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Restrictive Relative Clauses Revisited

Dalina Kaljulli

SATL Labs, Vienna

0. Introduction

Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (in press) (henceforth A&A) credit Stavrou (1984) for
having observed that direct object clitic doubling in pu ‘that’ restrictive relative clauses in
Greek is sensitive to the (in)definiteness of the associate of the relative clanse.! More
specifically, clitic doubling of the direct object associate of the relative clause is licit
when the latter is indefinite and illicit when it is definite. This is illustrated in (1a) vs.
(1b).

(I) 2. Diavasa epaviviio pu to pira apo t vivliothiki. (from A&A 1997:1)
read-]  abook that itgacc got-I from the library
‘I read a book that [ got from the library.’

b. *Diavasatovivlio pu to pira apo ti vivliothild.
read-I  the book that it e got-I from the library
‘I read the book that I got from the library.’

The pattern illustrated in (12) vs. (1b) is also found in Albanian, as the examples
in (2) indicate.

(2) &= Lexova njélib&rgé e mora  né& biblioteké.
read-l  abook that itya. got-l  in library
‘I read a book that [ ot from the library.’

' Following Afarli (1994), T use the term associate to refer to the nominal expression with which
the restrictive relative clause is assaciated (e.g. the expression the shoes in: 1 bought the shoes that ] liked).
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b. Lexova libr-in g€  (*e) mora  né& biblioteks.
read-]  book-the that itgae got-[  1nlibrary
‘I read the book that T got from the library.’

The question arises as to why the asymmetry illustrated above arises. A&A
propose an account for this asymmetry in Modemn Greek which crucially relies on
Kayne's (1994) structural analysis of restrictive relative clauses, First, I present A&A’s
analysis. Then, I point to a set of facts that A&A leave unexplained. Finally, 1 show how
the asymmetry under discussion is derived from the analysis of direct object clitic
doubling in Albanian and Greek as a topic-licensing operation (cf. Kallulli 1999).2

1. The Head-raising Analysis of Restrictive Relztive Clauses

Drawing on Schachter (1973) and Vergnaud (1974), Kayne (1994) assigns to relative
clauses involving a definite associate the structure represented in the diagram in (3).

3) DP

the N|1= CP
book; c“/\IP
that I bought ¢

In (3), the relative clause is a complement of the determiner and what raises to
Spec of CP is a bare NP and not a null Operator, A&A assume this structure and claim
that when the relative clause associate is definite, what has raised to Spec of CP is a bare
noun, meaning an NP, not 2 DP. In contrast, A&A claim, when the associate is indefinite,
then what raises to Spec of CP is a QP. In other words, the indefinite determiner and the
noun phrase a book (in (1a)) form a constituent (QP) and the external D slot remains
empty, while the book (in (1b)) does not form a constituent, since the head book raises
from inside the clause to Spec of CP and the determiner the is external. Consequently,
definite associates of restrictive relative clauses are definite only by virtue of the fact that
the raised NP surfaces as a complement of the determiver, (For arguments in favour of
postulating that the determiner in restrictive reative clauses has an external source, cf.
Schachter (1973), Vergnaud (1974), Kayne (1994).) The ungrammaticality of
constructions involving clitic doubling of definite associates follows then from the
generalisation that bare nouns cannot be clitic doubled.’

* I follow Kallulli (1999), where topic is defined as the counterpart of focus (cf. also Erteschik-
Shir (1998)). That is, [+Topic} = [-Focus}].

¥ In Kallulli (1999) [ argue that bare nouns in Albanjan and Greek cannot be clitic doubled because
of a feature-divergence between clitics and bare nouns in these [auguages. More specifically, in Kallulli
(1999) I argue that while clitics carry a [+D] feature, bare nouns in Albanian and Greek are not DPs with a
morpkologically nult D, but NPs altogether {acking a D-projection. (The syntactic distinction between NPs
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A&A’s explanation of the impossibility of clitic doubling the relative clause
associate when the latter is definite is not unreasonable. However, their analysis does not
provide an account for the fact that when the rejative clause associate is indefinite it can
be clitic doubled, an issue that is especially important in view of the fact that these
authors claim that clitic doubling of indefinite direct object DPs is ungrammatical in
Greek simple clauses. That is, A&A’s hypothesis accounts for only half of the relevant
data. In the following section, I will highlight some facts from Albanian, on the basis of
which I will provide an explanation as to why clitic doubling of indefinite associates of
restrictive relative clauses is possible.

2, Two Types of Restrictive Relative Clanses

In Albanian, restrictive relative clanses are of two types: one type is intreduced by the
complementizer g& ‘that’, as was illustrated above in (2), and the other type is introduced
by a wh-relative pronoun, as is shown in (4) below.

4) Lexova nj&libérté cil-in *(e) mora  né biblioteka.
read-I  abaok agrwhich-the itgae got-l inlibrary
‘] read a book which I got from the library.’

Note that there is a definite determiner suffixed to the relative pronoun, so clearly
the relative pronoun cannot be in the C? slot as it shows phrasal characteristics (for
instance, it agrees with the indefinite head in phi-features) but not with respect to the
definiteness feature. Therefore the relative promoun in (4) has to be in some specifier
position.* But if Spec of CP is already occupied by the indefinite relative clause associate
a book, ancther Spec position lower than Spec of CP is needed for the relative pronoun.
Like in English, the relative pronoun in Albanian involves a2 wh-clement, which in this
language is preceded by some agreement morpheme (glossed agr in (4)) which is lacking
when the wh-word is used for question formation. This agreement morpheme, which also
agrees with the associate of the relative clause in phi-features (number, case, gender)
necessarily precedes genitive modifiers of nouns as well as a lexically idiosyncratic group
of adjectives. Nothing may intervene between this agreement morpheme and the noun or
adjective that it precedes. In view of these morphological facts, at [east one (agreement)
projection lower than the CP js needed.

Alternatively, the raised indefinite associate does not occupy Spec of CP but some
higher position. The question of course arises what the trigger for such a movement
would be, if movement is actually involved. T suggest that the associate of the relative

and DPs conmibutes to a semantic disdnction. Unlike DPs, NPs may oot denote individuals. NPs denote
properties and translate therefore not as argumnents but as predicates at LF.)

41t is also unclear how a Kaynien analysis would accomodate data like: the boy whase father [
met. 1f the structure assigned o such data is something like the siring in (i), it is unclear which position the
wh-phrase whose father occupies.

() (oe the] [cp [np DoOyi) [e whose father) 1 met ¢

Crucially, this string is also grammaticzl in Albanian.
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clause is indeed higher than Spec of CP when it is indefinite, but not as a result of
maovement.

Before I present the details of my analysis, let me draw attention to two startling
facts: First, the relative pronoun cannot introduce a relative clanse whose associate is
definite. Relative clauses whose associates are definite are exclusively introduced by the

. ot 3 . . " 5
complementizer gé ‘that’. These facts are illustrated in the examples in (5).

(5) a. Lexova libr-in q¢ (Ye) mora  n& biblioteka.
rcad-]  book-the that iteya. got-l inlibrary
‘I read the book which I got from the library.’

b. *Lexova libr-in  t&cil-in (¢)  mora né bibliotekg.
read-I  book-the agr which-the itya. got-I  inlibrary
‘I read the book which I got from the library.’

Second, the doubling clitic is obligatory when the relative clause is introduced by
a relative pronoun (in which case the associate of the relative clause cannot be definite),
as was shown in (4).

? The validity of this statement is restricted to constructions where the definite associate of the
relative clause surfaces as the direct abject of the matrix verb, though. In other words, in examples like (i),
where what Jooks like a definite associate is not & direct object but a predicate nominal, the relative clause
mey be introduced either by a relative pronoun or by the complementizes. Moreover, while the doubling
clitic may be present when the relative clause is introduced by the complementizer g but doesn't have to
be, it is obligatorily present when the relative clause is inmroduced by a relative pronoun, I mmn to the
discussion of such examples later in this section.
() Keta jand librat q& () / twcildt  *(0) solli Ana,
thesc are  books-the that themy / which  them, brought Anna
‘“These are the bogks that Anna brought.’

https://scholarworks.umass.edu/nels/vol30/iss1/26
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What these facts suggest is that the position of the associates of restrictive relative
clauses might indeed be different depending on their (in)definiteness feature, in line with
A&A. | propose that the difference, however, lies in the fact that while the defimte
associate of a restrictive relative clause (cf. (5a)) is raised from the embedded clause to
the matrix clause possibly in the way Kayne proposes, the indefinite associate in (4) is not
raised from the embedded clause but is generated as the object of the verb in the matrix
clause. Its reference is then picked up by a relative pronoun in the embedded clause. In
other words, it is the relative pronoun moved to the initial position of the embedded CP
and not the indefinite expression that is the complement of the verb get. The structural
difference between the sentence in (5a) and that in (4) is depicted graphically in the tree
diagrarns in (6) and (7), respectively.®

6
DP

Dl

ST

: PNy
in [+enclitic] P '
th: I\I ‘/.\
libér,
book; i /P\
qé maora f; né biblioteké
wi in the library

® Since the definite determiner in Albanian encliticizes on the noun stem, one needs fa also explaln
how such an order obtains. [ discuss the internal structure of the Albanian DP in some detail in Kallulli
(1999). There { suggest that the [+enclitic] feature of the definite determiner in D° triggers overt movement
of N°.
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AN

]1 A
| 9\
ST
ht‘ c1° /L-\

e mora t; né bibliotek#
it I got ¢; in the library

The analysis that I have proposed would explain among other things why the
relative pronoun in Albanian and Greek has definite form (i.e. in Greek, it is preceded by
the definite determiner and in Albanian it is suffixed with a definite determiner): it
resumes the discourse referent that the expression a book establishes. Consequently, the
clitic does not double the indefinite expression a book, but the relative pronoun that is
discourse-linked with the indefinite. The obligatoriness of the doubling clitic in (4)
follows from the requirement that in Albanian, direct object DPs need to be clitic doubled
in order to be marked [+Topic] (cf. Kaliulli 1999).

How can the analysis that I have developed so far account for the asymmetry
observed in the examples in (1) and (2)7? Note that in these éxamples the relative clause is
introduced by a so-called complementizer, not by a relative pronoun, The analysjs
outlined above can account for the asymmetry in these examples only if a double-status is
assigned to this element (that is, Albanian gé& and Greek pu). In other words, for Albanjan,
[ must postulate that while in (2b), where the relative clause associate is definite, gé
occupies the C?slot, in (2a), when the doublmg clitic is present, g¢ occupies Spec of CP.
That is, in (2a), when the doubling clitic is present, gé is a relative pronoun. However,
since the clitic in (2a) is not obligatory, it wounld be more accurate to state that while gé
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accupies the C° slot in (2b) with a definite associate, it may occupy Spec of CP in (2a).
Recall that [ accounted for the grammaticality of (4), where a doubling clitic is obligatory,
by analysing the relative pronoun as a phrasal element in Spec of CP, which as a d-linked
constituent, needs to be clitic doubled. If gé were a phrasal element also in (2b), that is, if
it occupied Spec of CP here, then there would be mo reason why the presence of a
doubling clitic in the relative clause would render the septence ungrammatical. In other
words, nothing would preclude the clitic from doubling a phrase in Spec of CP. Of
course, if we were to maintain Kayne's analysis of restrictive relative clauses involving
definite associates, g& in (2b) can under no cirumstances be a phrasal element in Spec of
CP, since this position is already occupied by the raised bare noun (see the tree-diagram
in 3).

That gé can be a complementizer, is confirmed by the fact that like that in English,
it also introduces non-relative complement clauses. This is illustrated in (8).

€3] An-a e kuptoi gé  kishte par &ndérr.
Ann-the,om ity s realized-3s that had-35 seen dream
‘Ann realized that she had had a dream.’

However, the fact that g¢ can be a complementizer (that is, occupy the c-
position) is neither necessary nor sufficient evidence against the idea that it can also
occupy a phrasal position. The fact that 4 is morphologically opaque (i.e. it is invariable,
or does not encode overt phi-features) cannot be viewed as conclusive evidence that it is
exclusively a head element. For instance, gue in French is clearly a complementizer and
just as clearly a pronoun (i.e. a phrasal element), as is obvious from the examples in (9).

(9) a. Je regrette que Marie parte  demain.
Iregret that Mary leaves tomorrow
‘I am sorry that Mary is leaving tomorrow.’

b. Que voulez-vous?
what want you
‘What do you want?*

One of Emonds' (1976) arguments against the phrasal nature of thar in English
involves the fact that it cannot occur in non-restrictive relatives. However, this argument
does not carry over to Albanian: gé here can freely occur in non-restrictive relatives, as
the example in (10) illustrates. This is also the case for gue in French, as the example in
(11) tllustrates.

(10) Ana, gé& kishte patur dit€lindjen njé dit¢ pérpara, nuk pérgjige;.

Ann, that had had Dbirthday aday before, not answered
‘Ann, whose birthday had been the day before, was not answering.’
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(11) Cette maison, que nous préférons tous, est trop cheére.
this house which we prefer all is too expensive

‘This house, which we all prefer, is too expensive.’
In sum, there is no evidence that gé in Albanian cannot occupy & phrasal position.

This reasoning may also be extended to pu, the Greek counterpart of the Albanian
gé. Thus, we have a staightforward account for the asymmetry observed in the
distribution of direct object clitic doubling in restrictive relative clauses in Albanian and
Gureek: while g&/pu occupy the C° slot in relative clauses restricting definite associates,
they may occupy Spec of CP in relative clauses restricting indefinite associates, In the
latter case, they may be clitic doubled.

Another argument can be construed in favour of the status of gé both as a
complementizer and as a relative pronoun (that is, both as head element and as a phrasal
element). In footnote 5 I pointed out that the esymmetry illustrated in the examples (1a)
vs. (1b) and (2a) vs. (2b) is not replicated in Albanian when relative clauses restrict a
predicate nominal DP. In other words, when relative clauses restrict a definite predicate
nominal DP, a doubling clitic in the relative clause is licit. This is demonstrated in (12).’

(12) Keéta jané libra-t gg¢ @ solli Ana.
these are books-the that them, brought Anna
‘These are the books that Anna brought.”

Obviously, Kayne’s approach does not readily eccouat for the facts in (12). That
is, if we were to extend A&A’s analysis of relative clauses that restrict a definite object to
relative clauses restricing predicate nominals, the clitic tm (12) would be 2
counterexample. If, however, the predicate nominal /ibra-t ‘the books’ in (12) is
generated outside the relative clause (that is, if it is generated in the matrix predicate
nominal position), af least in the case when the doubling clitic is present in the relative
clause, and the element g¢ is indeed a relative pronoun and not a complementizer in this
case, then we have a straightforward account for why doubling is possible: the clitic
doubles the relative pronoun in Spec of CP, not the definite predicate nominal DP.

I have thus shown that a fully uniform analysis of resirictive relative clauses in
Albanian is untenable as it cannot account for the asymmetries observed in restrictive
relative clauses with respect to the distribution of direct object doubling clitics. While the
promotion or head-raising analysis of restrictive relative clauses advocated in Schachter
(1973), Vergnaud (1974), and more recently Kayne (1994) may account for a certain set

7 One could attempt ta analyse examples like (12) as specificational sentences. As Higgins (1979)
points out, a distingnishing mark of specificational sentences is the fact that the subject and the predicate
complement can apparently change places. But es (i) shows, this is passible for (12) only in the absence of
the doubling clitic. This might be taken to imply that the DP libra-t 'the books® in (12) is indeed a predicate
nominal and not a subject, as it seems to be in (i).

(i) Librat g& () solli Ana jané kéta

books-the that  themy brought Anpa are  these

“The books that Anna brought are these (ones).’
If the saructure of (1) is the one given in (ii), then the facts depicted in (i) are not that surprising.
(i) [ (o libragt(cp e NjJi QB [ solli [vp Anna t)]]] jank [vp [pp keta]]).
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of data, there is yet another set of data which the head-raising analysis fails to
accommodate but which are accounted for in a strajightforward manner under Chomsky's
(1973, 1977) analysis of relative clauses, which construes the relative clause associate as
generated in the matrix clause. In this context, cf, also Afarli (1994), who crucially argues
that while a promotion analysis of restrictive relative clauses must be assumed at least for
some types of restrictive relative clauses in Norwegian, such an analysis does not account
for all the data; there is a type of restrictive relative clauses in Norwegian where the
relative clause associate is actually generated in the matrix clause, and where the relative
clause is related to that associate along the lines of predication, as suggested in Chomsky
(1982, 1986).

3. Conclusion

In conclusion, it may be stated that the asymmetries in the distribution of direct object
doubling clitics in restrictive relative clauses in Albanian and Greek derive from
structural differences between two types of restrictive relative clauses. While in oge type
of restrictive relative clanses the associate or (its head) raises from inside the relative
clause, there is yet another type of restrictive relative clauses whereby the associate of the
relative clause is generated inside a matrix clause.
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