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By Williem D. Davies



34

0. Introduction

The goal of the present study is to provide a syntactic cheracteri-
zation of restrictive relstive ¢lauses in Choctew. Choctaw, & Musko%ean
language, is currently spoken primarily in Oklahoma and Mississippi.

This investigation will focus on a variety of relstive clause phenomsna,
the examination of which will provide arguments cruciel to the motivaetion
of an underlying syntactic structure and the rules necessary to eccount
for the surface forms w'thin a transformational framework. The deta have
been selected in order to make the arguments and exposition clear without
leading to incorrect assumptions or conclusions.

1.0 The structure of relative E'laﬁses

In his typological study of relative clauses, Andrews ;1971) identi-
fies three types of embedded relative clsuse constructions:- the retro-
relative, the pro-relative, and the deleted head or headless relative.

1.1 The retro-relative is the structure usuaslly associsted with restric-
tive relative clsuses in English. The underlying structure of retro-
relatives is given in (1). It includes a head NP (NB,3) which is coref-
erent to some NP (NPpej) conteined in the embedded cleuse (Spe1). NPhg
end Srel ere sister nodes dominated by an NP node.

(1) NP

/\ .
NPhg el

Pre

Underlying retro-relstive structures normally surface with a lexical
NPhg; NPpey is either deleted or occurs in e pronominal form. In sddi-
tion to meny Indo-Europesn languages, lengueges analyzed es having
retro-relative clauses include Finnish (Karlssm, 1972) end Classicel
Nehuatl (Rosenthal, 1972).

1.2 Pro-reletive cleuse constructions ere those in which the embedded
cleuse precedes the head NP. This ccnstruction is found in Jspsnese

(kuno, 1973). Like the retro-relative there is sn NPrey dominated by
Srel which is coreferent to NPhg in underlying structure (2).

(2) NP
md
The pro-relative structure has slso been posited for Basque (de Rijk,
1972) and Nevajo (Platero, 137L).

1.3 Andrews (1971) does not accept the headless construction as a "~ -
possible base-generated form, but only & derived, surfece manifestation,
as in Navajo. However, others have posited headless relatives (elso
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referred to as embedded head constructions) ss possible underlying
?tructures (Schachter, 1973; Gorbet, 197k). The structure is given in
3).

(3) P
el
N Ire

1.4 Any of these structures may be the underlying structure of Choctaw
relative clauses, and sny of them may be included in surface structures.
What remains is to motivate arguments for the characterization of the
base and derived structures and state what rules may be necessary to
derive the surfece forms.

2.0 Some relative ciause phenomena

The relative clsuses to be discussed are the most cormon forms of
restrictive relative clauses which the Choctaw consultent produced snd
sccepted s grammatical. Nominals in eny syntectic position ere poten-
tial candidates for relativization, provided they are third person
common nouns.

In meny of the relative clauses ccnsidered the formstive ka:sh
occurs.? It carries past tense sense end the implication that the
hearer shares previous knowledge of the information described in Speq-
ka:sh also eppears in one other form, &s &n gpdverbial reminding the
heerer of some event or object. Here it coocgurs with the demonstrative
ma and is loosely glossed as ‘'rememder X....'

(4) Hattek-me-ke:sh miti.
’ man-Dt=- come
‘Remerber that man, he's coming.'

In sddition to ku:sh, there is a closely related form, yu:sh, to
which is ascribed practicelly the ssme semantic value. Occasionally,
but certainly not regularly, the consultant provided slightly different
glosses for the two, ka:sh denoting past completive and ye:sh past
progressive or habitual action.

(5) Oho:yo teli pila-ka:sh miti.
woman Trock throw- come
"The woman that threw the rock is coming.'

(6) Oho:yo tali pila-ya:sh miti.
women rock throw- come
'The woman thet was throwing the rock is coming./
The rock-thrower (women) is coming.’

,Repeated efforts to uncover the crucial difference between the two have
failed. There are some differences in the way the two interact with
other relative clsuse phenonmena, but these differences have no effect
on the analysis to be presented end so will not be considered at
length. Further cheracterization of ka:sh and ye:sh is left for leter
research. Because of their confusing nature, no glosses will be pro-
vided for them in the data.
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Tt is important to note, however, that only ka:sh end ya:sh cen be
used es past tense markers in relative clsuses. The past tense marker
tok, used in simple sentences, cannct be used to denote past time in
Telative clauses. Note the ungrammaticality of (8) which differs from
(7) only in the substitution of tok for ka:sh. =

(7 Hattak‘d:ho':yo-t chokka T-kiichi-ka:sh towa hokli.
man woman-Nom house 3Dat-sell- ball catch
'"The man that the women sold the house to caught the ball. 3

(8) *Hattak oho:yo-t chokka I-kichi-tok towa hokli.

3.0 Word order =
3.1 Word order in simple Choctaw sentences is relatively free. However,
the canonical word order is SOV (9a).

(9) a. Ofi-t katos kopo:li-tok.
dog-Nom cet Dbite-Pst
'"The dog bit the cat.'
b. Katos ofi-t kopo:li-tok.

In (%) the direct ob;}ect_precedes the subject with no chenge in mesning.

2.2 In a relative clause construction the relativized nominal usually
sppears in initial position, regardless of its function in the matrix or
embedded sentence. ‘Relative clause construction' refers to ell the in-
formation under the NP node irmediately dominating Spe.q- Therefore, in
figures (1) and (2) this also includes NP,4. In the examples that fol-
low, the relative construction will be pleced in brackeis for clearer
exposition. Therefore, given (xtz] as e relative construction, X
eppears in initial position in that construction.

(10) [Oho:yo pisa-li-ka:sh] teli pile-tok.
woman see-1Nom- rock throw-Pst
‘The woman that I saw threw the rock. 1

(11) Oho:yo-t [tali-t akks {t3la-ka:sh] pils-tok. '
woman-Nom rock-Nom ground lie- throw-Pst
"The woman threw the rock that was (lying) on the ground.'

In (10) oho:yo is the relativized NP end occurs in initiel position.
The seme is true of tali-t in (11).

At times this order can be crucial to meening. In (122) edle-t
eppears in initiel position in the relative construction. 1In this
sentence adla-t is interpreted as the relativized NP, i.e., thet NP
modified by the relative clsuse (Spe1)- On the other hand, when
adla-t and ofi occur in the opposite order, that is when ofi eppears-in
initial position in the relative co struction, only ofi can be inter=-
preted as the relativized NP (12b).% . )

(12) a. [Adla-t  ofi shpali-ka:sh] hitha-t isse.
child-Nom dog kiss- dence-SS stop
'"The child who kissed the dog stopped dancing. '
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(12) b. [ofi edle-t  ehpali-ka:sh] hithe-t issa.
dog child-Nom kiss- dance-SS stop
'The dog that the child kissed stopped dancing.'

However, in some cases the relativized NP need not be in initiel posi-
tion in the relative construction.?

(13) a. [Iti  hattak isht-isso-ka:sh] kadlo-tok.
stick man  with-hit- hard-Pst
'The stick that 3 hit the man with was hard.'
b. [Hattek iti isht-isso-ka:sh] kadlo-tok.

(14) e. [Hattak chokka oho:yo-t I-kichi-ya:sh] towa hokli.

man house woman-Nom 3Dat-sell- ball catch
'The man that the woman sold the house to caught
the bell.' ; i .

b. [Chokka hattek oho:yo-t I-kéichi-ye:sh] towa hokli.

In (132) end (lle) the relativized NP occurs in initial position in the
relative construction. However, in the corresponding (b) sentences en
NP other than NP..; is in initial position. The conditions under which
this alternative order is possible have not been determined at this
point. The fact is thet the substitution of ka:sh for ye:sh in (1L)
will yield different results.

(15) a. [Hattek chokke oho:yo-t I-kichi-ka:sh] towes hokli.

man house woman-Nom 2Dat-sell- ball catch
'The man thet the woman sold the house to caught
the ball.' : : =

b. [Chokka hattak oho:yo-t I-kichi-ka:sh) towa hokli.
*for (15a) meeaning
'The house that the women sold to the man caught
the ball.'

For a complete description of Choctaw relative clause phenomena,
the confitions under which variable word crder in the relative construe.
tion has no effect on meaning are indeed interesting. However, for the
determination of the structure of relatives, sll that is relevant is the
observation that the relativized NP need not slways appear initislly in
the construction.

3.3 Analysis
2.3.1 In an anélysis which posits underlying retro-relative clauses
(10), (11), (12), (132), end (1lla) will be easily accounted for. The

initial NP is generated in the NP4 position in (1). In (16) the
underlying structure for (13a) is given.

(16)
S 1\
hattak iti 1isht-isso-ka:sh

To arrive st the surfasce structure corresponding to (13a) it will be
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necessary only to posit a rule of forward deletion in which NP..; is
deleted under identity with NR,y (Rule 2 in (19)).

The surface structure of (13a) would be that shown in (17).
(17)

nfgg"'ji:::::s,elh‘ dTo-tok
v

i‘l’.i

i
hatkak isht-isso-ka:sh

(13b) and (1Lb) are more problemstic. Since the initiel NP is not
the relativized NP, is cannot fill the NP, position in the surfesce
structure, es it did in (17). This will o? necessity result in a head-
less relative in the surface structure. In order to derive (12b) from
(16), it will be necessary to formulate a deletion rule in which NP 1
is the controller and NP4 is deleted (Rule 1 in (19)). By eoplying
such a rule to (16) it is possible to derive (13b), the surface struc-
ture of which is given in (18).

(18)

/F:e]\ kadlo-tok
: N|'P NIP rel
hattak iti Isht-isso-ks:sh

(14b) will be derived via the epplication of this same rule, which must
be optional and apply only under certeain conditions (which have yet to
be enumerated).

Statementi cf the twc rules necessary “o¢ account for this date are
given in (19).1° Notice that since Rule 1 is optionsl and Rule 2 is
not, Rule 1 must apply before Rule 2 to insure the possibility of its
application. Opposite ordering would result in the destruction of the
environment of Rule 1.

(19) Rule 1--Reverse deletion (optional)--Given NPj [X-NPj-Y]g,
delete the first occurrence of NP; when proper
_conditions obtain. '

Rule 2--Forward deletion--Given NP; [X-NP;j-Y]g, delete the
second occurrence of NP;-

2.3.2 In & headless analysis a rule of deletion will be unnecessary. 1In
order to eccount for the sentences in (10)-(15) only one rule need be
formulated. The form of the rule will depend on whether the resulting
structure is a retro-reletive or headless relative. Turning once more
to (13), the underlying headless structure will be that in (20).
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(20) sugst puclits g s

kadlo-tok

ﬁ rel

hattak iti isht-isso~ka:sh

Notice that (20) is also the surface structure of (13b), as given in
(18). This mesns that whatever rule posited to sccount for (13a) will
be optional under the seme conditions alluded to in Rule 1 in (19).
This will always result in & surface headless relstive structure.

Two possibilities remain for the surface structure of (132a):
either & headless structure (21) or e retro-relative (27). To sccount
for & headless structure (21) & rule moving NPpej to initiel position
in Spej Will be necessary (23e).

(21)

/’/‘FFeL\ kedlo-tok

NF}el -ﬁP

iti hattek isht-isso-ks:sh

To derive & surfsce structure retro-reletive (22) a rule promoting NPrey
out of Spe; must be posited (23b).11

(22)

NP

183 NP B, A
‘A—
hattek  isht-isso-ka:sh

The alternative formulations are given in (23). Note once more
thet the rules apply obligatorily, except under certain conditions,
since for the most part the relativized NP eppears in initial position
in the relative construction.

(23) e. Relative cleuse formation--Move NPpe; to initisl
position in Spe3; optionel under certain conditions
(headless surface structure).

b. Relative clause formation--Reise NPpej and sister

edjoin it to the left of Spe): optionsl under

certain conditions (retro-relative surface structure).
3.3.3 Assuming e pro-relative underlying structure, a rule moving NPpre)
to initial position in Spej, identical to (228), will be necessary. In
eddition, to sccount for the data presented thus far, a rule deleting
NPhg in (24) must be formulated (Rule 2 in (25)). The pro-relative
underlying structure for (13) is: :
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hattak 1%1 sh-1ss0~-ka :sh

The deletion rule (Rule 2 in (25)) will eliminate NB,3. The move-
ment rule will front NPpe; within S_.; yielding the structure in (Fl)
for (13a); or when the proper canditictis - are met, this fronting rule
need not be spplied resulting in (20), the surface structure of (12b).
In either case the resulting surface structure is headless. The rules
necessary to account for the data from an underlying pro-relative
structure are provided in (25). -l

(25) Rule l-~Fronting--Move NPpej to initial position in S..q:
rel rel
. optional under certain conditions.

Rule 2--Forward deletion--Given [X-NPj-Y] gNPj, delete the
second occurrence of NPj.

3.4 At this point a number of possible analyses have been presented.
Although more data must be considered in order to come to a conclusion
concerning the shape of the underlying and surface structures of rela-
tive clauses, it is possible to make one concrete ststement based on
the predictions of each analysis. There ere surface headless reletive
clause constructions in Choctew. For each of the analyses discussed in
3.3 (13b) (and also (14b)) must have a headless surfece structure. In
the case of an underlying pro-relative structure as well as one option
for underlying headless structures, the data presented thus fer will
all be accounted for by surface headless structures.

4.0 Case marking within relative clsuses

4.1 Choctaw distinguishes two cases for free-standing nominals, nomina-
tive end objective, by means of suffixes.l? The naminative suffix =t is
used for NPs which are subjects of sentences; non-subjects receive A

objective case signalled by the nasalization of the determiner or, op-

tionally, by no marking at all. Due to this cese marking system, there
is a degree of variability in word order as was seen in 2.1 in (9).

4.2 The relativized NP may only bear the case marker asppropriate to its
function in the embedded clause. Optionally, the NPs of Sre) may bear
no merking. = ety
(26) a. [Oho:yo pisa-li-ka:sh] teli pile-tok.
woman see-1Nom- rock throw-Pst
'The woman that I saw threw the rock.'

b.*[0ho :y;;z pisa-li-ka:sh] teli pile-tok.
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(27) a. Mili-t [adla oho:yo-t ahpali-ka:sh] padleska
Mary-Nom child woman-Nom kiss- bread

chépoli epa-y@ -  banna.

sweet eat-Comp=DS want

'Mary wants the child that the woman kissed to eat
the ceke.'

b.*Mili-t [sdle-t  oho:yo-t ehpeli-ka:sh) padlasks
g child-Nom

chépoli espa-y& banna.

In (25) end (27) the underscored word is the direct object of S,
functioning as the subject of the next highest sentence. In the ](b)
sentences the word has been marked with the nominative case and the
result is ungrammatical. In (26) oho:yo is the subject of pile, end in
(27) edla is the subject of epa. It is possible for the relativized NP
to be marked in nominstive cese only when it is the subject of the
downsteirs clause. In (28) the relative construction is the subject of
the matrix clsuse, while in (29) the relestive is the matrix direct
object.

(28) [Oho:yo-t sa-pisa-ka:sh) teli pile-tok.
woman=Nom lAcc-see- rock throw-Pst
'The woman who saw me threw the rock.'

(29) Oho:yo-t {teli-t akka itBla-ka:sh] pile-tok.
woman=-llom rock-Nom ground lie=- throw-Pst
'"The woman threw the rock thet was (lying) on the ground.'

4.3 Analysis

L4.3.1 Given & base structure with a retro-relative clause;, it is going
to be necessary to formulate the conditions under which NP4 is marked
for case. One possible solutior. would be to formilate the case marking
rule so that NP,y attracts the case marking of NP.p;. Andrews (1971)
cites examples from I;Iopi s Persian, and Micmac in which NP4 does Jjust
this.

(20) Cese merking (for underlying retro-relative)
8. NB,g is marked for cese according to the function
of NPrel in SI'EI’
b. NB,3 is optionally unmarked, and
c. all other NPs are marked for case according to their
grammaticel relations with respect to the immediately
domineting S.

4.3.2 Assuming an underlying headless structure will simplify the case
merking rule. If the promotion rule of (27b) is implemented, resulting
in a surface retro-relative structure, NP 4 would be expected to have
the cese marking of NPpey- If (23a) were chosen, yielding a headless
surface structure, NP..; is still contained within Sr end one expects
that it will bear the appropriste case merker. The o condition
necessary on the case marking rule is its optionality in S.,,- Regard-
less of the surface structure, the case marking rule for an underlying
heedless structure is that given in (31).
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(31) Case marking
a. NP is marked for case according to its grammatical
relation in the S immediately dominating it, end
b. case marking is optional in S5,e3.

At this point it appears that in a grammar positing a surface

retro-relative structure, the better solution is that which generates

a headless structure with a rule of NP..; promotion. Not only is the
case marking rule stated more simply, but instead of positing the two
deletion rules in (19), only rule (23b) will epply to create the retro-
relative structure. An analysis usi.nf a2 promotion rule has been sug-
gested for English (Schachter, 1973).13 For these reasons the possibil-
ity of an underlying retro-relative analysis will be discarded.

4.3.3 An analysis assuming a pro-relative base structure will mske use
of the same case marking rule as in (31). Since NPpe] is the NP vhich
surfaces, it naturally follows that it will receive its case marking
according to its function in Spej.

5.0 The pronominal reflexes makosh and makd

5.1 Relative clauses may optionally be followed by a pronominal reflex.
The forms eare marked for case according to the function of the clause
in the S immediately dominating it. When the relative construction is
the ‘subject of the matrix S this reflex appears ss makosh, while es e
non-subject it eppeers as makd.

(32) Oho:yo pisa-li-ka:sh mskosh tali pila-tok.
woman see-lNom- Pro=Nom rock throw-Pst
"The woman that I saw threw the rock.'

(33) Hattak shokha Ishi makosh miko.
man pig have Pro=Nom chief
'"The man who has the pig is the chief.' -

(34) Oho:yo-t teli-t akks itSla-ka:sh makd pila-tok.
woman-Nom rock-Nom ground lie- Pro=0bj throw-Pst
'"The woman threw the rock that was on the ground.'

(35) Hattek John-at isso makd skali i-mas-li-tok.
man John-Nom hit Pro=0Obj money 3Dat-give-lNom-Pst
'] gave money to the man that John hit.'

There are a number of ressons for considering makosh and makd to
be pronominel reflexes of the NP which -dominates the relative clause. lb
For one, these forms occur as free-standing, third person emphatic pro-
pouns elsevhere in the langusge.

(36) Makosh miko.
Pro=Nom chief
'3 is the chief/3 is the one who is the chief.’

(37) Makd f-sa-noksho:pa.
Pro=0bj 3Wat-lAcc-afraid
I am efraid of 3./It is 3 that I em afraid of.'

Notice that if the relstive clsuse in the sentences in (32)-(35)
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were omitted, the resulting sentences would be perfectly grammaticel,
receiving & third person reading instead.

(38) Makosh teli pila-tok.
Pro=Nom rock throw=-Pst o
'3 threw the rock./It was 3 that threw the rock.'

(39) Makosh miko.
see (36) . -

(k0) Ohoryo-t makd pile-tok.
woman-Nom Pro=0bj throw-Pst
'The woman threw it.'

(41) Makd skali i-ma:-li-tok. -~
Pro=0bj money Wat~-give-lNom-Pst
'I gave money to 3. ¥

However, makosh and makd appear in the focusing construction in
which they affix to simple NPs. The material in the focused element
can be considered new information; the construction is most often used
when answering questions and adds emphasis.

(42) a. Miko-ms-kosh adla piss-tok.
chief-Dt-Fo=Nom child see-Pst
'It was that chief that saw the child.'

b. Siti-me~kd - hoshi-t eapa.
snake-Dt-Fo=0bj bird-Nom eat
'Tt is that snake that the bird is esting.'

(43) a. Ofi-pa-kosh katos kopo:li-tok.
dog-Dt-Fo=Nom cat Dbite-Pst
'ITt was this dog that bit the cat.'

b. Miko-pa-kd adla-t pisa~-tok.
chief-Dt-Fo=0bj child-Nom see-Pst
'It was this chief that the child saw.'

(44) a. Ofi-e-kosh sbi-tok.
dog-Dt-Fo=Nom kill-Pst
'It was the dog that killed it.'

b. Pi-pokni-a-kd S~ 8-titk-at - pisa~tok.
1F1Po-grandmother~-Dt-Fo=0bj lPo-sister-Nom see-Pst
'It was our grandmother that my sister saw.'

In addition to makosh and makd it is slso possible to have pakosh (lma) ’
pekd (43b), skosh (Lha), end ako (LLb). The focusing morpheme o inter-
acts with the com complete renge of determiners in the language. These
include pa 'this', ma ‘that’, end @ which fluctustes between specified
~and unspecified meaninga. .

It might be, then, that mskosh and makd sre attached to complex
NPs, i.e., relative clauses, in the same » manner as in the focusing
construction and ere not after all pronominal reflexes. This does not
geem to be the case. First of all, it is only makosh end makd which .
cen act as free-stending third person pronouns. Also, only these may
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follow relative clauses.
‘ : *pakosh
(45) Hettsk oho:yo-t chokka I-kichi { makosh ¢ tows hokli.
. Ml o ) #*akosh
man woman~-Nom house 3Dat-sell Pro=Nom ball catch
'"The man that the womsn sold the house to caught the ball.'

’ : *paks
(46) Oho:yo-t teli-t ekka itSle-ka:sh makd § pile-tok.
*gko
woman-Nom rock-=Nom ground lie- Pro=0bj throw-Pst

'The woman threw the rock that was lying on the ground.'’

The relative clause may also be sepsrsted from the pronominal
reflex by preposing it; the sentence reteins the same mesning snd full
grammaticality. 1 - ,

(47) Teli-t ekka itBla-ka:sh oho:yo-t makd pile-tok.
rock-Nom ground lie- woman-Nom Pro=0bj throw-Pst
'The woman threw the rock thet was on the ground.'
see (34) snd (L6)

This type of construction is not possible with simple NPs.

(48) a. Adle-t towa isso-tok.

child-Nom ball hit=-Pst
'The child hit the ball.'

b. Towa edls-t isso-tok.

c.*Tows adle-t makd isso-tok.

d. Towa-ma-kd adle-t isso-tok.
ball-Dt-Fo=0bj child-Nom hit-Pst
‘Tt was that ball that the child hit.'

Preposing the simple NP tows end leaving behind & pronominal copy
marked with the appropriste cese yields ungremmatical results (48c).
The only manner in which mak3 may be used in conjuction with the simple
NP is ir the focusing coustruction as in (L48d).

In order to leave & pronominal copy of & simple NP edditional
morphology is required.

(49) a. Towa-yd edle-t mekd . isso-tok.
ball-Contr=0bj child-Nom Pro=0bj hit-Pst
'Tt was the ball (instesd of something else) that
the child hit.'
b.*Adle-t towa-y0 makd isso-tok.

Although (49a) psrsllels the construction in (L47), three importent
differences should be noted. Leaving e pronominal copy of the NP
necessitates additional morphology. While (L8c) is ungremmstical, (L%2)
is grammatical but includes & contrastive morpheme; this contrastive
morphology is unnecessary in (47). Second, the sdditional morphology
msrks a meaning difference between (49a) end (48e); mesning is unchanged
when the relative clsuse construction is preposed. Third, the NP
towa-yd cennot sppesr contiguous to the pronominsl form makd es is
evident in (L9b). The relative construction snd the pronominel reflex
are contiguous in (34). -



Because of the difference in behavior between the relastive con-
structions and the simple NPs with respect to makosh and mek3, becsuse
makosh and makd can sct es free-standing pronouns, end becsuse the
occurrences of mekosh and makd in conjunction with relstive clsuses
obey the primacy conditions to be motiveted in 5.2, they will be ene-
lyzed es emphatic, free-standing third person pronouns.

5.2 Anaizsis

5.2.1 In an anslysis in which headless relstives sre generated in the
base it will be necessary to formulste a rule which creates the pronom-
inal reflex and adjoins it to the existing structure. Perhaps the most
likely possibility is to adjoin it to the NP dominating the relative
clause. The rule is steted in (50).

(50) Pro-crestion (optional)
Sister-sdjoin a pronominal copy of the NP dominating
Spe1 to the right of S;..,.

Applicetion of this rule will yield a structure such ss thet in (51).

(51) A
X N Y

%ﬁf’ i

Pro

In order to insure that the newly created Pro receives the eppro-
priate cese marking, it will be necesssry to smend the case marking rule
stated informally in (31). The amendment will ensure thst Pro receives

the case marker eppropriate to the function of the relative construction
in the matrix sentence, i.e., the function of the NP dominating S .-

5.2.2 One striking thing ebout the structure in (51) is its similarity
to thet of a pro-relative clause structure, repeated in (52). 1If en
underlying pro-relative cleuse structure were assumed, the appearsnce of
makosh and makd would simply be & matter of forward pronozinalization,l
which is necessary in a grammar of Choctaw.

(52) r/"y&v
7

el NPpg
NPre1
In e pronominalization analysis thﬂ will be pronominelized under
the influence of NPpe). The case will be sssigned to the pronominel

form in the seme manner as it would in a heesdless enalysis, eccording to
+the function of the relat;ve_construption in the matrix sentence.

The optionality of mskosh end makd presents no difficulty for a pro-
relative anelysis, since a general condition stating the optionality of
non-emphatic pronouns is necessary for Choctaw. For instence, in (5%)
ano, the non-emphatic form of the first person singuler free-standing

pronoun, may be deleted with no change in meaning. The fact is that
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sentences of the form of (53b) occur more frequently than do those like
(52a) according to both the consultant and the data.

(53) a. Ano oho:yo pisa-li-tok.
1Pro woman see-1Nom-Pst

'T saw the woman.'

b. Oho:yo pisa-li-tok.

There is no unemphatic third person pronoun in Choctaw, so it logically
follows that many relative clauseswaild not have the pronominal element.
Only when the pronoun is in the emphatic form is it expected.

More importantly, this means that Rule 2 stated in (25) is unneces-
gsary. The relative clause constructions which appear headless in the
surface, i.e., those without mskosh or makd, will no longer require &
rule of deletion, being derived by means of pronominalization.

At this point the data favor en enalysis in which relative cleuses
have an underlying pro-relative structure which is reelized either as &
pro-relative surface. structure with a pronominal head or as & headless
relative. The advantege of the pro-relative snalysis is its ebility to
sccount for the sppeerance of the pronominal copy es a straightforwerd
manifestation of the pronominal system of the language. Conversly, the
headless enalysis requires an additional rule of Pro-creation (50).

5.2 A further exsmination of the facts of pronominalization in Choctaw
will focus attention on more relevent facts concerning the structure of
relative clauses. The primacy relations for Choctaw are the same as
those motivated for English (Langacker, 1969) : precedence end command.
The statement of the interaction between a pronoun end its antecedent
is given in (54).

(54) An entecedent must bear at least one of the two
primscy relstions to its corresponding pronoun.

Data exhibiting the precede and commsnd relations follow: |

(55) a. Liwi-t  Mili shpali-tok-s:tokosh (makosh)
David-Nom Mary kiss-Pst-because=SS Pro=Nom

al-aschi kio.
come~-Fut Neg
'Because David kissed Mary, he won't come.'
b. (Mskosh) Mili ehpali~tok-a:tokosh Liwi-t
Pro=Nom Mary kiss-Pst-becsuse=SS§ David-Nom

al-g:chi kio.
come-Fut Neg
'Beceuse he kissed Mary, David won't come.' X

(56) a. Ofi-t katos kopo:li-hme katos-at (mekd) kaleffi-tok.
dog-Nom cat bite-and=DS cast-Nom Pro=0bj scratch-Pst
*The dog bit the cat end the cat scratched it.'
b. Makosh katos kopor:li-hma kstos-st ofi kalaffi-tok.
Pro=Nom cat bite-and=DS cat-Nom dog scratch-Pst
*for meaning in (56a) :
'3 bit the cat and the cat scratched the dog.’
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In (55a) the antecedent precedes but does not commend its pronominal
form since Liwi-t Mili shpali-tok-s:tokosh constitutes a clguse embedded
in & higher cleuse and Liwi-t is the entecedent of makosh.l® In (56e)
the antecedent ofi-t both precedes end commands makd, its pronominsl
form, which is In the second of two conjoined clauses. Both (55a) and
(56e) ere, therefore, exsmples of forward pronominslization. In (55b)
the antecedent Liwi-t commands but does not precede its pronoun makosh,
which occurs in & lower clause. This is an example of backwsrd pronom-
inalizetion. Notice that (56b) is not a possible variant of (56s) but
means something different. The reason for this is that makosh end ofi
cannot be coreferent since makosh precedes and commands its antecedent,
a direct violation of (54). Therefore, backward pronominalization can -

only occur if the antecedent eppears in & higher clause than its coref-
erent pronoun.

Even though backward pronominelizetion will be necessary in Choctaw,
the pronominal form of the NP cannot precede the full NP in relative
clause constructions.

(57)*Oho:yo~-t makosh akka itSla-ka:sh tali pila-tok.
woman-Nom Pro=Nom ground lie- rock throw-Pst
('The woman threw the rock thet was on the ground.')
see (3L) .

(58) a. Oho:yo-t adla ehpeli-ka:sh makosh teli pila-tok.
woman-Nom child kiss- Pro=Nom rock throw-Pst
'The woman who kissed the child threw the rock.'
b.*Makosh edle shpeli-ka:sh ocho:yo-t teli pils-tok.

For en snalysis which generates a pro-relative base structure in &
lenguage which ellows backward proncminalization, this presents a pro-
blem. The conditions for pronominalizetion sre met in the bese struc-
‘ture of (57) which is given in (59).

(59) soffossl ot

According to the tenets of pronominalization, teli in 8§ should be able
to sppear in pronominsl form. The fect is thet in Navajo, which has &
base pro-relative structure upon which pronominalization works, this
backward pronominalization may take place (Platero, 197L).

However, there seems to be & general constreint in the language
sgainst the use of makosh and makd in relative clsuses.l! Kotice the
~ungrammaticality of (60b) below in which makosh appears as the Pro-form

(60) e. John micha: adla (John-at) noksho:bli-ka:sh
John and child John-Nom scare-
talach-a:chi kio.
come=-Fut Neg
'John; end the child John/he; scared won't come.'



(60) b.*John micha: sdla maskosh moksho:bli-ka:sh telach-a:chl
kio. o B

However, in some case neither sre sentences grammatical in which
backward pronominalization has taken place and mekosh and makd do not
occur. " ! .

(61) a. Oho:yo-t tali-t akks itTle-ka:sh pila-tok.
woman-Nom rock-Nom greund lie- throw-Pst
*The woman threw the rock that was on the ground.'
b.*0ho :yo-t akks it3la-ks:sh tsli-t pila-tok.
c. Oho:yo-t akka 1t3la-ks:sh tali pila-tok.
woman-Nom ground lie- rock throw-Pst
#*for meaning in (6la)
"The woman that was lying on the ground threw the rock.'

(61c) , which would be the surface string after backward pronominslize-
tion given the underlying structure in (59), has a different mesning.
Although more datk are needed to confirm such a hypothesis, it may be
that since ambiguity erises through backward pronominalization in rele-
tive clauses many times, the strategy is avoided. The fact is that

when there is no chsnce of embiguity, backward pronominalization is
possible. Notice that (62b), (63b), and (6Lb) are the first pro-relative
clsuses that have appeared with full lexicel heads.

(62) a. Adla-t hoshi ape-ka:sh tali pils-tok.
child-Nom bird esat- rock throw-Pst
"The child thatate the bird threw the rock.'’
b. Hoshi ape-ka:sh adle-t tali pila-tok.

(62) a. Adle-t tali pila-ye:sh pisa-li-tok.
child-Nom rock throw- see-1Nom-Pst
'T saw the child that threw the rock.'
b. Tali pils-ya:sh adla pisa-li-tok.
c.*Tali pila-ya:sh adla-t pisa-li-tok.
d. Adla-t tali pila-ys:sh mekd piss-1l-tok.

(64) 2. Oho:yo pIsa-li-ka:sh teli pile-tok.
womsn see-lNom- rock throw-Pst
'"The woman that I saw threw the rock.’
'b. Pise-li-ka:sh oho:yo-t tali pila-tok.
¢.*Pisa-1i-ka:sh oho:yo tali pila-tok.

The first point to note is the parallel between the (b) sentences
in (62)~-(64) end those which included the pronominal reflex. In each
sentence the lexical head derives its case merking in the same manner as
the pronominal reflex, i.e., according to the function of the relative
clause in the matrix S. In (63), edle is the subject of Spey ®nd thus
csn take the -t of nominative case in (62a). However, when sdla occurs
gs the lexical head it must be marked for csse according to The function
in the higher S; thus, (63b) is gremmaticel whereas (62¢), in which
adlas eppears in nominstive case, is ungrsmmatical. Therefore, case is
assigned to sdla in the same manner as for the Pro-form, makd, in
(62d). This establishes that both the lexicel head and the pronominal
form can be enalyzed as filling the gremmaticel role in the sentence.
The situstion is similar in (64). In (6ke) cho:yo appears as the dir-
ect object of Srel and is marked for case accordingly. In the reletive
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construction with a lexical head, oho:yo must tske nominative cese
marking (64b), hence the ungrammsticelity of (6l4c), since the relative
construction functions &s the subject of the main clause. Because of
these case marking facts end the parallel to the constructions with pro-
nominal reflexes, these NPs ere snalyzed as occurring outside of Spe1-

Regardless of the fact that st this point it is not possible to
stete under what conditions the lexical head relstive constructions msy
sppear, these structures provide crucisl evidence for & base-generated
pro-relative structure. As has been discussed et length, an underlying
pro-reletive structure will account for the forms in (62b), (6=b), end
(64b) by means of backwerd pronominalizstion. On the other hand, e rule
of promotion of NPpej from en underlying hesdless structure will be
necessary to sccount for these forms.

(65) Rightwerd promotion (optionsl)
Reise NPre]l and sister adjoin it to the right of S,
provided certain conditions obtein.

The conditions referred to in (65) ere, of course, the same &s those
under which backwerd pronominalization is edmissible in a pro-reletive
enalysis. The importent fact here is that the headless snalysis will
require the addition of a further rule, snd that in order to insure the

proper case marking on the form this rule must precede sny case merking
rule.

6.0 Extreposed relatives

6.1 In eddition to the relative constructions considered thus fsr, it is
possible to extrapose relative clauses to sentence-final position.

(66) a. Adle-t tali pile-ks:sh pisa-li-tok.
child-Nom rock throw- see-1Nom-Pst
'I saw the child that threw the rock.'
b. Adlas pisa-li-tok teli pile-ka:sh.
c.*Adle-t pisa-li-tok teli pila-ka:sh.
d.*Adla pisa-li-tok maskosh tali pila-ka:sh.

(67) &. Mary-t Thattek John-st isso-ks:sh skeli i-ma.
Mary-Nom man John-Nom hit- © money 2Dat-give
'Mary gave money to the man thst John hit.'
b. Mary-t hettek skeli i-ma John-at isso-ka:sh.
c.*Mary-t hattak sksli i-ma makd John-at isso-ka:sh.

(68) a. Hattek oho:yo-t chokka I-kSchi-ka:sh towa hokli-tok.
man woman-Nom house 2Dat-sell- ball catch-Pst
'"The men that the woman sold the house to caught
the bell.' :
b. Hattak-at towa hokli-tok cho:yo-t chokks T-kichi-ka:sh.
. c.*Hattak towa hokli-tok oho:yo-t chokka I-k&chi-ka:sh.

In the (b) sentences in (66)-(€8), S,..; hes been extraposed to
final position. In esch case the NP modified by S..y is assigned casse
merking sccording to its function in the matrix S, which is the same s
the function of the relative construction in the corresponding (a)
sentences. Once egain, this case marking is crucial for gremmaticality.
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Although adla functions as the subject of Spe in (66a) , if it has nom-
inative case marking in the extraposed variant (66c), the result is un-
grammstical. Likewise (68¢) is ungrammaticel becsuse it hes been
marked for case (here @) sccording to its function in the downstairs
clause; hattak must take nominative case as in (68b). Notice slso that
in (66d) end (67c) the appearance of makosh and makd in the relative

cleuse once again ylelds ungremmatical results.

6.2 Either a headless or pro-relative snslysis will require the ssme
rule of extraposition. .

(69) Relstive clause extraposition (optional)
Given [Sre1-NP)yps extrapose Sre1 to final position
in the S most immediately dominating it.

In the hesdless enalysis (69) will necessarily have to be ordered
after the rule of Rightward promotion (65). Otherwise, the structure
described in (69) will not obtain. Therefore, the application of this
rule is dependent on the epplication of another optional rule.

The pro-relative snalysis will efficiently handle the data by
ordering the extraposition before pronominalization. After S.e; is
extraposed, forward pronominalizetion will remove NPrel from Spey. This
seme anelysis has been proposed for right extraposed relstive cleuses in
Navajo (Platero, 1974). Therefore, extraposition of reletive clauses
will not be dependent on the application of eny other optional rules.

In sddition, this ordering accounts for the ungrammaticelity of (70) in
which the Pro-form, msk3, precedes and commends its entecedent sdla-t.

6.2 Due to the combined evidence from relative cleuses with pronominsl
reflexes, relative clauses with full lexical heesds, and extrsposed rel-
ative clauses, I propose an analysis in which relative clauses are
generated in the base 8s pro-relatives and have either a headless or
pro-relative surface structurs. There is no compelling evidence that
relative clauses ever have & retro-relative structure.

7.0 Universals

Tn his discussion of universals of reletive clause structures,
Dowvning makes many claims concerning relestive cleuses in generesl and in
SOV languages in particular. The present enalysis of Choctaw relative
clauses is interesting in light of some of these claims.

After stating that no syntactic universals for all reletive clause
constructions exist, Downing provides the following semantic properties
which apply to all relative clauses (1973:280) :

. ..coreference between terms inside and outside the clause
(Rel NP and Ant NP); the notion that the RC is en assertion
gbout Rel NP (that Rel NP is its theme); and the reletion
of modification which holds between a restrictive relative
cleuse (RRC) and its entecedent.

Wwhile Choctaw relative constructions clearly suppbrt the second two
defining criteria, what is most jnteresting is the claim of coreference.
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Under the pro-relative analysis proposed here, coreference between
NFrel &nd NP,g (Ant NP) is maintained, and thus the first of Downing's
characteristics is supported. Notice, in eddition, that the headless
base analysis, rejected for independent reasons, would not support this
cleim of coreference since NPhg exists at no level of the structure,

or if the rule of Rightward promotion is taken ss & rule of NPhg cres-
tion, at no level of the structure when en independent NPpo; existis.

Downing elso includes en implicetional universel which states, ' 'In
prenominal reletive clauses if the relative NP is retained, it has a-
weak pronominal form; there ere no (strong) relative pronouns in pre-
nominal relative clauses' (1978:396). This is particularly interesting
when viewed in terms of the ungrammaticality of the emphatic pronouns
makosh and mak® within Spey (5.3 end fn. 17). A look at reletive clause
data in other lesnguages may provide evidence that this is not a languege-
specific constraint in Choctaw.

The Choctew data also support Downing's statements that in Spe; in
pro-relative structures ‘either the verb is placed in final position or
there is a clause-final relative marker, or both' (396) as well as that
?ro-§elative structures are almost exclusively found in OV lnasguages

392).

On the other hand, Downing maintains as an implicational universal
that 'in prenominal relative clauses there is no movement of the relative
NP to either the beginning or end of the clsuse' (1978:396). Given the
proposed enalysis, Choctew provides clear counterevidence to this clseim.
In 2.2 word order within reletive clauses was considered and evidence
was presented which showed that in many cases NPpe] must obligatorily be
moved to initial position in Sp; (see (12)). Rule 1 in (25) is neces-
sarily included in the gremmar of Choctaw. These conditions obtsin in
relative constructions in which NPhg is pronominel, which-is en example
of & pro-relative surface structure. Presumably, the pro-relstive sur-
face structures are the types of structures Downing considered when
formuleting his statement.

Dovning's discussion of headless relatives, which he terms repla-
cive relative clauses, further underscores the similerity of some es-
pects of the Navajo relative clsuse (Pletero, 1974) end the Choctew
constructions. Downing contends that in msny lenguages it is difficult
to esteblish the position of the deleted head. However, in Choctew, es
in Navajo, the head clearly follows Sp.e; in base structure.

8.0 Conclusion

Through the investigation of various relative cleuse constructions
,in Choctaw, I have attempted to sufficiently motivate an anslysis in
which & base pro-reletive structure is genersted. The derived structure
can be either a pro-relative with a pronominal or lexical head or e
headless relative clause.

This pro-relative snalysis allows these structures to be derived
largely through the workings of the pronominal system of the langusge.
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This frees the grammar from requiring meny rules which are specific to
relative clauses, thus resulting in greater genereslity. To this regard
it is superior to a2 headless snalysis in which just such rules must be
formulated. The rules of Pro-creation (50) end Rightward promotion (65),
necessary in the headless analysis, creste very similer structures, i.e.,
surface pro-relatives, but must be stated sepsrstely in the grammar.
These two separste statements diminish the generslity of the grammer in
order to create structures which nsturally follow from & pro-relstive
base. However, what the pro-relative snalysis fails to explain, and what
appears to be a fruitful area for future research, is why there is a
preponderance of relastive clauses in which NPpej conteins full lexicsl
characterization end NP,g is either a Pro-form or asbsent altogether.

A further advantage of the system is the sbility to derive preposed
and extraposed relative clsuses from the base structure. Although
Andrews (1971) mainteins that these two constructions should be consid-
ered adjoined relative clauses which sre not derived from embedded
counterparts, there seem to be no compelling arguments for asserting
that this is the cese in Choctaw.

Footnotes

1. The date considered here were elicited from s single consultent, now
living in San Diego, who spesks a veriety of the Oklahoma dislect.

2. There is what msy be considered a conspicuous sbsence of semantic
considerations in this treatment of Choctew relative clauses. The
reason lies in the fact that while semantic content is most likely
crucial for the statement of the conditions on certasin rules, e.g., word
order within relstive clsuses, it appears to pley no significant role in
the determination of the base and surface syntactic configurations.

3. The term embedded reletive clause refers to & structure in which
Srel is & daughter of some node NP which also dominates NFg (if it is
present). This is in contrast to sdjoined relative cleuse which refers
to & construction in which Spey &nd NB,g do not form a constituent but
sre merely dominated by the seme S node (Andrews, 1971:28).

4. The terms retrospective (retro) and prosvective (pro) ere due to
Schwartz (1971). Such constructions have also been referred to as
post-(nominel) relative clauses and pre-(nominal) relestive clauses

5. The data are presented in a phonemic orthography which has tresdition-
elly been used for written Choctaw, with some modifications. For the
most part the consonants correspond to stenderd IPA phonetic symbols;
exceptions include: th=6, sh=35, end ch=¢. In eddition, since all nassl-
ized vowels are long, the redundant feature is omitted.

6. riddell (1977) reports two facts ebout relastive clauses in Americen
Sign Languege which closely parallel the use of ka:sh in Choctsw.
First, he states that '...the relative clause occurred naturelly end
only after it was established that the previous situation wes slready
known by the signer's sddressee' (p. 217). This seems to be & general
condition on Choctaw relative clsuses. Perhaps more interesting is
that 'relstive clauses may also be introduced by signs like REMEMBER'
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(p. 225). This is precisely the other context in which ka :sh may

eppear. Hence, sentences such as Liddell's () may qualify es relstive
constructions in ASL.

(26) "(Remember) the cat the dog bit, (it) ran avay. " (p.225)

7. Choctaw has a system of verbal sgreement markers which eppear in nom-
inative (Nom), accusative (Acc), end dutive (Dat) cases end ere affixed
to the verbel complex. The case of the sgreement marker is determined
by the grammatical relation of the nominal triggering egreement.

8. Choctaw has a switch reference system in which morphologicel dis-
tinctions occur to signsl whether or not the subject of the matrix
clause is the same as that of en embedded clause or whether or not the
subjects of two conjoined clsuses are the same. In the morphemic
glosses 8S refers to same subject and DS to different subject.

9. In the translations 3 refers to any third person pronoun. Choctew
does not differentiate gender and number in third person, leaving the
discourse context to make this clear. Unspecified 3 will not be indi-
cated in phrase markers, e.g., (16), (17), eand (18).

10. T have elected to state the rules informally throughout the paper
since the important issue here is not how the rules need to be stated
formally, but what rules are necessary and what processes are entsiled.

11. Whether or not NPpre] becomes KFg in (22) is not crucial to eny
cleims made here. The process made be considered NP4 formation.

12. This case system is a syntactic case system and is distinct from
the case system for sgreement markers discussed in fn. 7.

12. A similar proposel regarding the rightward promotion of NP.., from

1 has been made for Jspenese. Discussion of this proposal appears in
e work written in Japanese (Inoue, 1976). My information sbout the
proposal comes from conversations with Tatsuo Otsuka.

1L. Tt has peen proposed by Andrews (1$71) thet not cnly ere IiFre; aad
NP,q coreferentiel, but that the NP dominating Spey is also coreferen-
tial to each of these NPs. Fauconnier (197&) supports a similer view
of the coreference of the NP domineting Spey end KP.. - Therefore, the
pronouns in question ere considered to be reflexes of this highest NP.

15. Throughout the discussion of pronominelization I refer to pronomin-
elization as & process. This is not crucial for the points being made.
The seme date can be accounted for if pronominal forms ere generated in
the base (in either NPpe; end NR4) end interpretive rules based on
primacy relations end constraints on the sppearance of emphatic forms
in relative clauses sre allowed to work.

16. Although the pronominal forms in (55) and (562) cen refer to & third
person nominal not mentioned in these sentences, I will be concerned
*here only with the resdings in which the forms are coreferent to one of
the nominals in the sentence. .

17. The resson for the ungremmsticality of makosh and makd in relastive
clauses may be their emphatic nature. NPs with contrastive marking
sre also ungrammaticsl when used in relstive clsuses.
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(1) Oho:yo-t tali-yd - pila-tok.

woman-Nom rock-Contr=0bj throw-Pst

‘The womsn threw the ball (instead of something else).
(11)*Ohosyo-t teli- :gsh " _ekks  1t3la-ka:sh pils-tok.
women-Nom rock-Contr :Nai ground lie- throw-Pst

('The woman threw the rock (instead of something else)
that was on the ground. ')

This contrastive marker, which shows up in (49), also marks emphasis.
The NP is contrasted to all other possible NPs, glving it an emphatic
reading. Therefore, the constrsint in question may be that emphatic
NPs cannot occur in relative clauses in Choctaw. This gives & more
general view then a restriction based on two forms.

18. Note that et this point the possibility that retro-relatives occur
in surface structure has been abandoned.
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