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The Deep Structure of Relative Clauses?*:

Sandre Annear Thompson

A number of general studies in transformational grammer {(including
Chomsky {1945), Jacobs and Rosenbaum (1987), {1968), Lakeff (1965),
Langendoen (1969), Ross (1967)) have asswned $hat the anpropriate
underlying representation fer & relative clause sentence involves s
sentence embedded into a noun phrase. I wvould like to nuestion +this
assumption, and to suggest that in fact the appropriate underlying
representation for a relative clause sentence is a conjunction.

The argument will be develoved in several stages. First, I will
suggest some facts which indicate what conjunctions must underlie
relative clause sentences. Next, I will show the general process of
relative clause formaticn and some of the implications of my asnalysis.

Finally, I will indicate in what respects the derivation of
sentences containing non-restrictive relative clauses is similar to
that of sentences with restrictive relistive clauses.

I. Indications that = conjunction source for relstive clause
sentences is correct.

(2} To my knowledge, no arguments defending an emhedding
anelysis agalnst 2 conjunetion analysis for relative clause zentences
have ever been presented either in the literature or informally.

(v) There is virtually no esgreement among those who assupe
that relative clauses sre underlyingly embedded as to whet confisuration
of nodes iz appropriste to represent the relationship between the two
sentences. UCLA (1969) presents a summary of the various approaches
which hawve been tsken snd the arguments given to support each.

(¢) There is a significant but generally overlooked set of
structural distinctions hetween relative clause sentences and those
complex sentences which are clearly remlizations of structures
containing embedded sentences, namely those econtaining sentential
subjJects or anjects, such as:

(1) That Frieda likes to cook is cbvious to me.
{2) I think thet Frieda likes to cook.

For sentences (1) and (2), an empedding analysis is well-motivated
since the contained sentence is required as an obligatory argument
of the verb; it pleys a role with respect to the verb which Fillrore
{1968) has called the objective role and without which the verb
cannot stand. Purthermere, the wvert governs both the ceeourrence

¥To appear in D. T. Langendoen and €. J. Fillmere {eds.), Studies
in Linguistic Semanties, liolt, Rinehart and Winstorn.
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of clause and the type of clause which cenr ocecur. These conditions
do not hold for relative clause sentences. A relative clause is
always structurally superfluous; it plays no role whatever with
respect to the main werb and no morphemes in the language are marked
as requiring it. A relative clause sentence is eguivalent to two
independent predications on the same argument. These differences
are captured by =2n apalysis in which sententisl subjects and objects
are instances of underiyving embedding, and relative clauses are
only superficially embedded. If relative clause sentences are not
ynderlyingly embedded styructures this could account in part for
the general disagreement, pointed out in (b) ebove, ms to the
underlying reoresentation of the nosition of the embedded sentence.
IT. The derivation of relative clause sentences.
A. Assumptions
In order to present ihe schematic outline for Tormine

relative clause sentences, Two assumptions must be made expliecit,

{a) The difference between narts of sentences such as
the following:

(3) I know a student who nlays the harmenica.
(4) I know the student who plays the harmonica.

will be assumed to be introduced zt some level of derivation other
than the one at which "content morphemes™ and the relations amons
them ere specified. I leave open the auestion of just where such

g distinction wust be mads; for the present discussion, it suffices
to point out that (3} and (4) nust have identical representations
insofar as the meanings of the nouns and verbs and the relaticns
among them are concerned. I shall further assume that the choice of
the definite determiner will in general correlate with certzin nre-
suppositions which the smeaker makes about the extent of his
listenerts knowledge,

{b) As pointed out by Bach (1568), numersls and quantifiers
must be introduced ocutside the clause in which they ultimately
appear. That this must be so is illustrated by the f=ct that the
sentences of (5) are not matched by the respective pairs in {&):

{5) a) I have three students who are flunking.
b} I know few veonle who smoke clgars.
¢) T saw ne studemts who had short heir,
(6) I have three students.
a)') Three students are flunking.
‘I know few peaple.
b) 1 Few people smoke cigars,
) I saw no students.
€/ 1o students had short hair,
B, Derivation
Returning now to the praposal for deriving relative
clause sentences from conjunctions, I suggest that underlving (7)
is & structure like (8}: -

(7} I met the girl who speaks Basque,
{B) (I met girl) (girl areaks Basque)
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The choice of the clause to become the relative clause correlates
with certein presuppositions on the part of the speeker sbout what
the hearer knows, and accordingly with the choice of the determiner.
Consider (8) again. If the speaker presupposes that the nhearer
knows neither ebout his meeting a girl nor atout a girl's speaking
Basque, then both of the following conjunction realizations of (8)
are scceptable:

(9) I met 2 mirl and she speaks Basgue.
(10) There's & girl who spesks Basque and I met her.

as well as Toth of the following reistive clause sentences with i{n-
definite head nouns:

{(11) I met e girl who speaks Easque.
(12} A girl I met speaks Basque.

If, on the other hand, the spesker presupposes that there is a girl
sueh that it is known oy the hearer thet he met her, the relative
clause sepntence corresponding to this presuppeosition will have the
conjunct containing met as the relative clause, and the head noun
will be definite:

(13) The girl I met speaks Basgue.

Similarly, if the speaker presupposes that his nearer knows about
the girl who speaks Basgue, the corresmonding relative clause
sentence will have the conjunct spesks Bascue ss5 the relative clause,
and again the heed noun will be definite:

{1%) I met the girl who spesks Basgue.

C. TImplications

(a) The distinction then, between the "matrix" and
"constituent" sentences in a relative clause structure can be seen to
be related to nothing in the structural portion of the revresentation
of such sentences. The meaning difference between sentences (13)
and (14), in other words, is not a function of the fact that the
matrix and the constituent sentences have been interchanged; if it
were, then we should expect the same meening difference to characterize
tne pair (11) - {12). But (11) and (12) do not have different meanings
in any usual sense of the word "meaning”. Instead, the semaniic
difference between (13) and {1b) is a function of the presuppositions
whieh the speaker has about the extent of his hearer's knowledge.

{b) Similaerly, the "restrictiveness" of a relative clause
is also showm not to be a property best described in terms of an
emuedding underlying representetion. Relative clauses with in@efinite
nouns do not "restrict" these nouns in the way that relastive clauses
with definite nouns seem to, and yet underlying embedding structures
do not reveal a basis for this difference. Arain, I think that the
apparent "restricting' nature of relative clauses with definits head
nouns is a furnction of the presuppositions discussed above.
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4 (c) Postal {1967) has shown that a certain ambiguity
can be explained only if relative clauses are sssunmted to he derived
from conjunctions. The sentence he gives is:

(15) Charley assumed that the book which was burned
was not burnped.

On one reading, Charley assumed that a certain book had not been
burned when in fact it had been. ©On the other reading, Charley
assumed 2 contradiction. On the hypotheses that relatiwve clause
sentences are underlyingly embeddins structures, there is no wayr
tc renmrésent the ambigunity. This is because corresnondine to (15),
only one embedding structure can be constricted, namely:

{16) s

_f/\\

EP VP

| T T~

Charley assumed e

T
N T~

nr g was not burned

! —//\-“\_

book book was burned

But there are two conjunction sources for (15). Inderlyings the first
reading, in which Charley is merely mistaken, is the representation:

(17) ({Charler assumed (book not burmed)) (toek burned)
Notice thet, as we would expect, (17) also underlies:
(18) The book which Charley assumed was not burned was burned.

which results from the first conjunct's becoming the relative clause,
as well as the conjunetion:

{(19) Charley assumed thet the book was not burned but it
was burned.

Underlying the second reading, in which Charley assumes a contradiction,
is:

(20) Charley assumed ((bock burned) {book not burned))

As with (19), (20) underlies two sentences besides (16). By selecting
the zsecond of the two conjuncts of (20) as the relative clause, we
can derive:
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(21) Caarley assumed thet the book which was not burned
was durned,

which is an exact parephrase of the second reading of (15). The
conjunction derivable from {20} is, of course:

{éE) Cherley assumed that the book was burned and that
it was not burned.

At this point, it should be made clear that there is one class
of reletive clause sentences which do not seem to e related to
conjunctions in the manner just described. A sentence such as:

{23) Men who smoke pipes lock distinszuished.

whicn contains a relative clause with & generie head noun, obviously
does not have a conjunction such =zs:

(24) (men smoke pipes) (men look distinguished}

as 1its source, It is generslly assumed that such & sentence is
insteed derived from the representetion underlying an if-then
sentence like:

(25) 1If & men smckes a pipe, he will look distinguished.

The extremely interesting semantic and syntactic issues raised by
this assumption will unfortunately be lz2f{ unexplored here.
ITT. HNon-restrictive relative clauses.

The similerities between non-restrictive clause (=NR)
sentences and conjunctions have been remasrked upon by & number of
linguists (see, for exsmple, Annesr (1967), Drubig (1968), Lakoff
{1966), Postal {1967}, Ross (1967)). I will not review these
gimilarities, but I will assume that NR sentences must be derived
from eonjunchticns., Ageain, as far as I know, no arguments have been
advanced in favor of an embedded analysiz for HR sentences; in
those studies whieh present underlying embedding representations
for HR's, the guestion of there being alternative analyses is not
even raised.

At the outset, two types of IR sentences must be distinguisned;
I will refer to them as Type I and Type II NR sentences., Type I NR
sentences are exemplified by:

(26) Jerry, who used to play football, now has a
sedentary job.

(27) I had a date with the librarian, who read to me
a1l evening.

Tywe II HR sentences are exemplified by:

{28) B8he toock the children to the zoo, which was very
helpful.
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{29} Joe debated in high school, which Chuek did too.

In type I HR sentences, the relative pronoun replaces & referring noun
phrase; in Type II, it repleces an entity, the nature of which will
be clarified later in this section. For the moment, we will consider
only Type I.
A, Type I HR's

Ross' proposal (1967, p. 1T4#) thet all Type T ER's be derived
from second conjuncis seems to be correct., That is, a2t some inter-
mediate level before anaphoric oronominalization has applied, piven
a conjunctien esch of whose clauses contain an occurrence of a co-
referential noun, the second conjunct can be moved t¢ a position
immediately following the noun in the first conjunct. Proonominali-
zation can then apply, moving either backwards or forwvardsl, so that

r—

1Ronald Langacker pointed out this fact to me.

from the conjunction

(30} George noticed that Margie refused the candy, and
Ceorge didn't take any candy,

any of the following can be derived:

(31} George, who didn't take any either, noticed that
Margie refused the candy.

(32} George, who noticed that Margie refused the candy,
didntt take any either.

(33} Ceorge, who didn't take any candy, noticed that
Margle refused it too.

{34) George, who noticed that Maergie refused it too,
didn't take any eandy,

One gpperent counterexample to the claim that HR's are derived
from second conjuncts is the foellowing sentence:

{35) Is even Clarence, who is wearing mauve socks,
a swinger?

As Ross (1967) points out, its conjunction counterpart does not
exist:
(36) *Is even Clarence a swinger, and he is wearing

mave socks?

It seems to me that Ross'! solution to this problem 1s not as radical
as he indicates. As a source for (36) he proposes the siructure
underlying:

(37) Is even Clarence a swinger? Clarence is
vearing mauve socks.
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Instead of following Ross in his conclusion that all HR's must be
derived from seguences of sentences, I claim instead that the
connector is ‘Geleted between & question and = declarative.

Imperatives are Similar to questicns in this respect. The
source af:

(38) 7Tell your father, who is outside, that supper is
ready.

epparently cennot be:

(39) *Tell your father that suoper is ready, and he
is outside.

But if there is e rule deleting gnd between imperatives and declara-
tives, the problems disappear. INotice that it would not help to
posit a conjunction source in which the declerative sentence came
before the question or imperative; questions end imperatives simply
cannot be connected to declaratives by and, either before them or
after them.

{(k0) Clarence is wesring mauve socks, and is even he
g swinger?

{41) Your father is outside, and tell him that suopper
is ready.

Finelly, & restriction must be placed on the HR rule to the
effect that gquestions and imperatives themselves cannot become HR's

At this peint two objections might be raised; I would like to
consider these in slightly greeter detail, First, it has often been
suggested that an MR represents an assertion by the speaker, s
comment injected into the sentence whose truth is being vouciled for
br¥ the speaker independently of the content of the rest of the
sentence. An example of the type of sentence which mekes such an
analysis seem likely is

{k2) The mayor, who is an old windbag, designated
himself to give the speech.

An implication of this analysis is that NR sentences should be
represented in such a way as to reflect that the NR is an independent
assertion made by the speaker, perhavs by positing = seperate
superordinate declarative performative for it. However, it is not
correct to assign the responsibility for the truth of every HR to
the speaker of the sentence in which it ocecurs. Bach (1968, p. 95)
voints out that a sentence like

(L3) dreamt that Rebececa, who is a friend of mine from

college, was on the nhone,

b=

wniech might be thought to contein an HR asserted by the sreaker, can
be made amviguous by changing la to was. The case iz even clearer
in a sentence in which the subject is different from the speaker,
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It seems to me that the fellowing sentences are ambiguocus as to
whetiier the subject or the spesker is wvouching for the truth of

the HR:

(ki) Harold says that his girlfriend, who is a little
+ bit erazy, wants to go to Hanoi.
{b5) The claims agent said that the paint job, which
should have been done long szo, would cost $150.

In fact, each of the above sentences can be disamtiguated by adding
a clause which forces the interpretation in which it is the sublect,
rather than the spesker, who asserts the HH.

(46) Hareld says that his eirlfriend, who is a little bit
erazy, wants to go to Hanoi, but I think she's
too rational to tryv it. )

(47) The claims apent said that the paint job, which
should have been dons leng ago, would cost $1350,
but he deesn't know that now is when it should
be done.

The other possible objection to my thesis iz that if both non-
restrictive and restrictive relative clause sentences are derived
from conjunctions, then sentences of both types, which may have
very different meanings, can be derived from identical sources,
Lrguments ageinst having identical sources for the two types of
sentences carry weight only for sentences with numerels in them,
which I will discuss shortly. In other cases, it seems that oncs
again the differences between restrictive and non-restrictive relestive
clause sentences are not of the scrt that ought to be represented
structurally; instead they are differences representing a speaker's
decision about how to present to the hearer inforreticon present in
the underlying representation. For example, consider the two sentences:
{8} The boy, who works at the library, is majoring in
. philosophy.
{Lg} The boy who works at the library is majoring in
philosophy.

The representaticon underlyinpg both of these is:
{50} (boy works in librarr) (boy is majoring in philosoniy)

For (L8) the speaker has decided that th= hoy is already known to the
hearer: the speaker is adding two pieces of informstion about that
boy. For (L9) the spesker assumes that the hearer knows about the
boy who works at the library; the can be used with this WP, and the
informetion which the speaker assumes to be new anpears as the main
rredicate. I can see no way in which such o difference as that
which exists between restrictives and non-restrictives could be
represanted in a consistent way for all such sentences in ferms of
some underiying structural distinetion.
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Restrictive and non-restrictive relative clzuse sentences with
numersal zssociated with the head nouns do have different repre-
sentations. Consider the sentences:

(51) Three boys who had beards were at the pariy.
{52) Three boys, who had beards, were at the party.

The assertions are quite different: {51) means not that three boys
were abt the party, but that there were three beoys all of whom both
attended the party and had beards, But {52) does mean that there
were three boys at the party. Understanding wery little about the
representeticn of numerals, I can do no more now than to sugmpest that
underlying (Sl), the numeral is associsted with neither of the
conjuncts, while underlying (52) it appears in both. This is
confirmed by the fact that correstonding to (51) there is no two-
clause conjunctisn, but corresponding te {52) we find:

{53) . Three boys were at the party, and they had beards.

B. Type II UIR's
TypeII NR's 2re also derived from second conjlunets. The
examples given above of Type II HR's were

(28) She tocok the children to the zoo, which was very
helpful.
{29) Joe debeted in high school, whieh Chuck did too.

I suggest that these are immedistely derived from the sentences

(54) She took the children tn the zoo, and that was
very helpful.
~(55) Joe debated in high school, and that Chuck did too.

Before outlining the process by which Type IT HR's are formed, let
us consider a derivation in reverse, with {(28) as an example. Its
immediate source is (54), The that of (54) is a pro-form for certain
repeated portions of a2 sentence; directly underlying {5h) would be

(56} She took the children to the zoo, and her taking
the children to the zoo was very helpful.

Disregarding the tense of the first eonjunet, we can see that the

that in (54) has replaced the repemted portion of the second conjunct

of (56). Let us take a derivation in reverse with another exampie:
(57T) They seid she ceould play the marimba, which she can.

The sentence containing that which immediately underlies {57) is

(58) They said she could play the marimba, and that she
can.
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Directly underlying (58) is the full form with the rereated
portiion prevosed:

{59) They said she could nlar the marimba, and play
the marimbe she can.

The irmediate souree for (359) is

{60) They said she could plar the marimba, and she can
vley the marimba,

In detail, the derivaticn of a trpe IT NR sentence nroceeds as
follows: Given & near-surface-level conjuncticn in which part of the
surface VP of the first conjunct matches part of the VP of the
second conjunct, {a) the repested vortion may be vreposed;2 (b) the

gThis formulation is slightly ingceoursate. Exactly what gets
preposed will be described more carefully helow.

presosed portion may be replaced by §§§3;3 and {c¢)} the connscter may

3The order of these two rules will be reviewed below,

dron, with concomitant change of that to whiech.

Notice that, as outlined by Chomsky (1957), when there is no
aurxiliery element to carry emphasis or negation, = do must be added,
az  in the following examples:

(61) She promised to dance for us, and she did dance for us.
{a}) She promised to daznce for us, and dance for us she did.
{(5) She promised to danece for us, and that she did.

{c) She promised to dance for us, whiehk she did.

{61) She dances well, and I don't dance well.

(&) She dances well, and dance well I don't.

{b) BShe dances well, and that I don't.

(c} She dances well, which I don't.

The following examples show the operation of =n optional rule of
"perenthesis:"

{63) Thet Cornelius was pleased was to be expected, and
he certainly seemed to be pleased.

{a) That Cornelius was vleased, and he certainly seemed
to be pleased, was to be exnected.

(b) That Carnelius was pleased, and pleased he certainly
seemed to be, was to be expected. |

{e) That Cornelius wes pleased, and that he certainly
seemed to be, was toc be expected.
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(a) That Cornelius was pleased, which he certainly seemed
to be, was to be expected.

4 special set of examples is the followinez, in which a do appears:

{64} She taught me to bhake a cake, and I couldn’t uake a
cake before.

(a} She taught me to bake = cake, and bake 5 ceke I
couldn't do before.

(b} She taught me to bake =z cake, and that I couldn't
do before. _ .

(c) 3ne taught me %o beke a cake, which T eouldn't do

before.
(65) e read Tom Sawyer, and we pad never read Tom Sewyer
as children.
(a) e read Tom Sewyer, and read Tom Sawyer we had never done

as c¢hildren.
() We read Tom Sawyer, and that we had never done as
’ children.

{¢} We read Tom Sawrer, which we had never done as children.
Sentences such as (64) and (65), when considered with certain other
sentence types, provide evidence feor iwo related hypotheses.

The first, advanced by Ross, is that activity verbs are associated

at some level with the "primordizl" action verd, do.” I understand him

Y3 cannot fuily appreciate Hoss' nesition since I have access
to 1t only in the very sketchy form of a handout from nis paper,
"iet," presented at the July 1969 meeting of the Linguistic Society
of fAmerica in Urbana, Illineois, From this handout, and froem reporis
on the paper, I bhelieve <hat the points which I have attributed to
Poss are accurately stated here.

to be e¢lziming that this do is present in the underlyins representation
of all activity sentences. Recause its occourrence iz entirely
predictable, I would choose not to view it as present at this level,
but as inserted into activity sentences early in their derivation.

The sscond hyvothesis which sentences such as {6k) and (65)
provide evidence for is that the de in sueh sentences has as iis
object an NP, According to Ross, the HP in question is the underiying
object of do, and it is an entire sentence:

(66) Frops produce eroaks.
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Aside from the fact that there seems to be no evidence for 3 3, that
iz a second underlying occurrence of the surface subject, the evidence
which indicetes that the de must take an NP object indicates that it
is not an underlying NP thet we are concerned with here at all, and
that 1t is not & sentence, Let us consider this evidence, In a
sentence like

{(67) I realized that Art had visited the Dean, which I
should do too.

we are tempted to declare that the which replaced an NF, since we

know that in restrictive relstive clause sentences and In Type I HR
sentences, which always revlaces an NP. However, this is not a verw
strong argument, since in questicns, which can replace & demonstrative:

{(68) Which book did you steal? I stole this beok.

But the argument that which replaces an HP becomes more convincing
when we consider the immediate source for (67}, namely:

(69) I realized that Art had visited the Dean, and that
1 should toc.

Beyond these ¥R sentences, no example of that replacing anything but
an NP comes %o mind. TFurther support comes from a paraphrase of

{(67):

(70} I realized that Art had visited the Dean, (which is)
something T should de too,

Something is the NP pro-form par excellence, and 1t is elearly the
object of do. But what it is coreferential with is not the sentence:

{71) Art had visited the Dean.
since what underlies sentences (67), (69), and {70) is not

{72} #¥I realized that Art had visited the Dean, and I
should Art visit the Zean too.
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Wnat underlies {67), (69), and {70) instead is

(73) I reelized that Art had visited the Desn, and I
should visit the Dean too.

In other words, somehow the phrase visit the Desn must be an HP
before the rules changing this phrasze to that apnly.

Ross has suggzested that pseudo-cleft seniences provide addi*lonal
sugport for the nypothesis that phreses like visit {he Dean must be
HE's

(74} VWhat I should do is visit the Dean.
(75) Art did what I should do: visit the Dean.

What examples (67) through (75) show is that the NP which the
NR and pseudo-cleft rules, and certain other rules, must refer to
need not be an 5 at any level.

Further evidence that the HP referred to by these rules is a
surface NP rather than an underlyisg P can be found in the fact that
“hat follows surface be must also bte an FF, A collection of relevant
examples is

(76} Hick is tell, which I will never be.
(7T} Wick is +all, (which is) something I will never be.
(78) wWhat I will pever be is tall,

(79) PFick is what I will never be: +tall.

Poss {1969) has used examples like these to show that adjectives must
be underlying NP's. However, examples like the following show that
adjectives and other post-be expressions must be not underlying but
superficial NP's

(80} I saw that Irma was easy to please, which I should
be too.
(81) I saw that Irma was easy to please, (which is)}
. something I should be too.
(82} What I should be is easy to vlease.
(83) Irma is what I should be: easy to plezse.

The expression easy to please in (80) - (83) cannct be an underlyine
P, sipce in deep structure eesy and please are not even congtiiunents
of the same 3:

(8k) ({one pleasse Irma) sasy)
In the examples

(85) Chinese was easily mastered by Rich, whaich 1% was
not by Claire,

(B8} Chinese was easily mestered by Rieh, (which is)
something it was not by Claire.
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{87} What Chinese was was easily mastered by Rich.

We can see that the phrase essily masisred is not an underlying
complement of be for there is no underlying be: moreover, since
the verb master is an activity verb, at some intermediate level it
would actually be the object of do.

My proposal, then, is the following: neither do nor be is
present in underlying revresentations Be may become the main verb
by any of a2 variety of well-known obl;&atory transformations. Do
iz inserted preceding activity verbs. At the point at which do or
be 1s inserted into a sentence, the part of the VP which follows
pecomes an UP; its HZ status is then referred to by 2 number of
ontional rules, such as those which produce the sentences we have
been cousidering here. If none of these rules applies to scoarate
the do from its object, Ross' rule of 'do-gobbling' applie
deletlng do's that ere direectly followed by their objects,

Ef this analys1s is in general correct, we are ready to
reformulate the steps by which Type IT HR's may be formed. Rephrasines
the set of three rules {a) - {c¢} given earlier, we arrive at the
following statement: Given a near-surface~level conjunction in which
part of the surface VP of the second conjunct is 2 rewetition of
part of the surface VP of the first conjunct, {a} the NP "complement"
of be or do may be preposed; {(b) this NP may be replaced by that;
and ( ) the connector maey d“og, with concomitant change of that
to which. This reformulation corrects two inaccuracies in the
previous {a} - (e). The earlier formulation ssid that the poriion
of the second conjunct involved in these rules was the "repeated
portion.” This is not quite accurate, since in

{83) MNick is tall, and I shall never be tall.

be is part of ihe repeated portion of the second conjunct (with tense
disregarded). but clearly the be iz not part of what is changed to
that, or preposed:

(89) Hick is tall, which I shall never be.
{90} MNiek is tall, and that I shall never be.
(91) Hick is talil, and I shall never be that,
{g2) #ick is tall, whien I shell never,

{93} #Kick is tall, and that I shall never,
(oL} ¥ick is tall, and I shell never that.

What does achieve the desired results is the requirement that wvhat
is preposed or changed to thal be an dP.

Second, the order of rules {a)} and (b} is irrelevant now, since
that can sppear either after do or he or in its preposed position.
Beginning with the initial sentence of {&L), we derive

(95} She taught me to bake a cake, and bake a cake T
couldn't do before.
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by applying (=) alone,

(96) She taught me to bake a cake, and T couldn't do
that heflore.

oy epplying (b) elone, and:

(97} She taught me to bake a cake, and that I couldn't
do hefore.

by applying both rules. Similarly, beginning with (88), we derive

{98) I saw that Irma was easy to plesse, and sasy to
please I should be too.

by epplying {e) alone, and:

{99) I saw that Irma was easy to please, and I should ve
that toco.

by applying {b) alone, and:

(100) I saw that Irma was easy to please, and that I
should be too.

bty enplying voth rules.

One final miner point. A do occurring immediately after a
stressed modal may be dropped. Thus, sentences (57) and (65) have.
a variant form with final do:

(101) They said she could play the marimba, which she
can (do).

In this section I have considered two types of HR sentences,
showing how voth sre related to pear-surface conjunctions, ané how
HHE sentences of Type II provide evidence for two hypotheses, one that
activity sentences have at some level do as main verb, and the other
that only at a fairly superficial ievel must the phrase follecwing do
or be be an HP,

IV. GSurmary.

I have tried to oresent some heretofore unexamined evidence that
bath restrictive and non-restriective relative clauses must be derived
from underlying conjunctiens, and that this can be achieved in s
grammer with certain well-motiveted and fairly traditional restrictions
on wnat aspects of the meening of a sentence are to be represented at
the structural level of its underlying representation.
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AFPENDIX

Inouiry 1.3, July 1970, oy David Perlrutter and John Folerd Doss,
in which it was provosed thet sentences like

AS this paper was poing to vress, & souib anneared in Linguistic

(i} a man entered the room and & woman went out who
ware gquite similar

2lv

"nresent the theory with a new paradex.” In their words,

(1]

Geither of these sipngular noun phrases can serve &5 the
antecedent of a relative clause whose predicate (sinmilar)
requires an underlying rlural subjiect, and whose verd
{were} is inflected to agree with a plural subject in
surface siructure. The only pogsible antecedent of

the relative cliuse in {i} would seerm to be the dis-
continuous noun phrase a man ... (and) & woman. But
now can a discontinuous noun phrage Be the antecedent
of a relative clause? Ho analysis ¢f relative clauses
that hes yet been proposed fopr the theory of gensrative
grammar iz able to account for sentences like (i}.

{». 350).

2
H-

I would like to suggest that sentences such as (i), Cwhich are indeed
anomalous in a traditionsl embedding analysis of relative clause
sentencesl, present no naradox at all if relative clsuse sentences
are viewed ag underlying conjunetions: the conjunction zource Tor

(i) weuld simply be:

(i1) (man entered room) {woman weni out of room)
{man and woman were similar}.
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