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Abstract

This paper is dedicated to the examination of the phrase structure of three
parallel structures in Malagasy. Using X-bar theory, [ argue that the tree structures of
these are identical (with the exception of their categorical labels). This leads to
evidence supporting the hypothesis that the maximal projection of determiner (Dmax)
dominates the maximal projection of the noun (Nmax) with which it is associated. That
is, what has been traditionally called NP is actually Dmax, Additionally, the parallelism
suggests the heretical hypothesis that the maximal projection of preposition (Pmax) is
dominated by a new categorical type, which manifests itself in the marking of tense
and location on the traditional PP. The existence of this new category will be argued
for in three ways — the parallel structures which these phrases manifest, some
parallelisms which nominals show in movement and parallel constraints on which
postions are accessible to extraction. Including this new category, there are eight
categories. The feature system put forth by Jackendoff (1977) with its two features,
[tN]and [+V], cannot uniquely describe the eight-way distinction in categories. Many
linguists have been using the terms functional and lexical (or non-functional) to
distinguish between categories. The addition of the feature [tFunctional] to
Jackendoff's feature system is made, and the new category added to the system as
[+Functional].

0. Introduction
Overview of the Theory

Government and Binding (G/B) theory is a modular theory of grammar which
first produces a D-structure, then transforms that D-structure into an S-structure and

finally transforms the S-structure into both phonological form (PF) and logical form
(LF). Many G/B theorists believe that the modules are organized as diagramed in figure
1.
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The D-structure is the output of the lexicon, theta theory and X-bar theory
modules [ will discuss these two theories in the next section (section 0.1) of this paper.
The differences between D-structure and S-structure result from a limited set of
movement rules (head-to-head movement, movement-to-specifier and adjunction)
which operate on highly constrained structural descriptions. Constraints on
movement, Case and government theories restrict what transformations are
grammatical at S-structure. S-structure is virtvally the same save for prosodic and
phonological changes. Certain movement rules are posited between S-structure and LF
to produce a "syntactic form" interpretable by the semantic module of the grammar.
Such movement is postulated at this stage to produce a cross-linguistically identical
input to the semantic module.

This paper is organized in a manner analogous to the theory. The remainder of
this section is an overview of the subparts of G/B theory relevant to my analysis. First,
[ discuss the derivation of D-structure by X-bar and theta theories. Then I turn to the
transformation from D-structure to S-structure. Move « Case Theory, the Empty
Category Principle (ECP), and government interact at this stage of the derivtation
which limits movement to three types: head-to-head movement, movement-to-specifier
and adjunction. Finally, 1 discuss the changes between S-structure and PF which
obscure the S-structure.

In Section 1 of this paper, | establish the structure of clauses, nominals and
prepositional phrases in Malagasy, and argue that they are structurally parallel (a fact
which is camouflaged in PF). In order for G/B theory to generate these structures in D-
structure, I must posit the existence of a novel category which bears tense and distal
marking on preposition phrases. Since they mark location, | refer to them as desctics

In Section 2, [ argue that these parallel structures, along with movement-to-
specifier, explain the word-order. This cross-categorical movement supports the
parallel syntactic structure hypothesis of this paper. Further it provides a unified
explanation for the presence or absence of phonological merger of some words in PF.
Sections 1 and 2 are discussions of the various categories In addition to Verb, Noun and
Preposition, 1 employ the categories INFL, Determiner and Deictic.
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In section 3, extraction from sentential clauses, nominals and preposition
phrases by relativizing and emphatic constructions is examined. Parallel constraints
on which positions are accessible to these extraction operations support the hypothesis
that the structure of clauses, nominals and preposition phrases have parallel
structures.

Section 4 is dedicated to the question of how these categories are uniquely
described by the feature system presented by Jackendoff (1977). In addition to his two
features, [+N] and [+V], a third feature, [+Functional], is required to uniquely
distinguish all the syntactic categories. The three structures examined in this paper
can act as sentences by themselves. It is the maximal projection of the [+Functional]
category which is the node dominating the entire sentence. This fact further supports
the parallel structure hypothesis.

0.1. Arriving at D-structure
0.1.1 X-bar Theory

Through X-bar theory, the generative grammarians sought to replace the
multitude of phrase structure rules of Standard Theory which had grown unwieldy in
number. This theory consists of one basic rule - one of a group of sister nodes projects
its categorical identity onto its mother. This node, which projects its identity, is the
head of the category. Assuming that trees need not be binary, we can state X-bar
theory as (1):

(1) xn+1.xn ymaxs

This should not be taken as a statement of the relative order of the daughter
nodes. Instead, any order for a particular language will be “determined by fixing
parameters of Case theory and theta theory and by lexical properties.” (Chomsky, 1986,
p.3)

The variable Ymax* iszero or more occurrences of Ymax a maximal projection.
One part of the theory is that each zero level node (X' ) must be dominated by a maximal
projection, Xmax. In this paper, it will be assumed that Xmax = X'’ 1 will not use the
notation where the maximal projections are referred to as XP except when referring to
the categories in a general and traditional way.

The sister of X°* is the Complement of X (henceforth ComplX) and the sister of X’
is the Specifer of X (SpecX). Either or both of these may be empty depending on the
selectional restrictions and semantic requirements of the lexical head, X",

Further, X-bar theory applies to all categorical types. When the X-bar notion
was first proposed by Jackendoff (1977), it was only applied to four categories (N V A,
and P). INFL and COMP [henceforth, I=INFL, C=COMP] were added to this set of categories
as their existence was accepted by generativists. Less accepted is the inclusion of the
category DET (determiner) [D=DET] which has been proposed by Brame (1981, 1982),
Fukui (1986), Abney (1986), Kuroda (1986) and others.

Since this theory greatly simplifies the parts of the grammar leading to D-
structure it is desirable that all the categories adhere to it in the same fashion, whether
they be lexical or functional categories. Other authors, like Fukui (1986), have argued
that lexical and functional categories project differently. However, since the
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motivation behind X-bar theory was economy of rules (ie. Occam's razor), any
deviation in the application of X-bar theory detracts from this purpose and therefore
from the theory itself. This aversion to non-uniform application of the theories
leading to D-structure does not require the structures to remain unchanged at later
points in the derivation since, “the X-bar constraints are satisfied at D-Structure, but
not at other levels of representation .." (Chomsky, 1986, p.3). Any changes which
occur between D-structure and S-structure do not show flaws in the theory but merely
camouflage the structure. Similar structures should undergo similar changes on their
way to surface forms.

0.1.2. ThetaTheory

This subtheory of G/B states that each verb (and noun) selects the number of
possible arguments and their thematic roles (8-roles). All verbs as argument selecting
predicates have 6-grids which are specified in the lexicon and which consist of a group
of thematic roles each of which may be co-indexed to an argument. All arguments must
be co-indexed with a ©-grid position and the assignment of ©-roles to the various
arguments is this co-indexing.

Parameters in a particular language determine whether the assignment of 8-
roles is leftward or rightward. These parameters are what determine the relative order
of a head and its sisters.

The number of arguments is a function of the size of the 6-grid, not of any
language specific parameters. This is a lexical property as are the 6-roles contained in
any given grid. The assignment of a 6-role to 2 nominal will determine if any
preposition is required for the nominal to receive Case, because mapping of 8-roles to
Case must conform to the verb's (or noun's) limited ability to assign Case. Only a small
number of arguments can receive Case. The Case identity of these nominals is
determined by a hierarchy such as the ones presented by Kiparsky (1987) or Bresnan
and Kanerva (1988). Since the 8-grid does not reach up lo the specifier position, it can
not influence the number of external arguments any given lexical item has. SpecX can
only have one (or zero) arguments.

Along with lexical properties and parameter settings which make 8-role
assignment either rightward of leftward, these two theories are all that is needed to
produce the D-structure of a language., For a VOS language ©-role assignment is
rightward leading to the schema shown in (2).

(2) X" =X'Spec
X' =XCompl*

0.2, c -
021 Theo

Case theory might best be called a filter since violating it creates an
ungrammatical string. Itappliesto a string between D-structure and S-structure. The
Case requirements motivate certain types of movement forcing an NP from a non-Case-
marked position to a position where it will receive Case. In short, this subtheory
requires that every argument must be in a postion which receives abstract Case due to
its structural position. In English, Case is assigned to the objects of verbs and

prepositions and to the subjects (specifiers) of INFL and determiners!.
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0.2.2 Empty Category Principle (ECP
All empty categories must be properly governed.

0.2.3. Government

A category is governed when its maximal projection is c-commanded? by the
head of a governing category and there is no intervening head of a governing
category (hence no maximal projection) to “protect” the governed element (ie. the
minimality condition holds). Proper government makes the additional requirement on
the governor that it either be a lexical category or be co-indexed to a governed
element3 The former is sometimes called lexical government; the latter antecedent
government. P, V. N, INFL[+TNS] have been called governing categories. However,
other categories should perhaps be added. Stowell (1987) argued that DET governed the
genitive position in English, suggesting that it too may be a governing category. In
Malagasy, adjectives can operate as sentence predicates, which indicates that they also
may be governing categories.

Antecedent government requires that the category be c-commanded by the
coreferent element which is itself governed. Thus a chain of governing relations
connects the proper governor to the antecedent-governed category via one or more
governed antecedents.

The limitations on governing relations limit movement. If an antecedent is
structurally too distant from its original position, it will not govern its trace and the
ECP is violated. Thus, while Case theory forces non-Case-marked nominals to move, it is
government and the ECP that require the movement to progress in steps of limited size.

As X-bar theory simplifies the phrase structure rules, so move-a simplifies the
transformations mapping D-structure into S-structure. Both theories are very general
and are constrained by other general principles. In Rarrsers (19%6, p4), Chomsky
limits the resulting movement to three types — head-to-head movement, movement-to-
specifier, and adjunction.

In head-to-head movement, the head of a category moves upward into the head
of the category which dominates it. More exactly, it moves into the head of its
governing category (ie. its governor). There the two heads merge. This is diagrammed
in Figure 11. The fact that the moved element and the trace of the moved element are
both properly governed may be what permits the Y' element to move without forcing
its projections to move. In Malagasy, this movement is the only leftward movement.
?inc; it bears no major importance to this paper I will not discuss this movement

urther.





























































































