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TONGAN RELATIVE CLAUSESAT THE SYNTAX-PROSODY INTERFACE*

Byron Ahn
University of California, Los Angeles

byron@ucla.edu

Relative clauses in Tongan are post-nominal, but exhibit variableword order with respect to the so-
called Definitive Accent (Churchward 1953), which may immediately precede or follow a relative
clause. Arguing for apromotionanalysisof relativeclauses(Schachter 1973, Vergnaud1974, Kayne
1994), and invoking three independently motivatablemovement operations, this paper accounts for
this variable ordering with distinct structures. Each of these structures directly feeds the prosodic
component, in which threeOptimality Theory styleconstraints(Princeand Smolensky 1993) deter-
mine theavailable prosodic phrasings. Moreover, even when the movement that distinguishes these
structuresisstring-vacuous, it affectsthepossibleprosodicphrasings, asthisanalysiswould predict.

1. Introduction

Tongan has post-nominal relative clauses that exhibit multiple word orders with regard to the
Definitive Accent (DEFACC), a morpheme which Churchward (1953) defines as the “stressing
of thefinal vowel for thesakeof definiteness, of greater definiteness” :1

(1) a. te
FUT

u
1.SG

’aka
kick

’a
ABS

e
the

tangata
man

-ná
-DEM -DEFACC

[
[

na’e
PST

’uma
kiss

kia
DAT

Mele
Mary

’aneafi
yesterday

]
]

b. te
FUT

u
1.SG

’aka
kick

’a
ABS

e
the

tangata
man

-na
-DEM

[
[

na’e
PST

’uma
kiss

kia
DAT

Mele
Mary

’aneafí
yesterday

]
] -DEFACC

‘ I will kick that man who kissed Mary yesterday’

Given this word order variability, two questions immediately arise. How can we explain these
multipleword orders?And, do they correspond to different formal properties?

In thespirit of Cinque2005, Leu 2008 and Zamparelli 1995, I argue that therearemultiple
determiner projections in theDP-domain, and that they are hierarchically rank-ordered as (2):2,3

(2) ’e/’a [Case] " (h)e [High D] " ni/na [Demonstrative] " DEFACC [Low D] " NP4

* I would like to thank the native speaker consultants, Piula Tonga and Saia Moala. Special thanks also go to Hilda

1 Abbreviationsused in this paper follow the Leipzig glossing conventions, with the exceptionsof the following two:
DEFACC: definitiveaccent; KO: pan-Polynesian predicatemarker (Potsdam and Polinsky In Press).
2 There is likely to bemorefunctional material than isexplicit in thehierarchy of (2).
3 Thedefinitedeterminer in Tongan has two morphologically conditioned allomorphs: heand e.
4 Here, and throughout this paper, I use “NP” as a cover term that envelops a range of structure that may include
adjectives, reduced relativeclauses, (and perhapsmore,) aswell as theN’sargumentsand theN itself.

Koopman and Kie Zuraw, for their clear guidance on this project. I would also like to thank all of the UCLA 2010
Field  Methods  course  members,  as well as  Laura Kalin,  Robyn Orfitelli,  Norvin Richards,  Matt Tucker,  and the
participantsof AFLA18 , for their input and suggestions. Any remaining errorsareof coursemy own.
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Moreover, I provide evidence that relative clauses are CP introduced by the complement
of the lowest D-head (the DEFACC, in the case of Tongan). Following this, I show that the posi-
tional variability of therelativeclausearisesfrom theinteractionsof threeindependently-motivated
movement operations. The first of these is relative clause promotion (Schachter 1973, Vergnaud
1974, Kayne 1994, inter alia), the second is an optional movement of the relative clause itself
(Kayne1994, 2005), and the third ismovement of theNP to ahigher position within theDP.

The movements which derive the word order variability have observable effects on the
prosodic phrasing of relative clauses. Under an OT-style constraint-based approach, only three
rank-ordered constraints, typical of syntax-prosody interface work (as in Selkirk 1996, Trucken-
brodt 1995, 1999, inter alia), arenecessary to predict seven attested prosodic patternswith relative
clauses, whilealso ruling out anumber of unattested patterns.

The rest of this paper proceeds as follows. First, in Section 2, I introduce some of the
functional elements in the DP, and I argue for a syntactic analysis of the word-order facts within
theTongan DP. Next, Section 3 introducesthequestion of thestructural position of relativeclauses
in Tongan, and I provide a syntactic analysis. With an understanding of relative-clause syntax,
Section 4 shows that the prosodic phrasing is directly fed by the syntactic structure. Finally, I
present open questions in Section 5 and conclude in Section 6.

2. Functional Elements of the Tongan DP

Tongan, likeother Polynesian languages, istypically ahead-initial language: DsprecedeNPs, Case
precedes DPs, the language uses prepositions, and so on. However, certain functional categories
appear to behead-final. For example, thedemonstratives(henceforth Dems) -ni and -na arephrasal
enclitics, obligatorily following theNP, including attributiveadjectives(if thereareany):

(3) a. ’oku
PRS

lele
run

’a
ABS

e
the

kumaa
mouse

’ i
LOC

he
the

[NP

[
fale
house

(fo’ou)
(new)

]
]

-ni
-DEM

‘Themouse is running in this (new) house.’
b.* ’oku

PRS

lele
run

’a
ABS

e
the

kumaa
mouse

’ i
LOC

he
the

[NP

[
fale
house

-ni
DEM

fo’ou
new

]
]

Notethat Dem -ni co-occurswith thedefinitedeterminer (h)e, implicating that thetwo do not head
thesameXP. We will return to thisshortly.

In addition to the Dem, DEFACC is also a head-final morpheme that previous literature
has treated as marking definiteness/specificity/uniqueness.5 Before discussing the DEFACC as it
relates to thesyntactic structure, we must first haveabasic understanding of Tongan stress.

Word-level primary stress is calculated based on right-aligned trochees – in other words,
the primary stress falls on the penultimate vowel. However, when a word bears a DEFACC, stress
lands on what appears to be its final vowel. Thus, it has been treated as a stress-shift process
(Churchward 1953):6

5 Theexact semantic contributionof theDEFACC isof somedebate. See, for example, Churchward 1953, Chung 1978,
Hendrick 2005 and Abner and Burnett 2010. Abner and Burnett’ssemantic analysis is briefly discussed in §2.1.
6 Throughout this paper, I use acute accents to indicate word-level primary stress, and grave accents to indicate sec-
ondary stress. Theseacuteaccentsshould not beconfused with theTongan orthographic representation the DEFACC.
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(4) a. he
the

fàle
house

fo’óu
new

‘ thenew house’

b. he
the

fàle
house

fo’oú
new.DEFACC

‘ thenew house’

Under this sort of analysis, thefinal vowelsof (4a) and (4b) should beof similar lengths (with the
exception of whatever effect on length stress has).

However, closer investigation shows that the length of vowels with DEFACC is like that of
long vowels(which occur phonemically elsewhere in the language) leading to theanalysis that the
DEFACC is not a stress shift process, but a moraic vowel enclitic (Taumoefolau 2002, Anderson
and Otsuka 2006, White 2010). This moraic vowel (which will be abbreviated -µ) gets its phono-
logical featurevaluesfrom thevowel that it isadjacent to, after cliticization. Thus, amoreaccurate
representation of the DEFACC would be:

(5) a. he
the

[NP

[
falé
house

]
]

-e
-DEFACC

‘ thehouse’

b. he
the

[NP

[
fàle
house

fò’oú
new

]
]

-u
-DEFACC

‘ thenew house’

As a phrasal enclitic, the DEFACC “shifts” the stress of whatever word is the at the right edge of
theNP, by adding amorato aprosodic word. Thiscauses thefinal vowel of theNP– the[e] of fale
in (5a), and the [u] of fo’ou in (5b) – to become the penultimatevowel of the prosodic word. This
allowseven wordswith theDEFACC to conform to thegeneralization that stress isalwaystrochaic
in Tongan.

In thesameway, Dem isalso an enclitic that causes “stress-shift” :

(6) a. he
the

falé
house

-e
-DEFACC

‘ thehouse’

b. he
the

falé
house

-ni
-DEM

‘ thishouse’

However, it cannot be that the DEFACC and the Dems -ni and -na are all heads of the same func-
tional category: the DEFACC and a Dem can co-occur. When they do, the Dem obligatorily pre-
cedes DEFACC:

(7) a. he
the

fàle
house

fò’ou
new

-ní
-DEM

-i
-DEFACC

‘ this new house’

b.*he
the

fàle
house

fò’ou
new

-ú
-DEFACC

-ni
-DEM

Intended: ‘ thisnew house’

Thisstrongly implicatessyntactic structureasmediating theseword orders, especially as theseare
phrasal enclitics.

2.1. MultipleFunctional Layers of theDP

In an example like (7a), there appear to be three independent heads that would be classified as
a D-like: (h)e, -ni and -µ. The first major component of my analysis is that (h)e and -µ in fact
are both Ds – (h)e is a HighD and -µ is a LowD. Additionally, -ni is of category Dem which can
co-occur with these Ds. There is cross-linguistic support for the idea of multiple D heads within
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a single “DP”.7 For example, many languages (e.g., Greek, Javanese, Welsh) express determiners
and demonstratives in thesamephrase (Leu 2008):8

(8) afto
this

to
the

vivlio
book

‘ this book’

(Greek)

Additionally, Swedish markscertain DPswith two morphemes, each of which isassociated with a
distinct interpretation (LaCara 2011):

(9) den
DEF

gamla
old

häst
horse

-en
-DEF

‘ theold horse’

(Swedish)

Similarly, other languageshavetwoexponentsin demonstratives, each withadifferent contribution
to the interpretation. For example, French has a freeword Dem, and an NP-enclitic Dem:

(10) ce
DEM

livre
book

jaune
yellow

-ci
-DEM

‘ this (here) yellow book’

(French; Bernstein 1997)

In each of these cases, both D-like morphemes make unique contributions to the interpretation,
supporting the idea that they are each realizations of a distinct head. If they are distinct heads,
we need multiple DP functional projections. If it is possible to have multiple DP projections in a
singleDP, what rulesout English * this thebook, for example?Zamparelli (1995:126) proposesthe
followingconstraint on theusageof multipledeterminersto explain thedistributionof multipleDs:
“ two determiners are possible only when each one adds something to the meaning of the other.”
By this logic, if we are to believe (h)e and the DEFACC to each head their own DPs, we expect
Tongan (h)eand -µ to havedifferent semantic contributions.

Abner and Burnett (2010) reach thisvery conclusion, arguing that the DEFACC “anchor[s]
theinterpretation of the[DP] to thecontext of utterance.” For that reason, theDEFACC isexcluded
in cases like (11), because thespeaker believes that devilsdon’t exist. 9

(11) ko
KO

Piúla,
Piula,

’óku
PRS

túli
chase

’a
ABS

e
the

[
[
tèevólo
devil

’okú
PRS

ne
3.SG

túi
believe

’óku
PRS

’ i
LOC

tu’a
outside

]
]
(* -a)
(*DEFACC)

‘Piula, she ischasing thedevil that shebelieves is outside(but there isno devil).’

Moreover, the(h)eHighD can appear in (11), regardlessof anyone’sbelief-state, providingsupport
that DEFACC isnot just asecond realization of asingleD.

7 With an analysis whereby a DP has multiple D-like projections, a question might arise of what I mean by “DP”. I
mean this to refer to all D-projections, which I take to besister of KP.
8 Each of these languagesbehavesdifferently with their usage of these multiple Ds – for example, Swedish only uses

depend on modification of any kind, asexemplified in (5).
9 Notably, DEFACC would beacceptable in (11) if thespeaker believed there to be adevil outside.

two Ds under certain circumstances,  e.g.  when there is an adjective.   Neither  of  the  Tongan  Ds, on the other hand,
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Given these facts, it must be that the DEFACC is a head of a distinct functional projection
in theDP, apart from theHighD (h)e.

2.2. A Syntactic Account of Word Order

As in thesentential domain, variableword orderswithin theDPought to bederived from thesame
underlying constituency. For this reason, I pursuean analysis in thevein of Cinque2005, in which
movementsapplied to auniversal hierarchy like (12) deriveagiven language’sword order:

(12) Case (KP) " Determiner (HighD) " Demonstrative(Dem) " Determiner (LowD) " NP

It being thecase that Tongan NPs occur between HighD and Dem, it must be thecase that there is
movement. Specifically, I argue that thehead-final encliticshere arederived by phrasal movement
of theNP, as in (14), consistent with an Antisymmetric approach to syntax (Kayne1994):10,11

(13) e
the

íka
fish

vàle
stupid

-ní
-DEM

-i
-DEFACC

‘ thisstupid fish’

(14) HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

ika vale

Dem

-ni

LowDP

LowD

-µ

ti

Since nothing is able to intervene between the NP and the Dem, it is reasonably clear that the NP
moves to Spec,DemP.12 Such an NP-movement operation within the DP has been independently
motivated for other languages. For example, French has been argued to require phrasal movement

10 One might want to propose a left-branching structurewhereby the DemP and LowDP are simply head-final. Under

an NP enclitic:
(i) [HighD he [LowDP [DemP [NP ikavale] -ni ] -µ ] ]

argumentsagainst these directionality parameters.
11 For ease of exposition, I represent this NP movement as a single movement from the complement of LowD to the

‘stop in’ the Specifier of the LowDP‘on itsway’ to the DemP(Cinque2005).
12Alternatively, the DEFACC may behigher than theHighD. If so, theconstituency would need to beas follows:

(i) [HighD [DemP [LowD he ikavale ] -ni ] [HighD' -i tDemP ] ]

orderswith relativeclauses. See Appendix A.

such an account, Dem would need to be lower than HighD and LowD, in order to account for the Dem’s nature as

However, thiswould go against thefindingsin Ishizuka2007, which findsevidencefor Dem"D, based on data from
Javanese. Moreover, this would require directionality parameters for each XP; see, for example, Kayne (2010) for

While this may work for simple cases like (i), this would require a far more complex structure to account for word

Specifier of DemP. It is likely theoretically desirable that such movement is impossible, and the NP must instead
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of the NP, nearly identical to (13), in order to derive the word order with ce ... -ci/là (Bernstein
1997):

(15) [DemP ce
DEM

[DemP [NP livre
book

jaune
yellow

] -ci
-DEM

tNP ] ]

‘ this (here) yellow book’

(French)

2.3. Against aMorphological Account

In spite of these motivations for a syntactic analysis, it may seem to some that what I refer to as
a LowD, DEFACC (and perhaps the affixal Swedish D and/or French Dem), is optionally inserted
by some morpho-phonological process which is a reflex of being in the context of what I call
the HighD, (h)e. However, since the DEFACC makes its own contribution to the interpretation, it
would need to be present at LF, and must not be inserted anywhere in PF (where morphological
insertion processes are thought to occur; Embick and Noyer 2001). Thus, in order to contribute to
themeaning and haveapronounced form, it must be that DEFACC isahead in thenarrow syntax.

Moreover, if its placement as a head were achieved by a post-syntactic morphological op-
eration, it would seem that theappropriatecandidates for such an operation would beLowering or
Local Dislocation, as defined in Embick and Noyer 2001. However, as a phrasal enclitic, the DE-
FACC’s placement would beproblematic for each of theseoperations. Lowering hasbeen typically
defined targeting morphological heads as the landing site for movement – not syntactic phrases.
Since DEFACC cliticizes to NPs, and not Ns or As, a Lowering account would seem untenable.
On theother hand, Local Dislocation – which appliesafter spell-out – would not beprovided with
the necessary information about syntactic phrases to be able to have the DEFACC cliticize to the
NP.13 Asa result, amorphological approach to the DEFACC in apost-syntactic domain would fail
to capture key structural facts.

3. Syntactic Properties of Tongan Relative Clauses

3.1. Whereare RelativeClauses?

As we have already seen, relative clauses (henceforth RCs) in Tongan are post-nominal. Having
established a clear idea of the basic structure of the Tongan DP and its post-nominal functional
material, consider thedata in (16), which are representativeof theavailableword orders for RCs:

13 An analysis involving Local Dislocation might besuccessful if wemaketheappropriateassumptionsabout spell-out

after the DEFACC hascliticized to it, in order to achievethe “stressshift” phenomenaseen in (5).

domains. Namely, if weassumethat DEFACC’s phrasal host isaspelled-out phrasewhich the DEFACC immediately
precedesat linearization, Local Dislocation might beable to producethecorrect ordering, along the linesof Kramer
2010.  However, assuming that a spelled-out phraseiscompletein termsof stresscalculation (e.g. Kratzer and Selkirk
2007), such a solution is problematic in that location of primary stress in the DEFACC’s host must be determined
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(16) a. ’oku
PRS

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

(-na)
(-DEM)

(-a)
(-DEFACC)

[
[

na’a
PST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]
]

‘That/theshirt that I washed isclean.’
b. ’oku

PRS

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

(-na)
(-DEM)

[
[

na’a
PST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]
]

(-o)
(-DEFACC)

c.* ’oku
PRS

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

[
[

na’a
PST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]
]

-na
-DEM

d.* ’oku
PRS

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

[
[

na’a
PST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]
]

-na
-DEM

-a
-DEFACC

As we saw in (3), Dems obligatorily follow adjectives; on the other hand, (16) shows that Dems
obligatorily precede RCs. This indicates that RCs and adjectives are not in the same syntactic
relationship with the NP, contrary to NP-adjunct approaches to RCs (e.g., Ross 1967). If the RC
werean NP adjunct, wewould predict (17b) to begrammatical in thesameway as (17a):

(17) a. [HighDP e
the

[DemP [NP sóte
shirt

’ulí
dirty

] -na
-DEM

tNP ] ]

‘ that dirty shirt’
b.* [HighDP e

the
[DemP [NP sóte

shirt
na’á
PST

ku
1.SG

foó
wash

] -na
-DEM

tNP ] ]

‘ that shirt that I washed’

In fact, RCs and adjectives have completely different distributions with regard to the Dem and
DEFACC:14

(18)

a. N Dem DEFACC � *
b. N Dem DEFACC * �

c. N Dem DEFACC * �

Thisstrongly argues against an NP-adjunct analysisof RCs.
Moreover, as argued in Chung 1978, we can conclude that RCs in Tongan are indeed a

constituent within theDP, sincethey can appear between thenoun and theDEFACC, ruling out DP
adjunction for caseslike(18b). Moreover, systematic investigationhasrevealed that word order has
no correlation to interpretation (e.g. restrictivity).15 For this reason, the Tongan RC must always

14 Note that data like (i) would seem to indicate that reduced relativeclausescan appear between theN and theDem:

(i) he
DET

[ta’u
year

[kuo
PERF

’osi]]
finish

-na
-DEM

‘That year (which is) just finished.’ (Lit. that year having finished)
15 To test for restrictivity, native speakers were given, for example, the following situations in Tongan, and asked to

several postcardsfromher relatives living in Hawaii.
‘Yesterday Manu received a postcard.
correlation found between restrictivity and word order or prosodic possibilities.

Adjective        Relative Clause

translate the underlined sentence from English ‘Manu received a postcard from her friend living in Samoa and
Shelost thepostcard that her friend living inSamoa sent.’ and

She lost the postcard, which her friend living in Samoa sent.’ There was no
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originatewithin theDP, even when it appears to beoutsideof it, as in (18c). My analysis therefore
relieson adifferent theory of RCs, which predicts thesebehaviors: thepromotion analysisof RCs.

3.2. A Promotion Analysisof RelativeClauses

Under the promotion analysis of relative clauses, a relative clause is a CP introduced by a rela-
tivizer D. The relativized NP, which is base-generated in its argument position within the CP and
undergoes movement to the CP edge (Schachter 1973, Vergnaud 1974, Kayne 1994, among many
others). As a result, post-nominal RC languages (e.g., English) look like (19):

(19) DP

Drel CP

NP XP

... tNP ...

Thus, under an Antisymmetric approach, languageswith pre-nominal RCs(e.g., Japanese) involve
an additional movement to front the RC is necessary. This movement fronts a sub-constituent of
the CP (for arguments, see e.g. Kayne 1994, Kornfilt 2000, Kayne 2005, Ishizuka 2008), which I
label XP.16 In thisway, apre-nominal RC is derived as in (20):

(20) DP

XP

... tNP ...

Drel CP

NP XP

... tNP ...

3.3. Syntactic Derivations

At thispoint wehaveseen threeDP-internal movements, laid out in (21):

(21) a. NP fronting: deriving French ce...ci, as in (15)
b. NP Relativization: at theheart of thepromotion analysisof RCs, as in (19)
c. RC fronting: deriving Japanese-like relativeclauses, as in (20)

Assuming that Tongan DPsalways involve(21a) and that all RCsuse(21b), wepredict straightfor-
wardly theword order and structure in (22-23), in which therelativization feeds theNPfronting:17

16 In these previous analyses, XP is assumed to be TP/IP, though nothing seems to crucially rely on this (only that

location of theTongan Tense/Aspect/Mood morpheme.
17 Strikingly similarly, in French, theNP must front to thepre-Dem position, out of theRC (Bernstein 1997).

Tense/Infl is inside the pre-nominal RCs). I do not use the TP/IP label, in order to avoid a commitment to the
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(22) e
the

sóte
shirt

làhi
large

-ní
-DEM

-i
-DEFACC

na’á
PST

ku
1.SG

fóo
wash

‘ this large shirt that I washed’

(23) HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

sote lahi

Dem

-ni

LowDP

LowD

-µ

CP

ti na’a ku foo ti

(21a) (21b)

Additionally, if the RC fronting that occurs in some languages is optional in Tongan,18 we derive
(24) – aminimal pair with (22) – with thestructureand movements in (25):

(24) e
the

sóte
shirt

lahí
large

-ni
-DEM

na’á
PST

ku
1.SG

foó
wash

-o
-DEFACC

‘ this large shirt that I washed’

(25) HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

sote lahi

Dem

-ni

LowDP

XP

na’aku foo ti

LowD

-µ

CP

ti [XP ... ti ]

(21a) (21b)
(21c)

In this way, NPs move to Spec,DemP for the same reason that RCs cannot intervene between
NP and the Dem: there is simply no space for the RC to move to. An NP (not a CP) occupies
Spec,DemP just like it does when there is no RC.

Thus, based on what has been independently motivated for RCs (crosslinguistically) and
for DPs(in Tongan), westraightforwardly derivethe(im)possibility of theRC word-ordersin (16).

18 I havenot found any evidencethat thismovement hasany interpretational consequences, even though such aconse-
quencewould bedesirable.
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4. Prosodic Breaks

This analysis involving two syntactic derivations finds extra evidence in the distribution of strong
Intonation Phrase(IP) level phonological breaks19 that sometimesseparatetheNPand theRC. Im-
portantly, thereisnorelationshipbetween thenecessity of astrongprosodicbreak andarestrictive/non-
restrictive interpretation (unlike languages such as English). The relevant range of data is given in
the tablebelow, which also indicates that thedifferent phrasingscorrespond to the two derivations
wehaveseen:

(26) Prosodic Phrasing Derivation in (23) Derivation in (25)
a. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesotée ] [ IP na’aku fóo ] �

b. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesòtení i] [ IP na’aku fóo ] �

c. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesóte ] [ IP na’aku fóo ] �

d. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesóte na’aku fóo ] �

e. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesóte ] [ IP na’aku foó o] �

f. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesoténi ] [ IP na’aku foó o] �

g. [ IP ’oku ma’a ’aesoténi ] [ IP na’aku fóo ] �

4.1. A Constraint-Based Analysis

To derive thephrasings in table above, I assumethree Optimality Theory-styleconstraints (Prince
and Smolensky 1993). Using only these three constraints, the appropriate phrasing can be deter-
mined by providing theappropriatestructure from (23) and (25) as input:

(27) a. AFFIXSUPPORT An affix must not beprosodically separated from its
morpho-phonological host.

b. ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L) Align the left edgeof an Intonation Phrase (IP) to the left
edgeof aCP.

c. ALIGN(IP,L;LowDP*,L) Align the left edgeof an Intonation Phrase (IP) to the left
edgeof a lexically filled LowDP.

AFFIXSUPPORT (as defined in Richards 2010) crucially outranks the latter of the two ALIGN (in
the spirit of McCarthy and Prince 1993, Prince and Smolensky 1993, Truckenbrodt 1995, Selkirk
1996, inter alia) constraints; and the ALIGN constraint for the CP crucially outranks the ALIGN

constraint for theLowDP, evidence for which wewill seeshortly:

(28) AFFIXSUPPORT " ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L) " ALIGN(IP,L;LowDP*,L)

Using somegiven structureas input, thissystem dictateshow to prosodically phrase theutterance.
Consider thesentence in (26a), which must be in two Intonation Phrases:

19 Native speaker consultants referred to this kind of break as a ‘comma’ , as opposed to a ‘ full stop’ , saying that they

long pause, an entirepitch reset, and final lengthening (Vicenik and Kuo 2010).

consider these utterances to be one sentence and not two. However, the only way found to distinguish the two was
native speaker intuition, as the ‘comma’ does not seem to be measurably different from a ‘ full stop’ – that is, both
inter- and intra-sentence prosodic groupings (above the Accentual Phrase, which is irrelevant here) may involve a

The Proceedings of AFLA 18

10



(29) a. [ IP ’oku
PRES

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

e
-DEFACC

] [ IP na’a
PAST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]

‘Theshirt that I washed is clean.’
b.* [ IP ’oku ma’a ’a esoteena’a ku foo ]
c.* [ IP ’oku ma’a ’a esote ] [ IP ena’aku foo ]

To derive theword order in (29), we need a structure like (23), in which the RC has stayed within
theCP. To avoid aviolationof ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L), aprosodic break just beforetheRC isrequired.
To avoid a violation of ALIGN(IP,L;LOWDP* ,L), a prosodic break between DEFACC and NP
would be required (since LowDP is lexically headed by µ). However, this would violate the more
highly ranked AFFIXSUPPORT, and as such, no break is inserted between DEFACC and NP:

(30) HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

sote

Dem LowDP

LowD

µ

CP

ti na’a ku foo ti

ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L)

ALIGN(IP,L;LOWDP*,L) AFFIX SUPPORT

The phrasing in (29a) is the optimal phrasing, as shown in the tableau below (which also demon-
strates theconstraint ranking in (28)):

(31) AFF.SUPP. ALIGN-CP ALIGN-LOWDEM

a. ☞ phrasing in (29a) *
b. phrasing in (29b) * ! *
c. phrasing in (29c) * !

The prosodic derivation for (26b), which must also be in two IPs in the same way, proceeds iden-
tically with thewhat wehaveseen here.

4.2. Accounting for Other Data

Let us also look at a derivation for the minimal pair in (32). The sentence in (32a) makes use of
two IPs, but (33b), just one:

(32) a. [ IP ’oku
PRES

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

] [ IP na’a
PAST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]

b. [ IP ’oku
PRES

ma’a
clean

’a
ABS

e
the

sote
shirt

na’a
PAST

ku
1.SG

foo
wash

]

This isaccounted for straightforwardly by the two different structureswehaveseen.
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(33) a. [ IP ... ’ae sote ] [ IP na’aku foo]
HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

sote

Dem LowDP

LowD CP

ti na’a ku foo ti

ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L)

b. [ IP ... ’ae sotena’a ku foo]
HighDP

HighD

e

DemP

NPi

sote

Dem LowDP

XP

na’aku foo ti

LowD CP

ti [XP ... ti ... ]

ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L)

In both cases, ALIGN(IP,L;CP,L) correlates to a prosodic break just before the CP – but only
in (33a) does this make a difference, since there is no pronounced material following the break
that gets inserted in (33b). Though (33a) and (b) might seem indistinguishablesince theadditional
movement in (33b) isstring-vacuous, there isan empirically measurableeffect on theprosody asa
result. Thisadds clear support to both thesyntactic and prosodic analysespromoted here.

Theprosodic derivation for (26g) proceeds identically with (33a), and prosodic derivations
for (26e-f) proceed identically with (33b). Therefore, these two structures and three rank-ordered
constraintsstraightforwardly account for thephrasing possibilities in (26).

Under this prosodic analysis, all the possibilities in (26) are accounted for by having the
prosodic component take two different syntactic structures – which are necessary to account for
word-order data – as input. Moreover, this analysis rules out several unattested phrasings, such as
(29b) and (29c), among others. As such, both the syntactic and prosodic structures in the Tongan
DParedirectly related – astrongly desirableresult under modernapproachesto thesyntax-prosody
interface.

5. Open Questions

5.1. Spell-Out and Metrical Stress

There isa theoretical problem with the DEFACC’s ability to “shift stress” . Assuming that metrical
stress is calculated when spell-out occurs (e.g., Kratzer and Selkirk 2007), it seems that the DE-
FACC would have to be within the same spell-out domain as its host. While this is often rather
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straightforward, RCs present avexing case:

(34) mé’a
thing

[CP ná’e
PAST

ínu
drink

’e
ERG

[DP Sìoné
John

] ] -e
-DEFACC

‘ thing that John drank’

At thevery least, theDEFACC enclitic shifts thestressof ‘Sione’ , after theDPand CPphaseshave
been sent to PF, and have been spelled-out with metrical structure calculated. Yet, somehow the
Definitive Accent is able to manipulate the previously calculated stress. It must thus be the case
that either Sione and the DEFACC are indeed in the same spell-out domain – thus requiring major
revisions to thisanalysis– or stresscan bemodified after spell-out, “counter-cyclically” .

5.2. MultipleDefinitiveAccents

According to native speaker informants, a DP like (35), in which multiple DEFACCs occur with
only one obviousNP, is possible. However, it should be noted that such a DP was never produced
without direct elicitation.

(35) e
the

soté
shirt

-e
-DEFACC

na’a
PST

ku
1.SG

foó
wash

-o
-DEFACC

‘ theshirt that I washed’

This isunpredicted under thisanalysis, unless it ispossible for a DEFACC to be realized in theDP
out of which theNPhas relativized:

(36) [DemP [NP sotei ] [LowDP -µ [CP ti na’a ku foo [LowD -µ ti]]]]

This alternative approach has more issues than advantages, and for reasons of space will not be
further considered. We are thus left to wonder how to account for data like (35), to the extent that
they are truly grammatical in natural Tongan speech.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, I have demonstrated that the Tongan DP contains multiple functional projections,
including HighDP, DemP, and LowDP. Though Tongan relativeclauses exhibit two possibleword
orders with regard to the Definitive Accent LowD, I have shown this variation can be entirely
predicted by independently motivated movements on a single underlying structure. Crucially, the
data cannot be derived under an adjunct analysis of relative clauses – such an analysis would
incorrectly predict adjectivesand relativeclauses to have thesamedistribution.

Moreover, thisstructural analysisof wordorder factsleadsdirectly toanaccount of prosodic
phrasingsfor relativeclausesin Tongan, whereby thesyntactic structuresdirectly feed theprosody.
Though linear word order at timesconceals the two surfaceconstituencies (as in (33)), each struc-
turemapsonto different prosody, directly manifesting thesyntax-prosody interface.

Finally, the syntactic and prosodic data lead to an underlying hierarchical structure within
the DP, namely: HighD"Dem"LowD. This will have implications for our approach to DPs that
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are multiply marked for definiteness, and prompts a second look at the DP structure in languages
with multipleovert Ds, such as Swedish or Greek.

Appendix A. DEFACC as HighD

Alternatively, theDEFACC could theHighD, and (h)ecould betheLowD. Under such an analysis,
at least an additional threesyntactic phrasesand an additional two movementsof theRC would be
necessary (though I will not explain thisany further for spaceconsiderations):

(37) JP

HP

XP
H GP

GP

G HighDP

XP
HighD

-µ

DemP

DemP

Dem

-ni

FP

XP
F DP

DP

D

he

CP

NPi

sote

XP

na’a ku foo ti

However, the nature of these phrases and the motivations for these movements would be unclear.
Moreover, such an analysis would lose the independent support found for the analysis ultimately
promoted here. Until theappropriateevidencefor thisalternative is found, I set it asidefor reasons
of parsimony.

References

Abels, Klaus. 2003. Successivecyclicity, anti-locality, and adposition stranding. Doctoral Disser-
tation, University of Connecticut.

Abner, Natasha, and Heather Burnett. 2010. On theso-called “determiners” of Tongan. UCLA.
Anderson, Victoria, and Yuko Otsuka. 2006. Thephoneticsand phonology of "defnitiveaccent" in

Tongan. Oceanic Linguistics45:21–42.
Bernstein, Judy B. 1997. Demonstratives and reinforcers in Romance and Germanic languages.

Lingua 102:87–113.
Chung, Sandra. 1978. Casemarking and grammatical relationsin Polynesian. University of Texas

Press.
Churchward, C. Maxwell. 1953. Tongan grammar. London: Oxford University Press.
Cinque, Guglielmo. 2005. DerivingGreenberg’suniversal 20 and itsexceptions. Linguistic Inquiry

36:315–332.
Embick, David, and Rolf Noyer. 2001. Movement operations after syntax. Linguistic Inquiry

32:555–595.
Hendrick, Randall. 2005. Resumptive and bound variable pronouns in tongan. In Proceedings

of the Twelfth Annual Conference of the Austronesian Formal Linguistics Association, ed.
Jeffrey Heinz and DimitrisNtelitheos.

The Proceedings of AFLA 18

14



Ishizuka, Tomoko. 2007. Internal structure of the DP in Javanese. Paper presented at the 14th
Austronesian Formal Linguistic Association.

Ishizuka, Tomoko. 2008. Restrictiveand non-restrictiverelativeclauses in Japanese: Antisymmet-
ric approach. http://ling.auf.net/lingBuzz/000808.

Kayne, Richard. 1994. Theantisymmetry of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Kayne, Richard. 2005. Antisymmetry and Japanese. In Movement and silence, chapter 9. Oxford

University Press.
Kayne, Richard. 2010. Why are thereno directionality parameters? WCCFL XXVIII.
Kornfilt, Jaklin. 2000. Locating relative agreement in Turkish and Turkic. In Studies on Turkish

and Turkic languages, ed. Aslı Göksel and CeliaKerslake, 189–196. Harrassowitz.
Kramer, Ruth. 2010. The Amharic definite marker and the syntax-morphology interface. Syntax

13:196–240.
Kratzer, Angelika, and Elisabeth Selkirk. 2007. Phase theory and prosodic spellout: The case of

verbs. TheLinguistic Review 24:93–105.
LaCara, Nicholas. 2011. A definiteproblem: Themorphosyntax of doubledefinitenessin swedish.

In Morphology at Santa Cruz: Papers in Honor of Jorge Hankamer, ed. Nicholas LaCara,
AnieThompson, and Matthew A. Tucker, volume55–83.

Leu, Thomas. 2008. The internal syntax of determiners. Doctoral Dissertation, NYU.
McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 1993. Prosodic morphology i: constraint interaction and satis-

faction. University of MassachusettsAmherst, and Rutgers University.
Potsdam, Eric, and MariaPolinsky. In Press. Questionsand word order in polynesian. In Morpho-

logical and syntactic aspectsof oceanic languages.
Prince, Alan, and Paul Smolensky. 1993. Optimality theory: Constraint interaction in generative

grammar. Rutgers University and University of Colorado, Boulder.
Richards, Norvin. 2010. Prosody and syntax. Presented at Syntax Fest 2010.
Ross, John R. 1967. Constraintson variables in syntax. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.
Schachter, Paul. 1973. Focus and relativization. Language49:19–46.
Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1996. The prosodic structure of function words. In Signal to syntax: Boot-

strapping from speech to grammar in early acquisition, ed. James Morgan and Katherine
Demuth, 187–213. Mahwah, NJ: LawrenceErlbaum Associates.

Taumoefolau, Melenaite. 2002. Stress in Tongan. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics44:341–54.
Truckenbrodt, Hubert. 1995. Phonological phrases: Their relation to syntax, focus, and promi-

nence. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.
Truckenbrodt, Hubert. 1999. On the relation between syntactic phrases and phonological phrases.

Linguistic Inquiry 30:219–255.
Vergnaud, Jean Roger. 1974. French relativeclauses. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.
Vicenik, Chad, and Grace Kuo. 2010. The intonation of tongan. UCLA.
White, James. 2010. Theduration of long and short vowels in Tongan. UCLA.
Zamparelli, Roberto. 1995. Layers in the determiner phrase. Doctoral Dissertation, University of

Rochester.

The Proceedings of AFLA 18

15


