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ABSTRACT

This thesis is based on the premise that-only by'working within_
a theoretical framework can the linguist arrive at a general and .
explanatory descriptioﬁ of a grammar of a language. With this in mind,
the Extended Standard Theory of Generative Grammar has been adopted
as- a model to describe relative clause cohstruciion in Rainy River
0jibway, an Algonquian Indian Tanguage:_,_

In the first part of the thesis, certain aspects of Algonquian
Tinguistics are reviewed. Relative c1au5es-then receive a'tréditiona1
analysis, including a rule of WH-movement. An argument is advanced thaf
the morphemes which commonly have been termed "conplementizers" are
in fact relative pronouns. The implication of such an analysis is that
Djibway question formation is exactly qqiguihat of the relative clause,
except that the antecedent of a question construction contains an
interrogative morpheme. It is then demonstrated that focus construc-
tions are identical to direct questions. ’

The latter part of this thesis involves a description of indirect
questions, free re]atiﬁés and interroggtive determiners. It is shown
that ?11 these constructions are easily explained under the previously
deveTopéd analysis. An additional argument is made for alldwing the
indexing of relative pronouns through the notion of COMP accessibility.

" .
It is proposed that the containing category be permitted to assign an
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index to COMP when the antecedent of a relative clause, or indirect
question, is lexically empty. There is also a suggestion that the
inflection of the verb in a higher sentence may in fact initiate the
indexing. '

The conclusion of this thesis is that the Extended Standard
Theory suffices as a theoretical framework with which to study
Ojibway inasmuch as the analysis as presented describes the related

constructions in a general and satisfactory manner.

.~
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INTROCUCTION -

Studies in.American Indian languages have generally been relegated
to the realm of the exotic. The result is that the small amount of work
that has been accomplished (in contrast to Indo-European languages) hag,
for the most part, been of a descriptive naturé, with the aim of pro-
viding a groundwork analysis which at times amounts to little more than
a taxonomy. Even so, there exist suprisingly few linguists working
in this area, especially when one considers that some.of these languages
are well along the road to extinction due to the socio-economic facﬁors
of their modern-day context.

Recently there has been an effort begun by some Amerindia:
Tinguists to incorporate the data they are collecting into current
theories of linguistics. Both relational grammar and the Extended
Standard Theory of generative grammar are being utilized, with interes-
ting results, to provide a theoretical framework for the study of
native American languages. )

In the area of Algonquian linguistics, 1igguists in Quebec .
‘(ATan Ford, Jonathan Kaye, Jim Lees and otherg) have been using the
Extended Standard Theory as a basis of analysis for Cree and

\

Montagnais.



One of the crucial provisions of Chomsky's linguistic theory is
that only by broviding a principled theory of human ];nguage.in general -
can the Tinguist expect to make general and explanatory statements |
about a specific language. In other words, a theory of this nature
will enable the linguist to choose between possible des&%iptions
(or grammars) of the language in question. At the same time, the data
obtained from the study of a particular.language will provide for an
analysis which will serve to further the study of langugge in ggggral

‘\\_,_f%.e. universal grammar).

This thesis has been constructed with the above goals in mind.
I %ave chosen, -as a theoreticaf framework, the Extended Standard
Theory (EST). This theory is developed in Chomsky (1973; 1377; 1980a)
“and in Chomsky and Lasnik {1977). I will give a brief outline of the
framework.

The Extended Standard Theory invo{ves the concept of a universal
grammar from which the core grammar of a language is selected. Construc-
tions within.the core grammar are said to be "unmarked!'. "Marked"
constructions, on the other hahd, are dealt with by means of peripheral
rules. The core grarmar involves the generation of base structures to
which transformational rules apply, resulting in surface forms.

Surface forms then undergo various rules which allow them a phonetic

representation and a logical form.



Base Qules

Transformational Rules

/ l ‘

f Surface Forms - lt .
Deletion Rules . Rules 6f Construal
Filters | JRules of Interpretation
Phonological and Stylistic Rules| Conditions on Binding
R . _ I
Phonetic Representation ’ Logical Form

Base rules derive from some version of the X-bar theory as developed
in Jackendoff (1977). A transformational rule involves a rule Move ol

where®=¢ is a category. This category may be NP or WH. The surface form,

-

under this theory, is a rich level coﬁ?ﬁéning those eTemgnts to be
deleted és well as t;aces. Traces resu1t‘from movement rules that leave
behind a coindexed element in the origin%1 site of the mcved caﬁagg;yf,/// )
A1l rules of the grammar are unordered and optional. They must a]sé/be
subjecf to subjacency and some form of the A/A condition.and similar.
conditions. Thé framework adopted here does not employ

more recent developments. There is no argument
within this thesis that the mode selected is the only one that can be

used to study a language, only that a language must be studied with the

aid of some theory. I feel that the analysis to be presented is a more



explanatory and general account of the matgrial %nvo]ved than has
hitherto appeared, and these.factors are directly attributable to the
application of a strict methodology.

The language—studied here is 0jibway, a member. of the Algaonquian
language family. The dialect is that of Western Ojibway, specifically,
that spoken in Rainy River, Ontario (see Chart I and Map I}.

The data contéined in this thesis was obtafned from one informant
who is an adult speaker of the }ahguage and who originates from Rainy
River. She has, for the past ten years, been living in Ottawa with hef
family who communicate with each other in théir native language. This -
informant has worked on various Iiﬁguistit projects {incltuding those I
was involved with for the Museum of Man) and therefore should not be
considered 1ingui§§ica11y naive. She has a not insignificant knowledge
of linguistics, in particular where it concerns hér own language. As an
informant she has enough motivation and interest to ensure that hef
data is correct. Needless to say, I- am confident that the data presented
here 1s accurate. The data was obtained through translation sessions
in which I.transcribed the material directly rather than using a tape
recorder. For my own purposes, I have found that this is the better
method since pertinent details may be immediately noticed-and questioned _
further. A1l data was verified at a later date by reverse translation.

The topic of this thesis is the relative clause and related -

phenomena. Relative clauses in Algonquian Tanguages have been studied

. ETIET
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in detail only by Alan Ford and Jim Lees in a paper entitled (

"Cree Relative Clauses" (1979). This paper provided a general out;/
line of the structure of relative clauses in Cree and noted that tﬁéﬁe
was a reserblance between relative clauses, questions and focus cons-
tructions. This fact was also observed by Kenneth Truitner and

Timmothy Dunnigan inthe paper"wH_Quegtions in Ojibway" (1972).

.However, since their analysis remains so incomplete, I will not have

occasion to refer to it.

My purpose in writing this thesis was to further explore the
structure of relative clauses in an Algonquian language and explain
their similarity to questions. The first chapter of this thesis is a
general introduction to relative clause structuwes in Ojibway as well as
explanations of certain grammatical aspects of the language. While the
Algonquian linguist may view these explanations as somewhat redundant,
I wish to avoid the general confusion that may result when the reader,
unfamiliar with Algonquian linguistics, js faced with an argument
involving a barrage of highly specific terminology necessary for the
description of the language.

In the second chapter an analysis of relative clauses is developed
and then extended to direct questions, showing how the same proposal
accounts for both sets of data. This analysis is then used to explain
focus constructipns. Finally, in the third chapter the analysis will

be applied toindirect questions and the phenomenon of headless or
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free relatives as well as interrogative determiners.

This thesis; although not an extensive treétment of the data of
0jibway, provides a working basis for aE least some aspects of a
possible grammar of that language. While I am not altogether familiar
with the data of other Algonquian languages, I think that the analysis

—

. .
provided here will lend itself to provide a grammar for all.



CHAPTER I

RELATIVE CLAUSES IN OJIBWAY

1.0 In this'chapter I will discuss the Qjibway relative clause in
terms of its structure, and those grammatical aspects of the language
that will be necessary for the analysis.

il ’

1.1 Structure of the Relative
L .

As the relative construction in 0jibway functions as a noun

phrase (NP), I will assume the phrase strﬁcture rule:

a

4R.1 NP—3 NP §

4
This rule is found in Ross (1967) where it is stated that the antecedent
of the relative is generated at the bage Tevel to the left of the embgd-
ded sentence in the form of NP rather than N (see also Lakoff and Ross,
1968). Thi§ rule serves to indicate that a noun phrase node may be filled
by a noun phrase as in (1), or by a headed relative clause (i.e. a
relative clausg with a lexically filled antecedent) as-in {2}, or finally,
by a head1éss or free relative (i.e. a relative clause with an empt}

antecedent) as in (3).

(1) inini obakkite?on kwiz&ssan

inini o-bakkite?-on kwiz@ss—an

man he-hit -(3-0bv.) boy-obv.

'The man Hits the boy'

TN
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(2) inini kanagamat obakkite?cn kwiz&ssan

inini ka=nagama-t o-bakkite?=on kwiz8ss-an
man COMP-sing-3c he-hit-(3-obv.) boy-obv.

‘The_man who sings hits the boy'

(3) kanagamat obakkite?on kwizdssan

Ka-nagama-t o-bakkite?-on kwizéss-an

Comp-sing-3c he-hit-(3-obv.) boy-obv.

'‘The one who sings hits the boy'
He who....

An additional rule is required, exbanding the embedded sentence:
R.2 S —> COMP S
This rule is based on Bresnan {1970), and implies, in effect, that the

underiined portions of examples (2) and (3) will have the structure:

(2) NP

C(l)MP
inini Ka nagamat
%) ’///,/,NR\\\\\\\
¢ NP -S-_ — \

. ka nagamat
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In example (3), e indicates a node which does not undergo further
expansion in the hase. |

The complementizer node here:is that category generated in the
base (R.2) which serves the function of introducing an embedded clause
as well as providing an "escape-hatch" for NH-movemeﬁt (see Breénan,
1970 and Chomsky, 1977). A more detailed analysis of the 0jibway COMP

node will be provided in chapter two.

Ao

1.2 Elements of Re]a;ive Clauses

Before proceeding with an analysis of relative clauses in Ojibway,
it would be useful to briefly discuss some grammatical elements of the
0jibway language in order to help a’ reader, unfamiliar with the
Algonquian language family, to understand the examples given in this

work.

1.2.1 The Conjunct Order

The embedded clause in 0jibway is marked through the use of the
conjunct order. The conjunct order is a system of verbal inflections
which occur at the end of the verb - and indicate not only the
subordination or dependency of the sentence but also the thematic
relationshin of the person or persons involved in the action. Some

examples of the use of the conjunct order follow. Note that small 'c¢!
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here signifies conjunct order such that '3c'\meaps ‘third person, conjunct

order’'.

(4)

\ “:J

. ' #

ngikenima iza-t otfenung

n-gikemima i3a--t otten-unag

I-know go-3¢c town-loc.

'] know that he goes to town'

In example (4) the sentence 'he goes to town' is embedded within

the matrix sentence and is marked as such by -t which also signifies

that the sentepce is intransitive with a third person singular subject.

(5)

Agai

nino-ndawa ikkwe bappit

ni-no-ncaw—a ikkwe bappi-t

I-hear-(1-3) woman laugh-3c

e woman laughing'
TR faughing

, in example (5), -t indicatgs that the phrase 'laughing' refers

to a third person subject of an intransitive verb which is subordinate

to the

-

ntence. Note that there is no complementizer in examples

(4) and (5). However, if R.2 is correct, that is, if all embedded

sentences in Ojibway are generated with a COMP node plus a sentence,
{

then if\will be necessary to assume that the COMP node remains unex-<7

panded in these forms.I will again refrain from a detailed discussion

of this problem until chapter two.

*a
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It should be noted that the conjunct order is distinct from the
independent {or matrix) order in that there are no personal pronouns to

be found in the conjunct order. Personal pronouns occur in the indepen-

dent order to the left of the verb:

(6) mbimippato:
. N

m-bimippatp:
I-run [

'I run' '

-

-

(7)  kibimippato-

-~

kKi=-bimippato-

you-run

'You run’

(8) bimippato-

4=bimppato-
he-run

'He runs'

This can be contrasted with the conjunct order in which person is

refliected by the appropriate conjunct inflections:
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{9) kigikendan bimippato-n y

ki-gikend-an bimippat-o-n
you-know-it run-l¢

'You know that I run'

(10) nikendan bimippattowin

ni-kend-an bimipattow-in

I-know-it run-=2c

'I know that you run'

{11) ngikendan bimippato-t
n-gikend-an bimippato--t
I-know-it run-3c

'T know that he runs'

1.2.2 Theme Suffixes

Theme suffixes in Ojibway are the set of verbal inflections that
occur to the right of the verb stem and indicate the person or persons
involved in the action. They are to be distinguished from personal
pronouns,which were mentioned above. They—aré sometimes referred to as
theme signs. The word 'sign' in this case is particularly appropriate
as the theme sign is a non-divisible unit which signifies many things.

In intransitive independent verbs the personal pronouns suffice to
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indicate person {see examples 6, 7 and 8). In transitive verbs the theme
sign carries the burden of subject/object relations. The pronominal
system, when attached to transitive verbs, is constrained by a factor,
of precedence. Precedence defines a h?a?archica1 system of persons,
each member of the hierarchy taking precedence over all lower members.
The order of precedence runs 2nd-lst-3rd-obviative. The following

" examples illustrate the precedence system of pronouns and how it works

in conjunction with theme signs:

{12) kiwabam

ki-wabamds
. you-see-(2-1)

'You see me'

(13) kiwabamin

Ki-wabam=in

you-see-(1-2)

'T see you'

(14) kiwabama

ki-wabam-a

you-see—(2;3)

*You see him'



~-16-

(15) Kiwabamik

ki-wabam-ik

you-see-{(3-2)

'He sees you'

From the above examples it can be seen that the tH!me signs to
the right of the verb express the syntactic relationship within the
verb phrase. In examp&e (14) the second person takes precedence over
the third person and the theme marker -a indicates that the action
involves a) third person, lower than other person {i.e. the other
person involved must be first or second person) and b) direct order
(i.e. the person which takes precedence is the subject of the verb or
agent). -

ey

In example (15) the second person pronoun, again taking precedence,

1s affixed to the Teft of the verb. The theme marker -ik signifies that
a) the action involves third person lower than other person {same as

a above) and b) inverse order {i.e.”the person taking precedence is the
direct object or'patient of the action).

As mentioned above, the conjunct order does not take personal
pronouns, and as such, only the theme signs reflect persons and rela-
'tjonships. Chartg I1 and III depict theme signs of the conjunct order
(as this work deals primarily with relative clauses, gpe indepenaent
order will not be discussed further). It should é%sojge noted that these

theme signs are different if the verb is negative.
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*
CHART TI
.
e\ i
Animate and Inanimate Intransitive Conjunct Endings
Singular Plural
- 1 -a*n we {excl.) -a+*ng
we (incl.) -ang -
you -an you (pl1.) ~eek
4 .
he -t they -(a)wa-t
it -k they -gin
: (inanimate)
obviative ~(i)nit they -(i)nit
' {obviative) (same as sing.)

(The 0Ojibway verb is more complicated than can be described in this
work since it potentially contains transitive markers and concrete and
abstract finals.)

*Both Charts fIand 111 have been abstracted from An Introduction to

yRainy River Qjibway, Johns, et.al., University of Ottawa, 1979
(unpublished).
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0BJECT - me
SUBJECT

you -iyan

he -it

we
(exclusive)

we
(inclusive)

you(pl.) -iye'k

they -lwa-t

52

Transitive Animate and Inanimate Conjunct Endings

CHART [41*

you

~inan

-ergowin

-tgwa

hi it s(excl.)  usCiy )
m us{exc us mmr

”mr -ama‘n

-at -aman -iyang

-art -ang -iyangit ~inang
-angit -ama'nq .

-a'ngit  ~amang

-a-k -ame-k -lya*ng

-m.zm.ﬁ, 1mao.xm~ .:m<momuﬁxm |mrma©_~zm

,.nu

you(pl.)

~inagok

~-ine*k

d
-lgo*we*k

-lne*gwa-

them them
{an.) (inan.)
same
-agwa* as
sing.
-attwa’
...D.ﬁ
~angitwa*

—arng(it)wa-

lmw-muf.m. .

~a'wa‘t
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1.2.3 Aomplementizers"

\\\he\ In Ojibway the COMP position can be filled by either ka- or
t

changed form, of left empt;. As. can be seen in examples (4) and
(5), tﬁg\iOMP position is not filled when the embedded sentence ()
is non—in!errogative (or -WH). The only indication that the.sentence
is other/than a matrix clause is the use of the conjunct. However,
PagottoN(1980, p.238) found that the Rapid Lake dialect of Algonquin
contains a \?mp]ementizer in these constructions:

. \\'

-

.
~

i
niéikenima E~bibanicancid *

I know  COMP-he is looking for me

! .
‘I/know that he is Toeking for me’

¢ .
’\\\iﬁigL/hére is a phonolggacal segment

T

' Though my data differs from that of Pagotto, I wi]?ﬁhithold a
.discussion of its implications until later. Suffice to say, Pagotto's
data serves as support for the generation of a COMP node .
COMP . must be fi1ied—in structures containing WH-phrases, i,e.
relative clauses and questions. Examples (g) énd (3) illustrate the
structure of relative clauses. Example (16} shows the use of COMP in

stion. 1 will adopt, for the moment, the term complementizer

when?;eferring to ka- and the changed form. This precedent was set by

Lees (1979) and Pagotto (1980).
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(16) ogonen kaon)imawit

ogonen ka-onji-mawi-t
what COMP-reason-cry-3c
'"Why is he crying’

. 3

The ka- complementizer:appears when the WH-phrase s specific or

definite as can be seen in examples (17), (18)\and (19).

{17) ngikenima inini kabimosset

n-gikenima inini ka-bimossg-t
[-know man COMP-walk-3c

'I know the man who is walking '

(18} wenen kabimossgt

wenen ka-pimosseg-t

who COMP-walk-3c

'Who is (that) walking?'

(19) ngikenima kabimosset
’ n-~gikenima ka-bimosse-t
I-know COMP-walk-3c

"I know {that one) who is walking'

Regular tense markings {i.e. those found in matrix verbs) are
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i

)

positioned between the complementizer and verb stem (regular present

tense is null).

(20)

N

(27)

ngikenima inini kagibimosset

n-cikenima inini ka-gi-bimosse-t

I-know man  COMP-past-walk-3c

fI know the man who walked!

naikenima inint kawi?bimosset

n-gikenima inini ka-wi7?-Himosse-1
I-know man COMP-fut.-walk-3c

.'T know the man who will walk'

The changed form complementizer refers to a process that changes

the first vowel of the verb stem or ;(C)!_ when the verb phrase is in

the present tense. This rule is symbolic in Sapir's term (Sapir, 1921).

The alternations involved in this rule are:

o -
gy SR
i _

o ———————J}- we

a2 remains the same

Thus in the present, this complementizer manifests itself not as a

morpheme but as an effect on the verb stem. The changed form is used

‘I._\r
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when the WH-phrase is non-specific or indeterminate. This can be seen

in example (22).
]
(22) ngikenima inini bemesset

n-gikenima inini bemosse-t

I-know man COMP-walk-3c
Ch.
‘I know a man who is walking'

It should be mentioned here that there are no articles in 0Jibway

to express determinate/indeterminate. The use of the changed form

complementizer is thus the only means (that I have found) to express

this distinction outside of the use of demonstrative pronouns.

(23} ngikenima awe bemosset

n-gikenima awg bemosse-t

I-know that one COMP-walk-3c
Ch.
'T know (that one) who is walking'

The changed form may also be used in relative clauses with lexically

empty antecedents.

(24) ngikenima bemosset

n-gikenima Ch.-bimosse~t

I-know COMP-walk-3c

»

*I know who -is walking' (compare (3) and (19)}
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It may also be used in questions:

{25) wenen bemosset

wenen Ch.-bimosse -t
who  COMP-walk-3c

'ttho is walking?’ (compare with (18))}

Tense is an integral feature of the changed form complementizer,

that is, just as the vowel change of the stem indicates the Eombined
forms of the complementizer and the present tense, the forms ka?-,
wa?- and ke- indicate the past and future tenses of that same
complementizer (as Eontrasted with the complementizer ka-, to which

regular tense morphemes are attached).

(26) ngikenima inini ka?bimosset

n-gikenima inini ka?-bimosse-t
i-know man COMP-walk-3c
Ch.

past
'T know a man who walked'

(27) agikenime inini wa?bimesset

n-gikenime inini wa?-bimosse-t
T-know man COMP-walk-3c
Ch. »

fut.
'I know a man who will walk’
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: " or
T~
~

ngikenima inini ke-bimosset

n-gikenima inini ke--bimosse-+

I-know man - COMP-walk-3c
- Ch.
fut.

"I know a man who will walk'

The following is a chart i1lustrating the system:

;b

CHART 1V
Determinate Indeterminate
Present Ka- changed form
Past ka-gi?- ka?-
Future kKa=wip- - {wa?-
’ ke - -

.

1.3 The Obviative Marker

Third person in Ojibway is suﬁ-divided into proximate (3) and
obviative (obv. or 3'). The proximate is the unmarked third person.
The obviative is only used when there are two third persbn forms,

It in effect distinguishes between two third persons. While in Engiish
the sentence "He knows that you 1ike him" is ambiguous, 0jibway avoids

this ambiguity through the use of the obviative.
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(28) ogikendan minwenimgt

o-gikend=-an minwenim-at
he-know-it 1ike-(2-3)c

'He knows that ydu like him' ('him' being the same as ‘'he')

(29) ogikendan minwenimimat

o-gikend-an minwenim=im-at

he-know-it 1like-obv.-{2-3)c

‘He knows that you like him' {'him' being different from 'he')

“The obviative is also involved in the manner in which 0jibway

expresses the active/passive distinction.

(30) animef ottakkoman kwiz&ssan

animo[ o-ttakkom-an kwiz@ss-an

dog he-bite-obv. boy-obv.

'The dog bites the boy'

Here the subject 'dog' is proximate and the object 'boy' is marked by
the obviative. (Note that the obviative is also marked in the verb. }

Word order is not important. We can find: . '

kwizGssan ottakkoman animof
or

kwizBssan animo] ottakkoman
or

animo] kwiz@ssan ottakkoman
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r

In a sentence where the role is reversed, e.g. 'The boy bites
the dog', one finds that the obviative marker appears on 'dog' rather

than 'boy'.
{31) ' kwizéss ottakkoman animofan

Again, word order is not important.
In the above examp]é the logical subject is the subject of the
verb, In the case where the logical object is the subject of the verb,
the Ojibway construction corresponds to the English noticon of passive.
(32) kwiz@ss ottakkomigon animo[an s
]

= kwiz@ss o-ttakkom-ig-on animof-an )
boy he-bite-Inv.-obv. dog-obv

*The boy is bit by :Ehe dog' >\
In point of fact, thé inverse marker (In:f?:;ere i1s the same as
(3'-3) which is a notation_(simi1ar to that in example (15).) meaning
that two persons aée involved in the action, of which one is a third
person and the other a‘higher person. It therefore indicates that the
lower person in the precedence hierarchy {(in tﬁis case the obviative

or 3') is the logical subject or agent of the action.

1.4 Animacy ;
\J

. . 2

While the NP node to the right of the arrow of R.1 may be empty,
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) it obviously must refer to a noun within the context of the discoyrse
and must therefore reflect the number and animacy of that entity.
Animacy in 0jibway functions as does gender in many other languages.
There is no syntactic distinction in 0jibway to express male/female
{i.e. one cannot say 'he runs' versus ‘she runs’'}. Syntactic animacy
refiects whether or not the noun in question is animate (humans,
animals, plants and seme elements qf nature, e.g. rock), or inanimate
(objects, substances).There are some areas where the classification is
not based on pragmatic but on cultural factors, e.g. elements of nature.
In these cases the situation alwaysconcerns an object that we would view
as inanimate-being classified as animate, never vice-versa (that is, a
commonly viewed animate object being classified as inanimate). In this
respect, animate may therefore be thought'of as the marked feature.
Animacy is a primary distinction in 0jibway such that the meaning

of a noun may depend solely on it, e.g.:

mittg(ok)™* *tree’

- mittig{an) _ ‘stick’
bakwakkatdss(ak} 'apple' or 'round fruit'
bakwakkatdss{an) 'ball’

* the bracketed forms here indicate the plural affix

Animacy is not marked in the singular but only in the plural form
of the noun. As can be seeri in the above examples, the plural animate
marker is -ak and the plural inanimate is Fgg. The verb form reflects

the animacy of the subject, in the case of intransitive verbs:



(33) ozawizi miftattim

ozaw=izi miftattim

brown-an. horse

_‘;?ﬁé horse is brown'

-

{(34) ozawa ona-gd3s

Ozaw=a ona-gas

brown-inan. cup

'The cup is brown'

In the case of transitive verbs it is the animacy of the object which

is marked (all transitive verbs must have an animate subject).

(35) owabaman animofan

o-wabam=2n animo[-an

he-see-obv. dog-obv.

'He sees the dog'

(36) owabandan makkak

o-waband=-an makkak L.

he-see-1t box

‘He sees the box'

The animacy of the object of the transitive verb is also reflected in

the verb finals which are here included in the verb stem.
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A relative clause must therefore reflect the animacy of the NP

antecedent, whether the NP node is empty or not, eg.:

(37) {inini) xagitangifkawak nisayE awe-

(inini) ka=-gi-tangilkaw-ak ni-sayf awe-
(man) COMP-past-kick-{1-3)c I-brother that one

*{The man) who I kicked is my brother’

(38) (bakwakkatdss) kagitangi[kaman nisayE ottibenda-n

(bakwakkatdss) ka-gi-tangi[ka-man ni-sayt o-ttibend-a-n
(ball) COMP-past-kick-(1-it)c I-brother he-own-it

"(The ball that) I kicked is my brother's’
What. ...

The use of brackets here indicates that the noun phrase is optionally

filled.

71.5.0 Distribution of the Relative Clause

In this section I will discuss types of antecedents of relative
clauses, and then show the possible functions of the head noun with

regard to its function in‘the matrix clause and in the relative clause

itself.
1.5.7 Types of Antecedents

The head NP of a relative clause may be a noun, as in example (2),
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an empty node, as in example (3), or an igphatic pronoun, eg.:

(39} nin kagi?wabaminan pakkite?at animof ngawindamoa kimama

nin ka-gi?=-wabam=-inan pakkite?-at animof n-ga=-windam=oa
I COMP-past-see-{1-2)c hit-(2-3)c dog I-fut.-tel1-(1-3}Ind.
ki=mama

you-mother : -

'I, who saw you hitting the dog, will tell your mother'

(Ind. here means "indirect", that is, the object of the verb is
indirect or what Alagonguian tinguists traditionally term
"benefactive")

There is no reason in 0jibway to make a distinction between appositive

and restrictive relative clauses {see Ford and Lees, 1979).

1.5.2 Functiors of Antecedents

In Ojibwéy the head noun of a relative clause can be the subject
of both the matrix and the relative clause. I will designate this
configuration S{S) where the element outside the brackets indicates
the function of the antecedent within the matrix sentence, and the
element in the brackets indicates the function of the antecedent with-
in the relative clause (i.e. the position of WH before WH-movement, see
chapter 2.1). In the following examples of the functioning of antecedents,
S will stand for subject, 0 for object, and P for prepositional

nhrase.
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{41)

(42)

(43)
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S(S) :
(animo]) kagittakkomit mittigdng &igeZiaya-

{animo[) ka-gi-ttakkom-it mittig-ong Cige?i-aya-
(dog) COMP-past-bit-{3-1)c tree-loc. near-is

'The dog that bit me js by the tree’

$(0)

(inini) keojimat obakkite?on wiwan

{inini) ka-oJim-at o-bakkite?-on wiw-an

(man) COMP-kiss-{2-3)c¢ he-hit—obv. wife-obv.

-

'The man that you are kissing beats his wife'

0(s)
niwabama {ikkwe) kanibat
ni-wabam-a (ikkwe) ka-niba-t

I-see-(1-3) (woman) COMP-sleep-3c¢

‘I see the woman who is sleeping'

0(0)

nga-ndoma {inini) kagiZandomat

n-ga-andom-a {inini) ka-gi?-andom-at
I-will-invite-(1-3) {man) COMP-past-invite-(2-3)c

'] witd invite the man that you have invited’

S(P)

(inini) kawidZibimosse-mangit ominwencan amwa-t kigo-wan
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(46)
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continued....

(inini) ka-wid?i-bimosse -m-angit o-minwend-an amw-a-t
{man) COMP-with-walk-(1pl1.-3) he-like-it eat-{3~3')c
kKigo-w=-an

fish-obv.

'The man with whom we walk likes to eat fish'

0(P)
ngi?wabama {inini) kagi?wittosse-mat
n-gi?-wabam~a (inini) ka-gi?-witt-osse-m-at

I-past-see-{1-3) (man) COMP-past-with-walk-(2-3)c

'l saw the man you walked with'

P(s)
ngi?widiottaminoma {animof) kagittakkoma+-t kwiz@ssan

n-gi?-wici-ottaminom-a (animo]) ka-gi-ttakkom-a+'t kwiz&ss-an
I-past-with-play-(1-3) (dog) COMP-past-bite-(3-3')c boy-obv.

'l played with the dog that bit the boy'

P{0)

ogi?widibimosse man (kwiz&ssan) kagittakkomingonit animofan

o-gi?-wiCi-bimossg-m~an (kwiz@ss-an) ka-gi-ttakkom=ing-oni-t
he-past-with-walk-(3-3') (boy-obv.) COMP-past-bite-Inv.-obv.-3c
animo[-an

dog-obv.

'He walked with the boy that was bit by the dog'



-33- :

(48)  P5(Py)
niwittossc-ma (inini) wa?wittosse-mat
ni—wirt—ossé-m—a {inini) wa?—witt—ossa-m—at
I-with-waTk-(];3) (man) COMP-wi?L-walk-(Z-B)c

Ch.
past

‘I walk with the man you wdiked with'

(49) Pi(Pj)
ninaligabowittawa (inini) walwittosse -mat

ni-na-Ciga-bowittaw—a {inini) wa?-witt-osse-m-at

I-towards-near-stand-(1-3) (man) COMP-with-wdlk-{2-3)c
Ch.

i past : -,
'T go and stand by the man you walked with'

. Note that alil the above constructions may appear without the bracketed

NPs. The English translations would be adjusted accordingly.
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CHAPTER 11

THE ANALYSIS

2.0 In this chapter I will analyse in detail the relative clause
construction in Qjibway, and demonstrate that this analysis can be
used to explain other constructions in that language.

2.1 Movement or Deletion? E

‘Having assumed Bresnan's rule (R.2) of COMP node generation, I
will also assume that relative c]igfe formation in Qjibway involves
a rule of WH-movement in keeping wiéh the analysis provided in
Chomsky (1977). In thatpaper Chomsky argued that WH-movement may

be presumed when the following phenomena appear:

1) There is a gap. That this is the case can be seen 1in
examples (40) through {49). Note that Ojibway does not have resump-
tive pronouns as Ho some languages, nbtab1y Irish (see McCloskey, 1978),
and Tok Pisin {see Woolford, 1978). This fact may be used to support a

movement analysis.

ii)  That there occur apparent violations of:

a) Subjacency. Subjacency, as formulated by Chomsky (1973 and
1977) entails that no rule can move an item from position Y to position

X 1n the structure,

N SR O Yoo | R SR

1 S"'\ C"' N N

where « and 3 are cyclic nodes.



{50) ngikenima inini ' _ kagi?inendaman [ __Jim andawenimik
—S i—S

—

—_
L;_ Cimegwalkawimat
S

]

n-gikenima inini ka-gi?-inend-aman Jim andawenim-ik
I-know man COMP-past-think-{2-it)c want-(3-2)c
Ci-megwa [kawim-at . -
fut.-meet-(2-3)c

‘I know the man that you thought that Jim wanted you

to meet'’

In example {50) the underlined constityent originates from a
position which is two Ss below. Thus subjacency appears to be violated

if S is a cyclic node.

b) The Propositional-island condition. (I will ignore the
subsequent evolution that this and other conditions have undergone, as
it is not pertinent here.) The Propositional-isiand condition, {Chomsky,

1977), states that in thestructure.

D CUUE S ST S S
—.Q —

no rule can involve X and Y where a is a finite clause (or tensed S).

(51)  John awe inini | _ kakikéndeman [_T.no-ndemegwafkawak
) S

John awe inini ka-kikend-aman nc-nde-megwa [ kaw-ak
that man COMP-know-{2-it)c wish-meet-(1-3)c

L]

—J

"John is the man that you know I want to meet'
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In*example (51) the underlined phrase is extracted from the lower S
which is a finite clause, thus appearing to violate the Propositional-

isTand condition.

c) The Specifiedsubject condition. This condition

(see Chomsky, 1977) also refers to the structure

5 SRS UV S F S

and states that no rule may involve X and Y where a contains a speci-
fied subject, i.e. that only the subject of « be accessible to the
rule.

(52} John awe inini | _ kagi?inendaman | _ Bill wi?nisa-t
-3 3

]

i

John awe inini ka-gi?-inend-aman Bill wi?=-nis-a-t
that man COMP-past-think-(2-it)c fut.-kill1-(3-3')c

"John is the man that you thought Bill was going to kill*

Example {52} demonstrates an apparent violation of the Specified
subject condition in that the underlined phrase is extracted from the

Tower S which contains the specified subject "Bill1".

i) [t observes the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint (CNPC). This
constraint is found in Ross (1967, p. 70), where it is stated: "No
element contained in a sentence dominated by a noun-phrase with a

lexical noun may be moved out of that noun-phrase by a transformation".
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_ kakikenimimak |  ininiwan

—
{53) *John ogiwabandan wakka?igan [-
. —S NP

,_i

‘:§ kaaya-nit] T :] \k_,

John o-gi-waband-an wakka?igan ka-kikenim-im-ak
he-past-see-it house  COMP-know-obv.-(1-it)c
ininiw-—an ka=-aya-=-ni-t

man-obv. COMP-have-obv.-3c¢

*'John saw the house that I know the man that has'

In example (53) it is not permissible to relativize an element of a
relative clause. Thus QJibway observes CNPC, a consequence of subjacency

and the lack of COMP in a NP, as discussed by Chomsky {1973).

iv) 1t observes the WH-island constraint. This constraint basically
states that there may be no movement across a COMP node which is
already filled (see Chomsky, 1973 and Freidin, 1978)}. That 0jibway

observes this constraint can be seen in example (54}.

(54) *ogonen kKekengeman wenen kat?wabandang

ogonen kK ekend-aman wenen ka?-waband-ang

what Ch.-know -{2-it)c who Ch.-see-{3-it)c
COMP past
COMP

*'What do you know who saw?'

As noted in Chomsky (1977), part ii) implies parts iii) and ivj.
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Thus evidence indicates that there is a rule of WH-movement in
Qjibway which moves an embedded WH-phrase into COMP position, leaving
a coindexed trace at the original site. From COHP position the
WH-phrase may then "escape" into higher COMP nodes; which accounts
for the apparent violations of the conditions of part ii).

The question remains, however, as to whether there is evidence to
support an alternative analysis. As mentioned above, both Irish and
Tok Pisin may have resumptive pronouns in embedded sentences.
McCloskey (1978) argues that in these cases where there are ng¢ gaps,
there is no rule of extraction. He maintains that there is no evidence
of WH-movement. to COMP as the compiementizers of Irish are base-generated,
in that position. He concludes that Irish contains a rule of pronoun
deletion which is subject to certain conditions. As stated above, Ojibway
does not have resumptive pronouns and is subject to CNPC. In 2.2 below,
it will be show that only a rule of HH-movement can explain the system
of 0jibway "complementizers".

Another possible analysis is the raising analysis (see Schacter,
1973). This would involve thg promotion of an NP from the embedded sentence
into an eﬁpty antecedent position. While this analysis is possibly

tenable, -it will not be pursued here.

2.2  Another Look at Ojibway “Complementizers"

Having assumed a rule of WH-movement, the question arises as to-
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the true status of the morphemes ka- and the changed form. As was

mentioned in section 1.2.3, these elememts are considered by Algonquian
]E&guists to be complementizers. If this were true, our rule of '
WH-movement for relative clauses must move a2 WH-phrase into the COMP
node and then obTigatori1f delete it. Since rules of grammar must be
optional, such 2 de1etiqn rule would not be attractive. It also

remains to be explained under such an analysiswhy the complementizers

ka- and the changed form should occur only in constructions that have

undergone WH-movement.

True complementizers should be found in sentential compliements.

In this dialect there are the forms:

_ -

(55) ngikenima L;_ Pkkwe iza-
S

-

n-gikenima ikkwe iZza--t

I-know  woman go-3¢

'] know that the woman goes'

I

} ikkwe_J [:_ kaiia't:J
NP S

L_np =

(56) ngikenima

n-gikenima ikkwe ka-iZa--t

I-know woman ?-go-3¢

'l know the woman who goes'

An analysis of ka- and the changed form ds complementizers would
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require that a complementizer be base-generated in COMP but deleted,

should there be no WH-movement to COMP. Alternatively, the complemen-
tizer could be lexically inserted in COMP, but such a rule of lexical
insertion would not be allowed to apply if there has not been

ﬁ,

This already awkward state of affairs would be further complicated

WH-movement.

by the fact that successive WH-movement involves only one complementizer.

—

(57) ongikenima iniai |__ Bill kagi?andawtnima-t Maryan

! __Eimegwafkawanit_J '
L3 -

a-gikenima inini Bill ka-gi?-andawenim-a-t Mary-an
I-know man ?-past-want-(3-3')c -obv.
¢i-megwa [kawa-ni-t

fut.-meet-obv.-3c ' .

‘I know the man that Bil1l wanted Mary to meet’

Thus, this analysis would reguire that there be no complementizers
generated in lower COMP nodes, only in the highest. If not, then
complementizer deletion must occut,whé;é there is a trace og WH-movement.
A rule of complementizer insertion,.on the other hand, would requ%re
that insertion not take place at intermediate levels.

As the reader has pfobab1y surmised, there exists a simple solution

to this problematic analysis, that is, that the ka- and the changed form

are themselves the moved WH-phrase. They are in fact relative proncuns
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*

that have been moved into COMP by WH-movement. This explains why
these morphemes occur only when HH-movemeQ; has applied, and why
successive WH-movement results in only one instance of these forms.

That ka- and the changed form have been thought *of as compiementizers

presumably resulted from the fact that they occur in direct questions.
A proper analysis of questions in Qjibway (see 2.3) will account for

the appearance of these morphemes in such constructions.

(58) wenen ka?wabamat

wenen ka?-wabam-at

who Ch.-see-{2-3)c
past
rel. pro.

'Who did you see?'

Considering ka- and the changed form to be relative pronouns also

accounts for why the sehection of one form over the other is contingent

on a factor of specificity of the moved WH-phrase (see 1.2.3). A rela-
£ -

tive pronoun would be a more likely candidate than a complementizer to
N
carry such a feature. A .

-
In summary, Ojibway relative clause construction involves a rule

of WH-movement which moves a relative pronoun carrying the feature

+ specific into COMP position, from which it may move into higher COMP
nodes. That complementizers are not to be found in these constructions
is not suprising given that they do not occur in sentential complements.

In fact, complementizers, as they exist in other languages, are not
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required in this dialect of 0jibway to mark subordination since the
inflection of the conjunct form already is marked as such (see 1.2.1).
There exists another “comp1emex’xtizer.'l in Ojibway, ki-, but this form
appears to occur only when the tensesof the matrix and the subordinate
clause differ in a certain respect. Although I am not entirely familiar
with the exact nature of this morpheme, I suspect that it too does not
desé}ve the label "complementizer". As mentidned in 1.2.3, there appear
to be true complementizers in other languages of the Algonquian family
that occur in sentential complements. However, the distribution of these
morphemes has yet to be determined under the analysis presented here.
The WH-phrase or relative pronoun will be bound through co-
indexing with its trace or traces and there will be a rule of WH-
interpretation that will interpret this relationship (as in Chomsky,

1977). .

2.3 Direct Questions

Questions in Qjibway bear close resemblance to fe1ative clauses.

(59) wenen ennokit

wenen Ch.-annoki-t

who rel. pro.-work-3c

‘Who 1s working?'

As mentioned in 2.2, the fact that relative pronouns occur in

-
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question forms has presumably led Algonquian linguists to call them
complementizers (see Lees, 1979 and Pagotto, 1980). I would like to
propose here that an analysis which involves the generation of a
question morpheme in antecedent position (for a similar analysis, see
McCloskey, 1978), along with an embedded sentence which undergoes
WH-movement, widl explain the facts of 0jibway question construction
in a more general and clear fashion. In other words, I wish to say
that Ojibway questions are constructed exactly the same as relative
clauses, except that questions have an interrogative lexical item in
'antecedent position,

Consider the following. Given that ke- and the changed form are

re&ative pronouns and may be taken to be the WH-phrase that has been
moved to COMP, an analysis of gquestion formation ag given in Lees (1979)
will have difficulty in explaining the appearance of two WH-phrases

in COMP. Lees corréct1y assumes a rule of WH-movement. However, he

considers the ka- and the changed form to be complementizers, and the

'interrogative morpheme to be the moved WH-phrase (see Lees, Montreal

Working Papers in Linguistics, Vol. 12, 1979, p. 117):
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Thg/above diagram depicts the structure of example (59) as

Lees would analyze it. Since the-analysis I wish to propose entails

that questions involve the generation of antecedents, I will assume

the following phrase structure rule for direct questions:

This rule is very similar to R.1.

relative clauses as main sentences.

R.3 S =—3 NP §

It allows the grammar to generate

This is a necessary consequence of

a correct analysis of direct questions in Qjibway. Example (59), after

having undergone lH-movement, will be depicted in the following manner:

(60)

wenen

who

N

p——

COMP

\
re.pmj /\
or [:3 _j annoki-t

changed _—J work-3c

form

When the changed form is assimilated into the verb, the correct

sentence (59) results.

It will be necessary at some point to

provide a conditibn such that the node NP under ?fnmst be lexically

filled. If it were empty, an ungrammatical sentence would result:
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(61) *l_N e | ennokit
P

i Ch.-annoki-t
o re].pro.-work-Bé

*'The one who works'
Rule 3 also predicts the generation of such questions as (62).

{62} ininiwan kawatama-t Jim

ininiw-an ka-wabam-a-t Jim

man-obv. rel. pro.-see-(3-3')c

'It's the man who sees Jim'
(as opposed to someone else seeing Jim)

This sentence has the samé construction as that shown in (60}, except
in this case the antecedent nodé is filled by a non-interrogative
item. The generalization afforded by R.3 account§ for the observation
of Alan Ford and Jim Lees (1979) that focus, relative clause and
question constructions appear to be closely related in Cree. This

observation has also been madefof language in general by Paul Schacter

s
4

(1973). i
Again, there must be a condition preventing the generation of

empty antecedent nodes in these constructions.

- (63) *[d e _1 kawabama-t
NP —
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(63) continued....

3 ka-wabam-a-t

¢ rel. pro.-see-(3-3')

*'The one who sees Jim'

That direct questions usually involve the changed form (non-specific)

relative pronoun is not suprising considering the nature of questions

in general.

(64) wenen bemipato-t

J wenen Ch.-bimipate-t
- who rel. pro.-walk-3c

'Who is walking?’

However, the ka- form may also be usedindirect questions with the

resulting change in meaning:

(65) wenen kabimipato-t

wenen ka-bimipato--t
viho rel. nro.-walk-3c

‘I'ho is the one walking?' ot

Lees noted that it is necessary to devise some means

of attaching the "comnlementizer” to the verb since NPs may occur



al—
-

within S to the left of the ka- and the changed form.

(66) oacnen inini brkkite?ang

ogonen inini Ch.-bazkkite?-ang:

what man rel. pro.-hit-(3-it)c
'Wlhat does the man hit?’

”

Lees first suggests a filter which would accomplish this:

* T S
| COMP NP |

. ' —nt —

Ohe major nroblem with his analysis, however, is that it'should move
the questigg,morpheme (which he places in COMP) along with the "comple-

mentizer”. This would allow .sentences such as:

{67) ? inini ogonen brikxite?ann

inini ogonen Ch.-ba-kite?-2na

man what rel. pro.-hit-{3-it)c

'The man what hits?'

This last sentence was judged by my info;mant to be at the very

’ Jeast awkward. If Lees' anaiysis allowed the interrogative morpheme
to be left behind in COMP as in examnle (fF€), it w391d violate the

AA gondition as formulated in Chomsky (1973). This condition states

that when a transformation apnlies to a structure of the form:

_— _'——.,_.\ .

s =



-48-

u

l.--]
!

S y

where ™® is a cyclic node, then it must be interpreted so as to apnly to

L

—a

theemaximal phrase of the tyne A. As mentioned above, Lees' COMP node

involves the structure:

1
-

—_— — — —

| wh-phrase 1 . complementizer |

LCoMp _

The A/A condition entails that any movement which affects the COMP
" node must affect the maximal COMP node. In Chomsky and Lasnik (1977, n. 463),
it was stated that: "....if a fi1tef can annly to a stringqp or a substring
of'?, then we only consider the larger category,‘jD itself." This would
mean that only seﬁtences such as (67) would be g;ammatica1. Sentences
such as {66) ﬁéuld be a violation of the A/A condition. These results
obviousiy are not desirable.

Later in his paper, Lees attempts to ﬁake a distinction between
the COMP node, into which he moves the interrogative mornheme, and
"complementizers". To do this he posits a node ‘compZ under the COMP node.
This distinction, while avo;ding a violation of the A/A conditicon, is
ﬁbviousTy ad hoc.

It should be evident to the reader that my analysis avoids this

problem entirely. Lees' filter would not create a violation under this

analysis since the filter would be anplied to the structure:

TN
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1

NP rel. pro. I

—COoMP

{

T
i
b
(P
|

In this case the filter would be anplied to the maximal category of COMP

giving the correct results. Only the relative pronouns in COMP ( ka~ and

the changed form) would be afféttad since_the interrogative morpheme
is within another category (NP).

Another nossible means of attaching relative pronouns to verbs is
to make & general statement concerning nronoun attachment in jSbway.
(I will leave aside the question of Algonquian languages that contain
"true" éomp]ementizers.) In matrix sentences, nersonal pronouns are
-always found attached to the verb (with the excention of emohatic

-

pronouns that require nersonal opronouns as well).

(68} niwabamz animolan

ni-wabam-2 znimol~an

I-see-(1-3)c dog-obv.

‘I see the dog'

As was stated in 1.2.1, subordinate clauses in Ojibway do not
contain personal nronouns. Person is reflected in the conjunct inflec-

tion. However, if COMP is taken to be the only means of "escape" for
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WH-movement, and R.2 requires that COMP orecede S, then the fact

that relative pronouns are the only nronouns to apnear in subordi-
nate clauses is not altogether unexpected. Thus there may be some
general device in 0jibway grammar that ensures that all pranouns to
the left of the verb are attached to the verb phrase. 0jibway word
order is fairly freef but this condition of oronoun-attachment is
inviolable (except in the case of emphatic pronouns). One could
therefore propose a general filter nreventing pronouns from anpearing

in surface form before noun-phrases:

*x =
| PRO NP

—_1 —

Lees {1979) attemnts to generalize his complementizer filter
to a filter which prevents preverbs (or PVs) of the language {i.e.
compiementizers, tense markers, etc.) from appearing before noun-
phrases. He does-not, however, include nronouns in his analysis, so
I will no longer be making a comparison. As far as 1 can make out,

his final analysis of the COMP node in Ojibway may be depicted as:

/5\

conp S

7 PN

,  wh-nhrase } PV

compz

ka=-
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This appears to be a more comnlicated and less explanatory version -
than thaé which is proposed in this thesis.

In summary, this chapter has shown that there is evidegge to
support an analysis of relative clause and direct question construc-

tion in terms of a rule of WH-movement. It was then shown that the

morphemes ka- and the changed form are really relative pronouns rather

that complementizers. A hapny consequence of this analysis is that
it enables the grammar to provide a more explanatory description
of direct questions, and, at the same time, account for their simi-

larity to relative clauses.
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CHAPTER III

RELATED CONSTRUCTIONS

3.0 In this chapter I will use the analysis as proposed in chapters

I and I1 to describe related constructions in Ojibway.

3.1 Indirect Questions

Chomsky (1977) notes that in English, relative clauses and _

indirect questions are similar.

the man { _ who hit the girl
s

I know

|

i
|
—l

L1

(P

o

I wonder L_ who hit the girTJ
. S

The analysis of chapters I and Il predicts tkat in Qjibway, indirect
questions and relative clauses will have exactly the same structure.

This appears to be the case as can be seen in exampies {63) and (70).

(69) ngikenima (inini) efa-t zibng

n-gikenima inini Ch.-iZa--t zibi-ng

I-know rman rel. pro.-go-3c river-loc.

"I know a man who is going to the river’
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(70)  ngikenima {wenen) e3a-t zibing

n-gikenima wenen Ch.-iZa--t zibi-ng

I-know who rel. pro.-go-3c river-loc.

'I know who is going to the river'
Notice that both examples (69) and (70) involve an antecedent followed
by an S which has undergone Wh-movement. One interesting feature of
these constructions is that.they do not require the antecedent to be
lexically filled. Examples (71), (72) and (73) exhibit the same

phenomenon.

(71) ngikendan {ogonen) inini ka?wabandang

. n-gikend-an ogenen inini kae?-waband-ang

I-know-it what man Ch.-see-(3-it)c
past
rel. pro.

'I know what the man saw'’

(72) ngikenima (andi) bemipato-t

n-gikenima andi Ch.-bimipato--t

[-know vhere rel. pro.-walk-3c
or
which

'l know where he walks'

(73)  John kikagwetwe (wenenan) ka?pifa-nit

f--)
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- (73) continued....

John ki-ka-gwetwe wenen-an ka?-piza--ni-t

past-ask-dubitive who-obv. Ch.-come-obv.-3c
past :
rel. pro.

*John asked who came'

Relative cIauges also do nJ§ require lexical antecedents (see
examples (40) through {49)). Therefore the only constructions which
require that the antecedent position pe filled are focus and direct
question constructions (see 2.3). The distribution of this requirement
may be summarized as follows:

Direct Questions

Focus Constructions must have lexical antecedents

Relative Clauses
optional lexical antecedents

Indirect Questions
The question yet remains as.to how one might explain both these
(:?Fgups without sacrificing the‘generality of the ku]es that generate

' ™
them. In the case of direct questions and focus constructions, it

-

—

appears obvious from a semantic viewpoint that the antecedent position
must be lexically filled. This is the case because a question or a
focus must be about something. The more problematic case is that of
the indirect questions apd relative clauses which allow for a

lexically empty antecedent. When this occurs, it is impossible to say

~



whether or not the construction is a relative clause or indirect
question. The only means of distinguishing the two constructions is
on the basis of whether or not the antecedent is a non-WH NP or an
interrogative morpheme. When the antecedent position is empty, this
distinction is lost. These empty-antecedent constructions (described
briefly in 1.1) are called heaq]ess or free relatives. Problematic as
they are in.most languages, an analysis of Ojibway relative clauses

would not be complete without some sort of explanation for them.

3.2 Free Relatives

Chomsky (1977, p. 81) briefly outlined a predication rule for’

relative clauses:

The rule of interpretation for reiatives requires
that the relative be taken as an open sentence -
satisfied by the entity referred to by the NP

in which it appears; hence there must be an NP

in the relative that is interpreted as having

no independent reference - i.e. a pronoun with
the appropriate inflections that can be given the
"anaphoric” interpretation.

This description of a rule of interpretation suffices to explain
all constructions with lexical antecedents. Free relatives remain un-
explained under this rule since they do not contain a lexical NP to
satisfy the reference of the pronoun in the relative.

One possibility for solving this problem is to allow the containing

category of a relative pronoun to bind the pronoun in COMP, should

7
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the antecedent NP be lexically empty. This binding rule would be
contingen 'on the condition that the containing category be identical
to the category type of the pronoun (i~e. NP}. The end result would be,
in a sense, a matching effect.1
I thereforewish to propose that the COMP node be'accessib1e such
that an index may "percolate" from the containiﬁé category of a rela-
tive clause to the relative pronoun (if there is no lexical antecedent).
Thus a rule of intefpretation will correctly interpret a free relative.
That the COMP node be accessible is not a new concept. Groos and
van Riemsdijk (1979) argue for allowing the subcategorization features
of a verb to have access to the COMP node when there is no lexical
NP in antecedent position to satisfy the requirements of the verb. [t
therefore seems plausible that the containing category of a phrase
is allowed to reach into COMP and assign an index to a pronoun in
COMP, should there be no lexical item in antecedent position. This
would seem to be a useful extension of the notion of accessibility.fs-“
COMP. Such a binding rule would entail the following structure at the

level of lTogical form:

- - | -7

| o o i
| | e ! | NPy
| P = L_ —coMP —
S

l-—--N Pi -

Lo

[

1. Koster (1980), in his summary of Chomsky's Pisa Lectures, remarks
that "percolation” is possibly a description of matching, but that
the notion of government is a separate issue.
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An alternative to this hypothesis is that the relative pronoun
itself binds the empty node NP (see Chomsky, 1980a, and Groos and
van Riemsdijk, 1979). This would entail that a relative pronoun be
index-assigning where it has no lexical antecedent, and thus satisfy
a rule of interpretation. This does not seem to be an attractive pro-
posal in that the inherent “anaphoric” quality of the pronoun would be
lost. Pronouns should not be index-assigning. They should be (as they
are in all other cases) bound by an antecedent when used anaphorically.
An analysis which allows them to bind empty positions does so at a cost.
On the other hand, since justification exists for allowing the COMP
node to be accessible to subcategorization features of the verb, the
anaphoric quality of reTativg_pronouns can be preserved. K welcome
prediction of this analysis ?s that where the containing category of .
the free relative is not identical to the pronoun, it may not assign
an index.'ln other words, there is no matching effect. Another way of
putting this would be to say that berco1ation of the index into COMP
can only occur between elements of the same category type. Index
percolation would therefore be prohibited in direct questions and

focus constructions.

—

| NP
Lcomp

Lot

(-

(1

)

37
)

[

f]”é—"_"—-kl
o

35

Where 5/ NP, there can be no binding of the pronoun.



-58-

Although semantic features of these constructions would seem to
prevent such occurrences, it is also gratifying that a rule of interpre-
tation, under this analysis, would not allow them. This in effect means
that such constructions are not interpretable at the level of Togical
form.

A rule of interpretétion of free relatives would presumably be
operating on the basis of the minimal distance principle as proposed
in Rosenbaum {(1967). This principle Qou1d entail that index percolation

selects, or stops at, the node which dominates lexical material and is

¢lose to the dominating NP:

. NIP 3 /S i\JP S
Texical conp. e COMP
NP ‘ NP4

A tentative extension of this proposal is that the inflection of
the higher VP performs the binding. Note that all matrix verbs contain
a thematic inflection (see 1.2.2) which refers to the subject and
object of -the verb. Thus the possibility exists that these inflections
may assign an index to the containing category, which in turn assigns
the index to the pronoun in COMP. This would also account for why, in

some constructions, the antecedent must be lexically filled, and why,
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in others, it is optional.

In summary, I have proposed here that relative clauses, focus
constructions, and direct and indirect questions ‘all involve the
same construction - {— NP "] S 7], and that the well-formedness of

these constructions is dependent on rules of binding and interpretation.

3.3 Interrogative Determiners

The last construction that I will look at are noun-phrases

involving interrogative determiners such as the following:

{74) ° =2ngi awe inini wabandang &iman

andi awe inini Ch.-waband-ang Ciman

which that man rel. pro.-see-(3-it)c boat

'Which man sees the boat?'

(75)  andi iwe diman wabandang inini

andi iwe Ciman Ch.-waband-ang inini

which that boat rel. pro.-see-{3-it}c man

'Which boat does the man see?'

These constructions may also involve the use of interrogative morphemes

so that (76) and (77) can be alternative translations for (74) and {(75).

(76) wenen inini wabandang &iman

- {77)  ogonen &iman wabandang inini



I do.not,propose to make a complete analysis of these construc-
tions here. I only wish to point out that the analysis as presented
in chapters I and II predicts the correct results insofar as it
avoids a problem encountered in Lees' (1979) afalysis. Lees assumes
that the interrogative lexical items have been moved into COMP position

as a result of WH-movement. However, he finds that he must explain

sentences such as (78), (79) and (80). =

(78)  ogonen mazana?igan ka?mikaman

ogenen mazanatigan ka?-mik-aman

what book Ch.-find-{2-it)c
past
rel. pro.

'What book did you find?'
This sentence can also be phrased in the fo]lowing manner:
(79)  ogonen ka?mikaman mazana?igan
However there are no occurrences of:
(80) *mazaﬁazigan ka?mikaman ogonen

To avoid the u ngrammatical sentence (80), Lees first proposes a Right

Branch Condition which prohibitq}the extraction of an NP without

moving the interrogative determiner. He later generalizes thisacondition
. i

by means of a Head Condition which requires that the head of a larger

constituent (be it NP, PP or Adv.P) be immune to reordering. I will not



-61-

concern myself with an'exp1anation of adverbial or prepositional phrases.
I wilT ¥nstfad confine my arqument to the noun-phrases that appear to
have intenrogat{ve determiners, -

In the first place, it is difficult to understand why Lees thinks
that it is necessary to‘progjde a cond%tion to prevent sentences such
as (80). He has already. assumed a rule of WH-movement which by its
nature will move only WH-phrases. By this definition it would be
impossible to move a noun in isolation, Teaving the WH-element behind.
However, I wish to show thét the analysis of chapters I and II can
easily account for these examples.

In chapter Il it was proposed that interrogative phrases are
generated in anteSEdent position with a subordinate sentence containing
a relative pronouﬁ which is moved into COMP by WH-movement. If we apply
1t can be seen that

-

nt, since the inter-

thts analysis to sentences {78), (79) and (.

thare is no need to constrain the rule of WH-move
rogative phrase must always be the first item in the\sentence because
it is in antecedent position. Therefore, our analysiys predicts that
sentence (80) will be ungrammatical, and there is no need for either
a Right Branch Condition o; a Head Coqdition-for these constructions.
Lees compares the Right Branch Condition with the Left Branch
Condition of Ross {1967, p. 114). This condition states that: No NP
which is the leftmost constituent of a larger NP can be reordered out

-

of this WP by a transformational rule, or:

-
| — NP x T
. - ~



7

/

This prevents such sentences in English as:

*Which: did the man see t; boy
i i

Ross notes that this condition is not usually operative in languages
that have a scrambling rule (scrambling, as defined by Ross, allows
constituents to appear in any order within .the same clause}. Russian

is an example of such a language. Ojibway also appears to have some

sort of scrambling rule, therefore one wouldnotexpect the Left Branch

Condition to apply. That this is the case can be seen in example (79).

In this example the interrogative morpheme has been generated in ante-

cedent position and the rule of WH-movement has moved the WH-phrase
withinS into COMP position, leaving the NP behind. This demonstrates
that the Left Branch Condition is not operative in 0jibway. Sentence

(78) presumably generates the entire NP in antecedent positiom such

that there is only a WH-phrase in S which moves to COMP, There is no

~—

need to consider a Left Branch Condition for this example.

Once again, it has been shown that the grammar of Ojibway developed

in chapters 1 and II is a productive one in that it easily accounts

for related constructions in a satisfactory manner.

< )
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

In the Introduction of this thesis it was assumed that b}
exgmining relative clauses in Ojibway within a theoretical framework,
a more general and explanatory description would result. I think that
it has been shown that this is indeed the case.

Chapter I provided some basic phrase structure rules and an intro-
duction to Algonquian terminclogy. Chaptef-II deébribed a rule of
WH-movement for 0jibway and showed how this rule could be used to cor-

rectly identify the morphemes ke- and the changed form as relative
- K LY

pronouns rather than complementizg}s. This in turn led to a more -
general description of direct questions and to a dehbnstration of how\
focus constructions were related to both relative clauses and questions.
The conclusjon of that chapter is that relative clauses, focus construc-
tions, and direct questions are essentially the same construction in
that they are all composed of an antecedent followed by a relative
clause containing a relative pronoun which underwent WH-movement.
Chapter 111 took the above conclusion and extended it 'to expiain
indirect questions in the same terms. This led to a discussion of free
relatives, where it was proposed that a relative pronoun may be bound
by its containing category (or possiﬁ]y by a higher VP), thhs achieving
a matching effect. The binding of the relative pronoun was accompiished

- by means of the notion of COMP accessibility. COMP accessibility has

been argued for (on independenf grounds} by Groos and van Riemsdijk (1979).
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Chapter III went on to show that the analysis of chapters I and II
avoided a problematic instance concerning interrogative determiners.

The rules of the grammar presented may be summarized as follows:
: . b

1. Phrase Structure Rules
R.1 NP.—> NP S

R.2 \\\‘? -> Comp S
R.3 SaNT

2. Transformation

Move WH .

3. Filter ;
* T ’ i

. _, PRO NP |

4. a)

i) A rule of construal which relates an antecedent to a
relative pronoun, or, in the case where there is no antece-
dent, relates an identical containing category to a relative

pronoun.

ii) A rule of construal which binds a relative pronoun to

its trace.

b) A rule of interpretation which will interpret coindexed elements.
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It is to be hoped that this analysis will be applicable to all
Algonquian languages. It has been shown that the above grammar satis-
factorily explains all the data given in this thesis without recourse
to conditions or constraints on application, and that it does-so in a
better manner than any other analysis so far proposed. This is the
goal of any linguistic model, and it has been demonstrated that the

" Extended Standard Theory model has, in this case, met that regquirement.
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