fo
the main clause in deep structure; but unlike its finite counterpart, the
infinitive may move into the main clause, thereby becoming a constituent of
that clause for the purposes of such elementary syntactic processes as AUX-
Insertion and constituent permutation, I will refer fo the process involved in
the second of these alternatives as aftraction.

I do not know whether a strong case can be made for deriving mﬁnmve
clauses from finite clanses by a process of auxiliary deletion—under approp-
riate conditions of medality sequencing belween the main and subordinate
clauses, But this seems a natural suggestion and, if it were the correct analysis
of infinitives, it would follow that infinitives are of the same deep- ~structure
statas as finite relatives. To maintain this proposal, however, it will. be
necessary to account, in sonie natural way, for the fact that infinitives display
a much more varied array of complementisers than do finite dependent
clauses—although, by and large, for each general ﬁmte type ‘there is a
corresponding infinitive type.

There are many differences between finite relatives and infinitive relatives.
The latter, unlike the former, obligatorily suffer deletion of a noun phrase
under appropriate conditions of control; they may be marked for case in
agreement with a controller in the main clause, and they may be integrated
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into the main clause. But the most striking difference has to do with their
clausal status. Finite dependent clauses arve full sentences in all respects—
they display all of the internal syntactic properties and capabilities charac-
teristic of main clauses; and they are subordinate only by virtue of the
complementiser, but even this is not encugh (o prevent them from appearing
as independent clauses, cwm complementiser—purposives in fyuyu- {pi- ~
yiga-)} are used independently to express a desire or a necessity {for example,
vi-ipa-na ya-ntala wilinjil ‘1 should go hunting; I would like to go hunting.”),
and clanses in fkutja-/ {in the present tense) are used independently to render
a presentational sense (for example, /yali kutja-ka kari-mi tiapanagka/ ‘There
stands Japanangka.”). By contrast, infinitives, if they have a sentential origin,
are severely reduced in structure. In their shallow syntactic behaviour, at least,
they have the characteristics of nominals, Thisnominal character cansists not
onlyin the ability of infinitives to accept case inflection, but also in their ability
to dismember and aflow their ersiwhile constitueats to permute with the
constituents of the main clause. As in the case of noun phrases, so in the case
of infinitives, when dismemberment occurs, the endings which formerly
marked the whole appear on each of the separated constituents. In this, the
complementisers behave like case endings. Compare, for example, sentence
(41a) and the alternative rendition (41D):

(41} (a) parka ka-na nja-nji, kali tanti-ninjtja-kura.
(man Aux see-nonpast, boomerang trim-infinitive-come)
(b) parka ka-na koli-kira wja-nji tjanti-ninjtia-kura,
{man AUX boomerang-COMP see-nonpast trim-infinitive-COMP)
‘1 see the man trimming the boomerang.’

Note that in (41b) the infinitive complementiser /-kura/ appears on each of the
erstwhile constituents of the infinitive clause. This behaviour of infinitive
complementisers is perhaps not surprising in view of the fact that many of
them are identical in form to case endings (for example, /-kura/ ‘directional,
T-relative’; /-pkaifinta =~ -latjinta) ‘comitative, T-relative’; /[-ku/ ‘dative,
purpasive’)—this is, in itself, an extremely intrigning phenomenon, deserving
of attention; it is not limited to Walbiri.

It is my feeling that the ability of infinitives to attract inte the main clause
is intimately associated with their reduced status. Full sentences may not
aitract into the main clause, bat structures which are less than a full sentence
may. The possibility that attraction exists as a syntactic process in Walbiri s
appealing from another standpoint. Recall that when & finite relative clause
is preposed to the main clause, it is customary to initiate the main clause with
the anaphoric element /rula/. Now, in the case of NP-relatives, there is the
distinct possibility that /pula/ is nothing other than the regular anaphoric
determiner associated with retention (or partial retention—that is, pro-
nominalisation) of the second of two coreferential noun phrases. But this
does not account for its appearance in complex sentences for which the
NP-relative interpretation is inappropriate (for example, T-relatives, con-
ditionals, and purposives). The occurrence of fyulaf there must be accounted
for in a different way. I would like to suggest the following. Preposed relative
clauses, of all types, are derived from right-adjoined relatives by means of a
transformational rule which positions them to the left of the main clause and
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Chomsky-adjoins them fo the top-most S-node. This might, incidentally,
account for the prevailing tendency to pause betweén a prepesed subordinate
clanse and the main clause since, after preposing, the former would be
removed from the latter by two S-nodes. The preposing rule does not entirely
eliminate the original right-adjoined relative clause; rather, it leaves a trace
of it in the form of the anapheric element /yula) {which functions as 2
‘sentence proform’, in this case). This element, being less than a sentence,
subsequently attracts into the main clause—and, preferably, into a focused
positicn within that clause; hence its favoured initial position. Attraction of
fyulaf into the main clause is, so far as I can tell, obligatory.

The preposing rule postulated here operates on a structure of the form
jr‘epresented in {22) above to produce z derived structure of the following
orm: :

s
VAN
REL /S\
e / \
/s N\
8 $ REL

(42

pula

Subsequently, /yula/ attracts into the main clause—that is, the clause immed-
iately to its left—and assues a focused position there.

There is independent motivation for the first step in this derivation—in
particular, the leaving of a trace of an extracted constituent. Walbiri has a
left-dislocation rule which exiracts a noun phrase from a finite clause,
leaving /yula/ behind. Apparently, a left-dislocated noun phrase is Chomsky-
adjoined to the S-node-—in any event, it is clearly removed from the sentence
as evidenced both by pausing and by the fact that it is no longer a constituent
of the sentence for the purposes of Aux-Insertion:.

(43) yapiri yayka, yula ka kari-mi wulpayi-la.
{sucalyptus the, it AUX stand-nonpast creek-loc)
“The river red gum, it grows in creeks.’

The second part of the derivation—that is, attraction of /pula/ intc the main
clause—is strictly associated with the suppested preposing rule, and its
Justification will depend upon the cutcome of further research relating to the
proposdl as a whole, :

My awn interest ii this proposal is considerably heightened by sentences
like the following: - :

44) (8) maliki kutja-¢ wonti-tia, yula-kura ¢-na yade-paka-nu patjulu-fu.
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{dog comp-aux fall-past, then-CoMP AUX rep-strike-past I-crg)
“When the dog fell, thereupon I struck it.” :

(b) patju kutja-p-na wanti-tja, yula-kura ¢-tju maliki-l-lki yada-pu-yu.
(I comp-aux fali-past, then-coMp aux dog-erg-then rep-bite-past)
“When I fell down, thereupon the dog bit me.’

These contain preposed-T-relative clauses. Interestingly, the anaphoric trace,
left behind by the preposing operation and subsequently attracted into the
main clause, is inflected by precisely the same complementiser that would
have appeared on the subordinate clavse if it had been an infinitive—that is,
the complementiser which appears when the object of the main clause
controls the deletion of the subject of an infinitive T-relative. This is very
suggestive, It suggests, in effect, that a record of the particular NP-
coreferentiality holding between the main and subordinate clauses—including
information comcerning the grammatical relations which the coreferential
noun phrases bear in their own clauses—is encoded in the relative clause,
perhaps in the REL-node, ot in the relative complementiser, and is, moreover,
maintained in the trace left behind in the preposing process. The spelling out
of the complementiser then follows a general rule that the case-like suffixal
form is used whenever the appropriate ‘record keeping’ features are present
in a category which is less than a full sentence—that is, not only infinitives,
but anaphoric elements as well, )

A great deal of work remains to be done on the relative clause in Walbiri.
My purpose here has been merely to indicate some potentially fruitful topics
for investigation. An important area which I have not touched upon in this
discussion is the accessibility of a noun phrase to relativisation (cf. Keenan
1972, and other references to his work cited there), If the adjunction analysis
is correct for Walbiri, then the accessibility question in Walbiri amounts to
the following: In structure (23), under the NP-relative interpretation {assum-
ing this to be a real notion}, what grammatical functions and what structural
positions may NP, occupy ? In Walbiri, there are no apparent limits on the
grammatical functions of NP; within the immediately subordinate clause, but
I have not as yet been able to determine the total range of structural positions
which NP; may occupy, though I doubt that they differ in any essential way
from the positions which any anaphoric element, construed with an
antecedent in the main clause, may occupy.

2. Examples of the adjoined relative in Kaititj

I would like now to turn to a brief presentation of data on the relative clause
from another Australian language. I have chosen the Arandic language
Kaititj to do this. Although Kaititj is an eastern neighbour of Waibiri, and
therefore geographically close to the latter, its relative clause differs in
interesting ways, as does that of the Arandic languages generally.

Kaititj, like Walbiri, has a class of finite subordinate clauses which receive
a NP-relative interpretation, These are especially marked by means of an
enclitic complementiser /-ar/ (j-ali it the other Arandic languages) which
attaches to the first constituent of the suberdinate clause:
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{45) agir atf ari-nk, atupi-l-ar wi-nh,
‘(kangaroo I:erg see-pres, man-erg-comp shoot-past)
I'see the kangaroo that the man shot.’

{Arandic segmental phonology is quite complex and not parti
understood : and I would like to make a few Eomments on glergiaizg{amg
representations. The symbol fif represents a high to kigh-mid central vowel
[£ ~ 2], except morpheme-initially, where it is a high-mid front vowel. It
tends to front and raise when adjacent to /y/, and to round when adjacen£ to
fw/. Word-final vowels, omitted from the transcription, are predictable
entirely—they are the high to high-mid central vowel when unstressed: but
they are the low central vowel [a] when stressed. Stress is also prcdict:'ztble
appearing on the first post-consonantal vowel in the word, The symbol /g,:'
designates an unrounded doiso-velar glide, and the symbol /Af is used as a
diacritic to represent lamino-dental articulation. There also exists a series of
nasals with stop-onsei—these are represented by upper-case letters. Other
symbols have their conventional Australianist values.)

The subordinate clause in (45) is presumably reduced from the following:

(46) atuyi-l agir wi-nh.
{man-erg kangarco shoot-past)
‘The man shot the kangaroo.’

by deletion of jagi/ ‘kangaroo’ under identity with the object nou ase |

the main clause. Kaititj, and the other Ar);ndic langué[ges as ag{lrcési%;{
rather strikingly from Walbiri in that finite relative clauses are inflected for
case i agreement with the main-clause noun phrase with which they are
construed. This is not apparent in (46), since the relevant main-clause noun
phrase _there, being an object, is in the absolutive and is, therefore, not
overtly marked for case. But in (47} below, the main-clause noun phrase, isin
the dative case—in conformity with thé case government of the main-clause’
verb fuNthu-/ ‘to seek’—and the relative clause accordingly, is inflected for

dative case. The case ending is suffixed directly to the finite vérb:

(47) agiri-w ayiy uNthu-ran, atuyi-t-ar wi-nhi-w,
‘(kangaroo-.dat I:nom seck-prog, man-erg-CoMP shoot-past-dat).
I am looking for the kangaroo that the man shot.’

Further examples of case agreement are presented below:2

(48) (2) agiri-wa] ayiy api-yir, ng-ar wi-nhiri-wal. :

gkan_garoo-dlr Linam walk-fut, you:erg-comp shoot-past-dir)
I\fn}l g0 up to the kangaroo which you shot.’ .

(b Ezfzrr-wal ¥ gpi—n, atj-ar ayNi-nfiri-wal, .
(kangaroo-dir you:nom wa]k-impera'tivc T:erg-comp spear-past-di
You go up to the kangaroo I speared.’ e peat-pist-din

(o) agiri-w ayiy uNthu-ran, atjar -ayNi-nji-w.
‘(kangaroo-_dat E:nom seek-prog, I:erg-comp spear-past-dat)
Tam looking for the kangaroo I speared.’
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() ulakiyti-l ayiy anti-yan, atjiri-yi-l-ar atji-y katfi-mpwayi-nhi-,
{windbreak-loc I:nom sit prog, brother-my-erg-COMP me-obj
benefactive-rnake-past-loc) .

‘T am sitting in the windbreak that my brother made for me.’
(e) atuyi-thiy ayiy api-nhi-yin, y-ar ulNthu-yayni-thiy.
(man-clative L:nom walk-past-hither, you:nom-comp seek-past:
imperfective-elative)
q have come from the man whom you were secking.’
() otupi-w ayiy uNthu-ran, pki-g-ar alari-nhi-w,
(man-dat T:nom seek-prog, you-obj-comp hit-past-dat)
‘J am loaking for the man who hit you.’

Kaititj shares with Walbiri the option of preposing the relative clanse,
although it seems to be taken up somewhat less often in Kaititj than in
Walbini—in the case of the NP-relative at least. When the relative clause is
preposed, the coreferentizl noun phrase remains undeleted in the subordinate
clanse, but its main-clause partner is represented by a determiner or by the
anaphoric element jrinfi/ (advanced to initial position in the main clause, as in

Walbiri):

(49) alu-pi-l-ar ativ ati-nh. rink aif alpipivni-nk.
(father-my-erg-coMp tree chop-past, it Lierg carry-pres)
“The tree that my father chopped down, 1 am carrying it.”

Although my data are not absolutely clear on the matter, sentences lile (50)
below suggest that case agreemeat i3 not contingent upon deletion of a noun
phrase from the relative ciause, as it is in the case of the Walbiri infinitive,
since the preposed relative clause—from which no noun phrase has been
deleted—shows case agreement:

(30) atuy anh-ar aNti-yani-l, anthi-l-at aifi-n wi-nhir.
{man that-comp stand-prog-erg, that-erg-emph me-obj shoot-past)
‘That man who is standing (there), that one shot me.”

Perhaps the most interesting possibility suggested by the data from Kaitit)
relates to the phenomencn of attraction, Although this must be regarded as a
matter in need of exacting research, the preliminary indications are that
Kaititj allows a finite relative clause to atfract into the main clause and, as a
unit, to replace the main-clause noun phrase with which it is construed.
Consider, for example, the following sentence:

(51 agir-qr ampwari-nki-wal y api-n.
(kangaroo-comp die-past-dir you:nom go-imperative)
‘Go up to the kangaroo that died.’

There are several things about (51) which are worthy of note. Firstly, unlike
other complex sentences cited for Kaititj, (51) contains no intonational
break, suggesting that the subordinate clause is integrated into the main
clause. This integration is further evidenced by the position of the main-
clause subject proncun [y ‘vou-nomr—a singular subject pronoun often
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becomes reduced in stress {and it is reduced in (51)); when they do, they
behave as clitics and move to second position within their clause {not unlike
the Kaitij complementiser /-ar/ and the Walbiri auxiliary), forming a
prasodic unit with the first constituent of the clause. These singular pronouns
normally undergo this process of cliticisation, and sentence (51) is evidently an
instance. Thp pronouns typically remain initial within their clause only when
augmented i some way, whether by emphatic stress or by the relative
complementiser /-ar/ (cf. (48a, b, c) above). Secondly, the position of the
complementiser /-2r/ in (51) indicates that the noun phrase jagir/ “kangaroo’
is a surface comstituent of the subordinate clause, not the main clause
the main-clause coreferent is entirely absent from (51). And finally, the case
category associated with the noun phrase fagir/, that is, absolﬁutive (or
nominative), alsc indicates that that noun phrase is a constituent of the
subordinate clause-—-its absolutive marking follows from the fact that it is the
subject of the. subordinate verb, which is intransitive.

The following are additional examples of this apparent attraction 'of a
relative clause into the position of the coreferential main-clause noun phrase:

{52) (8) atuy-ar aNti-yani-wal ayiy api-nk.
(man-comp stand-prog-dir I:nom go-pres)
‘I am going up to the man who is standing (there).’
(o) atuy-ar anki-rani-thiy ayiy api-nk.
(man-coMp speak-prog-elative I:nom go-pres)
‘T am walking away from the man who is speaking.’

In (51) and (52}, the coreferential noun phrase in the subordinate clause is the
subject, and therefore initial in its clause. If the coreferential noun phrase is
not the subject, it is apparently fronted, leaving the somewhat unusual surface
ordering in which the complementiser /-qr/ appears to attach to the second
constituent of the subordinate clause, It is quite possible that this apparent
fronting is in fact raising, and that it brings the subordinate noun phrase
out of jls own clause—in which case the positioning of the complementiser
would not be exceptional. The case marking in (53), however, clearly indicates
tl]xe gra(rtrllim‘f.twa&l iglatxon of thedfro.nted noun phrase within the subordinate
ciause (that is, dative as opposed to lati i i in-

Certner (so (3300} PP the elative appropriate to its main-clause

(53) atuyt-w (,) g-ar ulNthu-yayni-thiy ayiy api-nhi-pin,
[(hrﬁimsiat (;) you:nom-comp seek-past:imperf-glative [:nom walk-past-
er
‘T have come from the man whom you were seeking.’

(This example was recorded with a tentative pause, or an audible decrease in
tempo, following the fronted noun phrase.) Other examples of this frorting
or raising, follow; '

(54) (a) kayl nt-ar irki-nhi~w ayly itirari-ran.
(bocmerang yon:erg-comp trim-past-dat 1:nom crave-prog)
‘I want the boomerang you trimmed.’ '
(b) kayl nt-ar irici-nhi-I atj aNhilugl wi-with.
gboomerang you:erg-COMP trim-past-inst I:erg emun hit-desiderative)
[ want to hit an emu with the boomerang you trimmed.’
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It seems natural to suzgest that sentences like (51-2) are derived by means
of a transformational rule, following case agreement, which attracts a right-
adjoined relative clause into the main clause. Moreover, since the inain-clause
coreference partner does not actually appear in (51--2), it is'possible that it i3
replaced by the relative clause. One might speculate along these lines, that
Kaititj, like Walbiri, has underlying_structures of the adjoined type rep-
resented in (23). But, vunlike Walbiri, Kaititj not only inflects its finite clause
for case in agreement with the main-clause noun phrase NP;, but if also has
the option of attracting the relative clause into the main clause to replace
NP,, thereby deriving from (23) a surface structure of the form

S

(53)
- N
N
~
N

T ey

REL
|
-8

/ /\
AN
. NP, , .
According to this hypothesis, Kaititj possesses an embedded relative clause——

at the surface structure level of syntactic representation, but not at deep

structure. ‘ . RV

To account for sentences like (53-4) as well, one might speculate further
that, if NP,—the coreferent in the subordinate clause—is a nonsubject, and
thereforo noninitial in its clause, it is extracted to the right and, perhaps,
Chomsky-adjcined to the subordinate S-node. This extraction, or raising,
would convert (55) to: o

(56) . ' 8

NPy T
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The details of such & proposal must, of course, await further research. It

is not clear, for example, whether the attraction rule actually involves

replacement of NP, for there are apparent instances of attraction in which
NP,, with its case marking appropriate to its role in the main clause, remains
undeleted while NP, is deleted from the subordinate clause: :

(57) atfiri-yi-l-ar atfi-p katji-mpwari-nhi-wal ayly alpi-nk, anjiju-wal.
(brother-my-erg-comp I-obj benefactive-make-past-dir I: nom return-
pres, shelter-dir) .
T am returning to (that which) my brother made for me; to the shelter.’

But the status of this sentence, and others like it, is not clear. It is possi

that the main part of (57) is simply indeterminate with respect to Eomiﬁij
rgference Le., that the nominal is unspecified and, therefore, not overtly
{eprescntf.:d).aﬂ.d that the apparent main-clause noun phrase [anjtju-wal/
shelter-dir” is, in fact, merely appended to the sentence as a whole, as an
afterthought, to supply specification. This is not an unusual prac’tice in
Australian usage, and the intonational break preceding janjtfu-walf is
consistent with this alternative interpretation. o ' )

In considering the‘ details of the attraction proposal, it may prove relevant
to study parentheticals as well. Sentences like (58a-b) below show the
relative clause inserted in the position immediately following NP; (that is, (he
main clause coreferent): ' ’

(58) (2) atuy withi-l-at, atfi-y-ar alovi-nhi-l, gki-y ari-mikiy.
‘ i(tlﬁfal)l the-erg-emph, me-obj-comp hit-past-erg, you-obj see-admon-
e -
‘The man, who hit me, is liable to see you,’
- (b) atuy, aiji-y-ar alari-nh, gki-y uNthy-ran.
(man, me-obj-comp hit-past, you-obj seek-prog)
“The man, who hit me, is looking for you.’ s

But parentheticals, unlike attracted clauses of the type represented by (51-2)
are set off intonationally by clearly perceptible pausing. '

In this brief discussion of Kaititj, I have restricted my attention to clauses
receiving the NP-relative interpretation, since these are the most clearly
relevant to the issues surrounding the adjunction analysis, It is clear that
Kaititj presents a direct challenge to this coneeption of relatives, since it
possesses both the adjoined and the embedded relative clause in surface
structure. 1 have suggested thal the clauses are underlyingly adjoined and
dcmja’glyely embedded. Obviously, of course, there exists the alternative
possibility that they are underlyingly embedded and derivatively adjoined
And a third possibility, certainly worth attention, is that both types exist at
deep structure. If the embedded relative is basic in Kaititj, then, to account
for sentences of the type represented by (51-2), there must be some provision
for eliminating-the head noun phrase, since it does not appear in surface
structure. But this is nol unprecedented—for a discussion of the ‘headless’
relative clause in Navajo, an American Indian language, see Platere (1973);
?lngc!f4§0r an alternative account of the phenomenon, see Hale and Platero
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3. Concluding remarks

Although T cannot at this point give definitive arguments in support of the
basicness of the adjoined telative in the two languages used to exemplify it in
this paper, 1 have presented the adjunction analysis a5 a possibility which, T
feel, deserves serious consideration,

It is my opinion that, historically at least, the adjoined relative takes
priority over the embedded relative in Australia. It has been reported in
languages as distinct from Walbiri and Kaitifj as Lardil of Mornington
Istand in the Gulf of Carpentaria (see, for example, Kiokeid 1973), the
Northern Paman language Linnithig of Cape York Peninsula (sce Hale 1966),
and Mabuiag of Torres Strait (see Klokeid 1970); and I have found it alsc in
Ngarluma of the northwest coast, Warramungs of central Australia, and in
Gurindji of northern central Australia.

I am encouraged, further, to speculate that the development of the °

embedded type, exemplified here by Kaitij, is intimately related to the
phenomenon of attraction. The attraction rule itself, in my opinion, has
entered the grammars of certain Australian languages for a reason. That is to
say, it is functionally motivated.
1 it is true that the NP-relative interpretation is achieved by means of an
" interpretive rule which embeds the semantic reading of an adjoined relative
clause into NP, in the main clause, where this noun phrase has a coreferential
partner NP; in the subordinate clause, then, subsequent to the interpretation
rule, there exists a syntactic/semantic disparity in subordination—-the relative
clause is syntactically adjoined but semantically embedded. The attraction
rule, I propose, exists precisely to eliminate this disparity. (See Hale 1971, for
further discussion of this proposal.) If the attraction-+ule becomes obligatory
at some stage in the historical development of a Janguage, it does not seem
unreasonable to imagine that a grammatical reanalysis takes place, giving
rise to a deep-structure relative clause of the embedded type. 1 suspect that
" this is the genesis of the embedded relative clause in many languages of the
waorld which indisputably possess it. :
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Notes

1. There is some guestion as to whether & complement clause in J-pkani ~
-Jani] is necessarily construed with a dative NP in the main clause, as is the
case in {16). There is an afternative in which the dependent clause is not
construed with a NP in the main clause at all. Tn this alternative, the
subject of the dependent clause remains undeleted but is inflected with the
dative ending /-ku/:
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kudu ka tjada-yuma-mi, kida-njamu-ku kali tjanti-ninjtja-fani,
(child Aux sleep-lie-nonpast, father-own dat Ebdmerang trim-
That the Nb /&l (fath
at the NP /kida-nfanu-ku/ (father-own dat) is a constituent i -
ordinaie clause, rathqr than of the main clause), is evident rgg?r:)n?j%nfltilllje
intonational properties of this sentence but also from the fact that the
dative NP in question fails to cause dative agreement in the main-clause
?;:Iillshilrl;y—a_lc.o(rjnpare (16), mlwh'ijch the main-clause auxiliary /ka-fa/ con-
i e third person singular dative pronomi laj, it
tains the | /kz‘gz’a—njanu-kuf P minal element /-/a/, in agree-
2. Apparently, case-agreement applies only when the subordinate clause
shows verb-final word order. In an alternative rendering of (48¢)—in
which the subject, not the verb, Is in final position—the suberdinate clause
does nat show case agreement:
{48¢c) agiri-w ayiy uNthu-ran, ayNi-nj-ar atf.
{(kangaroo-dat I:nom seek-prog, spear-past-Comp I:erg)
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