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1.1. English relative clauses are traditionally divided into two categories:.
restrictive and nhon-restrictive, or appositive. Depending on their funetions,
members of the latter group are further subdivided into noun and sentence -
modifiers. Criteria of the above division, as well ag mutual relationship between
members of both categories and restrictions conditioning their occurrence,
have been recently frequently discussed by numerous linguists. The moot.
point of the digcussion is the problem of the origin of relatives.

According to the first of the two generally accepted explanations, restriet-.
ive relatives rcsult from embedding of a clause under a coreferential NP by a
rule of the base, while non-restrictive relatives come as the output of the-
operation of a transformational rule on the second of two sentences con-
joined by the eonjunction end. (For discussion, see eg. Aissen 1972). On the
other hand, some linguists believe that, in view of gyntactic and functional
similarities between beth types of relative olauses, conjunction should be-
considered as their common underlying representation (cf. eg. Thompson 1971).
The evidence presented further in this paper provides some arguments for
the second of those hypotheses, thus following the observations made in one
of my earlier papers {Muskat-Tabakowska, forthcoming).

1.2. A comparison of formal properties of relative clauses in English and
Polish shows certain basic similarities between the two languages: both in
English and in Polish the head nonn precedes the relative clause, the basie-
typo of relative involving movement of an interrogative word.® Functionally,

1 The other two types which oceur as superficial structures of English, 1.e., deletion
of the eoreferential NI? and deletion and insertion of the imvariant marker $hgl, are con-
sidered as forms derived from the basic structure. Such treatment was first proposed hy -
Arthur Schwartz; for & discussion seo Morgan (1872).
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they are also analogous: in both languages they serve as modifiers of the head
NP, or, in case of sentenco modification, of the entire main clause. Yet the
‘typology offered in traditional Polish textbook grammars does not in general
-corregpond to the restrictive vs. nmon-restrictive dichotomy. To the best of
my knowledge, the only exception in this respect is the classification offered
by Zawadowski {1952), who supplies both semantic and syntactic ovidence
to motivate a clearcut division of Polish relatives into two categories: dys-
fynkeyjne (distinctive}, which serve as attributes of main clause head NP’s,
-constitute an element of the NP and cannot be either parenthesised or omitted,
and narracyjne (narrative), which do not funetion as attributes, do not con-
-stitute an element of the NP and do not provide a "necessary complement’
-of the semantic import of the main clause. Thus Zawadowski’s treatment of
relative clauses in Polish corresponds to the typology presented in most
traditional textbook grammars of English.

A more refined classification was offered by Klemensicwicz {1063) His
-division of relative clauses (i.e., clauses ‘introduced by junction pronouns” —
“zaimki zespolenia’) comprises three categories:

1. praydawkowe wyszczegdlniajgce (specifying attributive clauses), which
“specify the content introduced in & general way by a demonstrative pronoun
Len, 6w, fgki which is under logical stress’ (Klemensiewicz 1963 : 86). In other
words, this group includes restrictive relative clauses with definite head NP’s,
But, like in English, rules of relative clause formation in Polish allow also
for restrictive modification of non-definite NP’s, of. eg.,

(1) Brat mdj ... wstapil w zwiazek malzenski z dzicwczyng, z ktérg laczyly
mni¢ wezedniejsze kontakty. (‘Prawo i Zycie’, 33 (1976)) (My brother
married & girl with whom 1 had previously kept in touch)

Moreover, the demonstrative pronoun may not be overtly present, and its
-absence doecs not necessarily mark the noun as non-definite:

{2} Popatrzylam na meéczyzne, kidry mial na glowie czerwons przepaske.

{2a) I looked &t{:hc} man who was wearing a red bandana,

Klemensiewicz’s typolegy does not make it possible to clasify sentences like
(1) and (2) in a satisfactory way: both of them would have to be listed as
members of tho second category, i.e.,

2. przydawkowe znamionujqce (distinguishing attributive elausocs), which serve
ag attributes of ‘one of the mominal constituents of the main clause’, the
-second clause including a coreferential NP (Klemensiewicz 1963 : 86). Although
.rather vague, this definition must be taken to cover those relative elauses
“which English grammars describe as non-restrictives. As I attempted to show
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elsewhere (Muskat-Tabakowska, forthecoming), formal and semantic criteria
offered by Klemensiewicz to serve as means of differentiating between cate-
gories 1. and 2. cannot be considered satisfactory. Consequently, no clearcut
division between the two types of relatives is possible.

Following some earlier typologies, Klemensiewicz describes a third cate-

gory of relative clauses, l.e.

3. roawijajoce (developing clauses). Although their surface structure is ident-

ical to that of specifying and distinguishing clauses, their semantic import

and communicational function is different: they provide a ‘non-necessary
development® of the semantic content of the main clause. In respect of their
structure, they can be included into one of two subeategories:

#. those in which ‘the entire content of the main clause is introduced through
relativization into the subordinate clause by means of the pronoun co,
which becomes its subject’ (Klemensiewicz 1963 : 100}, i.e., non-restrictive
sentence modifiers, and

b. thogse which ‘develop and continue the action of the main clause and
organize their content by relating it in a purely external way to one of the
constituents of the main clause” (Klemensiewicz 1963 : 101).

Formal and semantie status of some members of this category of relatives

in Polish is the subject-matter of a series of articles by Twardzikowa (1969,

1970a, 1970b), to which I will repeatedly refer further in this paper.

1.3. The discussion presented in the following sections of this paper is
based on the assumption that, in view of formal and functional similarities be-
tween relative clauses in English and Polish, some typological principles can
be established which will provide an adequate means of classification, appli-
cable to both these languages. An analysis of linguistic data could perhaps
lead to the lormulation of a set of criteria of such a classification, thus pro-
viding a contribution towards a theory of relatives. It is my purpose to pro-
pose such a typology, to present some evidence by which it is motivated a,.:nd
to show its bearing upon some other related aspects of English and Polish

granm ars.

1.4. The assumption that an appropriate underlying representation for
relative clauses of all types is some sort of conjunction obviously renders the
criterion of derivational distinction useless as a basis for their classification.
T beliove that it is precisely the type of conjunction involved in their forma.-
tion that ean serve as a principle of taxonomic classification. Accordingly,
I will postulate, both for Knglish and for Polish, the existence of three.caﬁbe—
gories of relatives, which I shall discuss in the following sections of this pa-

PEI‘.
2.1. In her discussion of relative clauses Smith (1969) points to the obvious
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relation between selectional restrictions concerning relatives and the degree
of definiteness of the head NP. Having suggested a threefold classification
of English determiners as to their definiteness — i.o., Unspecified, Specified
and Uniquo — she claims that restrictive relative clauses can only occur
with the first two groups. Indeed, proper nouns can function as head NP’s of
restrictives, but only if preceded by a determiner, which implies the loss of
thoir property of establishing unique designation, e.g.,

(3) Mosby had evoked ... a Lustgarten whose doom was this gaping comody.
- (Saul Bellow, “Mosby’s Memoirs®) g
(3a) Mosby powolal do Zycia fakiego Lustgartena, ktérego przeznaezenlem'
byla ta rozlaZaca sie w szwach komedia,
(4) The Lustgarten whom Mosby had evoked never really existed.
( 4a) Ten Lustgarten, ktéregn Mosby powolal do iycia, nigdy nie jstnial
naprawde.

As shown in sentences (3)—(4a), the restriction is identical for English
and Polish, which requires superficial occurrence of a deictic pronoun that
sorves a8 a [-Def] or [{-Def] specified determiner. Thus it seems justified to
restrict further discussion to specified and unspecificd designation only.,

2.2. Let us consider the fo]]oﬁring sentence:

(6) The Toxas sheriff who hates his deputy is tracking down a bankrobber.
{From a “T'ime’ film review)

The underlying representation of (5) is

(6) (Texas sheriff is tracking down a bank-robber) {Texas sheriff hates his
deputy)

As the determiner of the head NP in the main clause is [4-Def], it can be le-
gitimately assumed that it is the relative clause that satisfies the generally
acknowledged requirement of ‘previvus mention’. Then underlying (5) is

(7) 1. A Texas sheriff hates his deputy

2. The Texas sheriff is tracking down a bank-robher
Granted the coreferentiality of NP’s in (7) 1 and (7) 2, the constituent thab
appears as the embedded clause in (5) is a means of establishing the designa-
tion of the NP in the main clause, i.e., it performs the ‘restricting’ function.
On the other hand, it will be noticed that the underlying represontation of

(8) The Texas sheriff who is tracking down a bank-robher hates his deputy
is
(9) 1. A Texas sheriff is tracking down a bank-robber

2. The Texas sheriff hates his deputy,
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where (9) 1 restricts the designation of the head NP in (9) 2. The choice bet-
ween (5) and {8) seems to depend on the language user’s presuppositions con--
corning the extent of the remplent’s know ledgﬁ (5) presupposes ﬂumathmg like

(10} There is a Texa,s sheriff who hates his deputy,
while the presupposition t-hat ﬂondltmns the chcrme of (8) is
(11) There is a Texas sheriff Wh(} is trae]ﬂng dﬂwn & bank robber A

Thus it can he stated that although the ccmat]tuent sentences of (5) are.
mutually dependant in respect of their funetion of establishing the degtree of
gpecification of the determiner of the coreferential NP, the embedding is
superficial, in the sense that the choice of the embedded simplex depends solely
on the PI‘EE'IJ.PPUE]tIGII made by the user of language. Howéver, the underlying
conjunction is asymmetrical, as the presupposition cendltmn.s the ordering of
the underlying constituents.

2.3. It has been frequently noticed that ‘relative clauses with indefinite
nouns do not ‘restrict’ these nouns in the way that relative clauses with de-
finite nouns seem to’ (Thompson 1971 : 82), and it seems that structures un-
derlying embedding provide some evidence for this difference. Consider e.g.,

(12) A Texas sheriff who hates his deputy is tracking down a bank-robber.

Underlying (12) is (6); however, specification of determiners of the coreferen-
tial NP’s in both constituents entails |

(18) 1. Some (or at least one) Texas sheriffs hate their deputies?®
2. One of those Texas sheriffs is tracking down a bank-robber,

as the restriction in (12} is the restriction to a certain set of entities (Such
Texas sheriffs that hate their deputies) rather than to a single object. Contra-
ry to (5), establishing coreference in (12) does not entail establishing unique
designation. Consequently, underlying

(14} A Texas sheriff who is tracking down a bank-robber hates his deputy.

is |

(15) 1. Some (or at least one) Texas sheriffs are tracking down bankrobbers
2. One of those Texas sheriffs hates his deputy. '

The choico bétwoen {12) and (14) depends on presuppositions made by the
user, as (12) presupposes the recipient’s knowledge of -

2 Fer & dizeussion see Thompecn {1971 : 80Lf).
# The numbor of entities in a given set in strueture like (12) remains undetermined;
cf. ex. {39) below.
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{16) There is at least one Texas sheriff who hates his deputy,
while (14) presupposes
{17) There is at least one Texas sheriff who tracks down bank robbers. ¢

2.4. So called predicate sentences, ie., those with 7s as the main verb,
which usually require special treatment because of their specific properties
¥ield to the above interpretation. Thus, underlying

(18) My sister is the doctor who cured Allan®
is

{19) 1. A doetor cured Allan

i 2, My sister is the doctor.

?

- 2.5. As was pointed out in Stockwell et al. (1973 : 4284F), the only correct
paraphrase of relatives with generic NP’s (ie., with generic «, the and the
unspecified determiners} is a conditional of the type °if,... then’, i.e., sentences
like

{20) Every sheriff who hates his deputy tracks down bank-robbers single-han-
- ded

are equivalent to

(21) If a sheriff hates his deputy, he tracks down bank-robbers single-han-
ded.

The ‘restrictive’ character of sentences like (20) and (21) comes clearly from
their common underlying representation:

(22) 1. Some (or at least one) sheriff hate their deputies
2. Every one of those sheriffs tracks down banlk-robbers single-handed,

which postulates two sentences that are ordered, in the sense that the recond
one performs the function of restricting the designation of the coreferential
NP, as it occurs in the first one. Thus (20) is analogous to {12): the designa-
tion is narrowed down to a set of ontities.

2.6. Consider in turn the Polish equivalents of (5)—(22), the full list of
which is given below,

* I am well aware of the fact (pointed out by Schachter (1973 ; 43)) that there exist
such relatives which do not contain ‘refering’ NP’s and which, consequently, do not
express existential presuppositions of this type. However, the ‘non-refering’ NP’a are
generie, and relatives in which they occur involve the aspect of conditionality, thua
constituting a speeifie subelass which will be discussed in the following section of this
paper.

- % Example quoted by Smith {1969 : 257).
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{5a) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swogo zastepey, tropi wlamywacza
{5b) Wlamywacza tropi ten szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego za-

stepcy

{7a) L. {%&kl.é n} szeryf z Teksasu nienawidzi swego zastepey®
ewle

2. Ten szeryf z Teksasu tropi wlamywacza
(8a) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wlamywacza, nienawidzi swego zastepey
(8b) Swego zastepcy nienawidzi ten szeryf z Teksasu, ktory tropi wlamywa-
CZ
(9a) 1. {%ﬁ:fen} szeryf z Teksasu tropi wlamywacza
2, Ten szeryf z Teksasu nicnawidzi swego zastepcy

(10a) Istnieje {L 1]:].111 szeryl 2 Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego zastgpey

(11a) Istnieje {ja]ﬂé szeryl z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wlamywacza,

pewien |.
(12a) Wiamywacza tropi {i;]f;iéen} szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego

zastepey

(12b) {Ja’k]fq } szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego zastepey, tropi
Pewien
wlamywacza
(13a) 1. Niektérzy (lub przynajmniej jeden) szeryfowie z Teksasu nienawidzg
swoich zastepedw
2, Jeden z takich szeryféw z Teksasu tropi wlamywacza

(14a) Swego zastepey nienawidzi {]&klé }szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wla-

PE'WIEII
mywacza
{15a) 1. Niektérzy (lub przynajmnisj jeden) szeryfowie z Teksasu tropig wia-
My Waczy

2. Jeden z takich szeryfow z Teksasu nicnawidzi swego zastgpey

(16a) Istnieje przynajmniej jeden szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry menawidzl swego
Zagtepey

(17a) Istnieje przynajmniej jeden szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wlamywacza.

Ag can be seen from the above examples, in spite of the fact that the lack
of article in Polish has mado linguists look for other criteria of classification
of relatives than the restrictive function of the embedded clause in respect.
of designation of the coreferential XP, relevant grammatical rules for Polish.
require that amalogous semantic distinctions are made. The difference botween.

¢ Tho exact meaning and the difference between undofinite pronouns jakié and
pewien requires o detailed discussion, which would go beyond the scope of this paper.
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restriction to a definite specific designation as different from restriction to
a certnin set of entities is achieved either by word order or by overt presence
of indefinitc or definite pronouns. In (5a) the definitencss of the head NP is
marked by its sentence-initial position, while the indefinite NP in (12a) occurs
in the clause-final position. Thus examples (5a) and {12a) confirm observa-
tions concerning word order in Polish which were made by Szwedek (1976 :
+ 26ff), as well as his hypothesis that ‘the lack of the pronoun does not mark
the noun as indefinite’(Szwedek 1976 : 266). On tho other hand, as seen from
(6b) and (8b}), the presence of definite pronouns in the surface structure clearly
marks it for confrast; using this marker (called in Klemensiewicz zapowiednik
zespolenia®™ — “augury of junction’) as the principle of classification entails
restricting this group of relatives to a set of specifically marked sentences and
thus overlooking the rolevance of their semantic function: tho underlying
representation of surface structures both marked and unmarked for contrast
1s the same ((7a) for (5a) and (5b), (92} for {8a) and (8b)).

The same observations hold true for predicate sentences and sentences
with generic NP’'s, cf.

l{lSa,) Lekarka, ktéra wyleezyla Allana jest moja siostra
(18b) Ta lekarka, ktéra wyleczyla Allana jest moja siostra

‘with the underlying

{19a} 1. {%};ﬁ?&} lekarka wyleczyla Allana,

2. Ta lekarka jest moja siostra,

and . .

{20a) Raidy szeryf, ktory nienawidzi swego mastepcy, tropt wlamywaczy
sam | '

paraphrased as

(21a) Jesli jakis szeryf nienawidzi swego zastepey, to tropi wlamywaczy
sam,

‘with the underlying

(22a) 1. Nicktérzy (lub przynajmniej jeden) szeryfowie nienawidzg, swoich
zagtepcdw
2. Wazyscy ci szeryfowie tropia wlamywaczy sami.

In (21a) the indefinite pronoun is obligatory in sentence-initial position (cf.
Szwedek 1976 : 267).

'2.7. To conclude, it could be stated that for both English and Polish a
class of relatives can be established for which
1. designations of the coreferential NP’s in constituent simplexes are different,
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‘the seope of designation of the head NP being restricted to s definite en-
tity (with specified [+Def] NP determination) or to a set of entities (with
specified [—Def] or unspecified determination},

2. although the underlying constituent simplexes are joined by simultaneous
(as different from entailing) conjunction, the conjunction is asymmetrical,
i.e., the order of constituents cannot be changed without affecting the
meaying. '

3.1. The second eategory traditionally established for English relatives
Includes those relative clauses that come as the result of embedding through a
transformation operating on the second of the two conjoined sentences. Ac-
cording to Smith (1969), the transformation applies when the coreforential
NP in the main clause is Unigue or Specified in respect of definiteness, There
is some ovidence to claim that, both in English and in Polish, the ordering
of simplex sentences from which this class of relatives is derived is optional,
thus pmntmg to the symmatmcal character of conjunction.

3.2. Consider the following set: of sentences:

(23) Sheriff Jackie Gleason, who hates his deputy, is tracking down a bank-rob-
ber | | | |
{24) Sheriff Jackie Gleason, who is trac]ﬂng down a bank-robhber, hates lua

deputy.
Underlying both (22) and (23) is

{26) Sheriff Jackie Gleason hates his deputy
Sheriff Jackie Gleason is fracking down a bank-robber.

{26) The Texas sheriff, who hates his deputy, is tracking down a bank-rob-
bor :

'(27) The Texas sheriff, who is tracking down a bank-robber, hates hig de-

puty.
Underlying both (26) and (27) is

{28) The Texas sheriff hates his deputy
The T'exas sheniff is tracking down a bank- robber
And finally
(29) A Texas sheriff, who hates his deputy, is tracking down a bank-rob-

ber
(30) A Texas sheriff, who is tracking down a bank-robber, hates his deputy,

with the underlying representation

{31) A Texas sheriff hates his deputy
The same Texas sheriff is tracking down a bank-robber.
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As can be seen from these examples, irrespective of the degree of defini-
teness of the coreferential NP (Unique in (23)—{25}, Specified [1-Def] in
(26)—(28), Specified [—Def]in (29)—(31)), its designation is identical for both
eonstiluent sontences, i.e., neither one performs the restrictive funection in
respect of the other. Hence, the ordering of constituents (that is, the choice
between the main and the subordinate clause) is optional, in the sense that
it depends entirely upon the user’s preference as to which out of the two
pieces of information should be given more prominence. This ¢onforms to the
intuitive feeling that the function of a ‘non-restrictive® relative is to give an
additional fact about an entity already identified: in (23) and (24) identifica-
tion is achieved by the use of a proper noun, in (26) and (27) the designation
of the coreferential NP is established by context, consituation or some sort
of presupposition (in this case, inherent presupposition introduced by the
definite article). However, the designation of the coreferential NP can also
remain unidentified, either because it is not known to the language user, or
else becanse he chooses not to make it known (cf. {29)—(31)).

3.3. Consider in turn the Polish equivalents of (28)—(31):

(23a) Bzeryf Jackie Gleason, ktéry nienawidzi swego zastepcy, tropi
wlamywacza

(23b) Szeryl Jackie Gleason, ktéry to szeryf nienawidzi swego zast¢pey, tropi
wlamywaoza

(nawiasem méwige|

nota hene

zreszia

efc.

(23c) Szeryf Jackie Gleason, ktéry < > nienawidzi swego za,s-

F

tepey, tropl wlamywacza
(24a) Szeryf Jackie Gleason, ktéry tropl wlamywacza, nienawidzi swego zas-
tepey
(24b) Szeryf Jackie Gleason, kidry to szeryf tropi wlamywacza, nienawidzi
swego zastepey
‘nawiasem méwiac)
nota bene
Zreszta
ete.

(24c) Szeryf Jackie Gleason, ktéry | + tropi wlamywacza,

nicnawidzi swego zastepey
The underlying representation of (23a)—(24c) is

{25a) Szeryf Jackie Gleason nienawidzi swego zastepcy

wreryf Jackie Gleason tropt wlamywacza,
(26a) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego zastepey, tropi wlamywacza
(26b) Wlamywacza tropi ten szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry nienawidzi swego zastepcy
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(26¢) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry to szeryf nienawidzi swego zastepey, tropi wla--
My wacza , :

nawiasem mdwiac

nota bene

zreszia

etc.
L

(26d) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktory < > nienawidzi swego zastepoy,

tropi wlamywacza
(27a) Szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wlamywaeza, nienawidzi swego zastepey
(27h) Swego zastepcy nienawidzi ten szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry tropi wlamywa-
CZa
(27¢) Swego zastepey nienawidzi szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry to szeryf tropi wia-
MY WAaCZa

o

‘mawiasem méwiacl:
nota bene
zZresgta

etc. )

(27d) Swego zastepey nienawidzi szeryf z Teksasu, ktory <

]

tropl wlamywacza,
The underlying representation of (25a)—(27d) is

(28a) Szeryf z Teksasu nienawidzi swego zastepey
Ten szeryf z Teksasu tropi wlamywacza.

And finally
Jakis ; G @ £ A
(29a) : szervf z Teksasu, ktdry nienawidzi swego zastepcy, tropa:
Pewlen =
wlamywacza

(29D} {%f;iin} szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry to szeryf nienawidzi swego zastgpey -

tropi wlamywacza,

(awiasem méwiac |
nota bene
ZTORZLH
ketc.

Jakis

Pewien

\ nienawldzi swe-

(29¢) { } szeryf z Teksasu, ktéry <

go zastepey ,tropi wlamywacza

(akid)

; } szeryl z Teksasu, ktdry nienawidzi swego,..
(pewlen)

(29d) Wlamywacza tropi {
zastepey

{30a) {!}T’&kjir} szeryf z Teksasu, ktdry tropi wlamywacza, nienawidzi swego-
ewlern

zastepey
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Jakis .
-{30h) {Pewien} szeryt z Teksasu, ktéry to szeryf tropi wlamywacza, nienawidzi

swego zastepey

(mawiasem méwiac)
nota bene
Zreszty
ote.

= tropi wlamywa-

{30¢) {J&klfé } szeryf z Teksasu, ktdry <

Pewien

.,

cza, nienawidzi swego zastepey

{30d) Swego zastepey nienawidzi {(Jﬂlﬂé}

1 R
, (P ﬁﬂ‘]{}n)} ZETNVL 4 {k‘}ﬂsu, I{t[}ry trDPl win

My wWacza.

‘The underlying representation of (29a)—(30d) is

Jakis Ui sy
-{31a) { Pem'en} szeryf z Teksasu nienawidzi swego zastepey

Ten sam szeryf z Teksasu tropi wlamywacza

Examples (23a) —(31a) show that there exists a category of relatives in Polish
whose semantic function, as well as formal properties, correspond closely to
non-restrictive relative clauses in English. The ubsence of determiners, as well
as lack of a differentiating intonation marker in the written medium {commas
are used, in a purely conventional way, in all types of relatives} is componsa-
ted by two kinds of surface markers: 1. repetition of the corcforential NP fol-
lowed by the demonstrative pronoun fo, whose function is merely to empha-
-sise the fact that the noun had already been identified in respect of its designa-
tion (Skorupka 1959 : 65), ex. sentences (23b), (24b), (26c), (27¢), (29b), 30b),
and 2. presence in the subordinate clause of certain adverbials (‘wskazniki
zespolenia® — ‘markers of conjunction’®), {¢f. Muskat-Tabakowska, forth-
coming, Twardzikowa 1969}, which can also oceur in eoordinate clauses and
whose function is to imply the “additive’ character of information contained
in the rolative clause, c.g. sentences (23c), {24c), (264), (27d), (29¢), (30c).

As was the case with restrictive meodifiers, the overt presence of the de-
monstrative definite pronoun ten (with the necessary shift of word order)
marks the sentence for contrast ((26b), (27b)).

3.4. It 1s intcresting to mention in this cenmection the type of relative
-construction exemplified by

{32) Marvin Crosswirth iz a freolance wirter who never leaves the house
without his rubbers (From Introduction to an article abouft weather
forecasts, “Science Diuvost?)

Like for predicato sentences with a [--Def] NP in object position {cf, ex. (18)
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above), sentences of this type do not allow for non-restrictive relativization:

{33) *Marvin Grosswirth is a freeclance writer, who never leavos the house
without his rabbers,

(cf. Smith 1969 : 257—58).
The interpretation of (32) as a restrictive relative would reguire an un-
derlying representation

(34) 1. Some (or at least one) freelance writers never leave their houses
without their rubhers
2. Marvin Grosswirth is onc of those freelance writers,

However, the interpretation which seems more in agreement with common
intuition is rathor

{35} Marvin Grosswirth is a freelance writor

Marvin Grosswirth never leaves the house without his rubbers,
thus suggesting non-restrictive modifieation. Indeed, (32} can be par&phras&d as

(36) Marvin Grosswirth, who is a freelance writer, nover leaves the houser
without his rubbers.

In Polish, the translation equivalent of (32) gives an ungrammatical sen-
‘tence: -

{32a) *Marvin Grosswirth jest wspoélpracujacym z redakeja pisarzem, ktéry
nigdy nie wychodzi 2 domu hez kaloszy,

which can be paraphrascd as a plausible coordinate conjunetion

{37) Marvin Grosswirth jest wspdlpracujaeym z reda,kc.m pisarzem ¢ nigdy
nie wychodzi z domu bez kaloszy :

or a non-restrictive relative

{36a) Marvin Grosswirth, ktéry jest wspodlpracujacym z redakeja pisarzem,
nigdy nie wychodzi z domu bez kaloszy.

3.5. Sentence-modifying relative clauses will not be diseussed in this place.
In view of considerable similarities of their semantic funetion and syntactic
properties in the two languages considered it seems possible to find common
griteria of their typological classification. However, the problem requires
further research and a detailed discussion which would go beyond the scc}pe
of this paper.

~ 3.6. In view of the above discussion, it can be stated that for both English
and Polish it is possible to establish a class of relatives for which
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1. designations of coreferential NP’s in constituent simplexes are the same,
‘coreferentiality” not being tantamount to “definiteness’,
2. the underlying constituent simplexes are joined by a symmetrical eonjunc-

tion, i.e,, the order of constituents can be changed without changing the

meaning, the choice being conditioned only by the user’s judgement con-

ceining relative importance of information that he wants to express.

This class has not in general been defined in a consistent way in traditional
taxonomies of Polish relatives, as the surface struclure alone cannot provide
satisfactory classificatory criteria, for two main reasons: 1. deictic pronouns
ave overtly present only in some sentences of this type, i.e., the relatives mark-
ed for contrast (cf. (5b), (8b), (26b}, (27b}), and 2. some Polish relatives (in
their written form) are ambiguous in respect of designation of the coreforential
NP (the surface structure of (5a) is identical to that of (26a), although the
underlying representations of these two sentences differ). The resulting problem
of interpretive differentiation between restrictive and non-restrictive modi-
fication in Polish remains to be investigated.

4.1. In addition to the above mentioned categories, there 18 another class
of relative clauses that can be differentiated in both English and Polish. In
traditional taxonomies they are considered as non-restrictive modifying
relatives in English, and zdania pozornie przydewkowe, or roswtjajgce, in
Polish, ie., they are not differentiated as comstituting a separate sub-class
of relatives. The only exception that I am aware of is Twardzikowa’s treatment
of Polish subordinate clauses introduced by g¢dy, jeslt and kto, which she
considers as different from ‘regular’ relatives and conditionals (Twardzikows
1969, 1970a, 1970b). In both languages this third class of relatives is formally
unsgpecified: there are no specific surface markers by which they might he
distingnished from non-restrictive (rozwijajace) clauses. They allow for the
use of all relative pronouns, except that in English. A coreferential NP must
occur in their underlying representation, whose designation, Iike In non-
restrictives, is identical in both ecnstituent simplexes. However, the semantic
relationship between the constituents is different, which provides the basis
for making the distinetion. The specific property of those struectures is that,
in logical sense, no modification is invoelved, the mutual relation between the
constituents heing of some other semantic character.

Consequently, contrary to the other two categories, restrictions on the
degree of definiteness of the coreferential NI seem to be less strict. Consider
the following examples:

{38) John, who was the only boy in the group, paid the bill?
(38a) Jan, ktéry byl jedynym chlopeem w grupie, zaplacit rachunek

? The example taken from Aizsen {1872}, who discusses the occurrence of a similar
elasa of relatives in Attie Greek,
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{39) On his way to Blackpool John met a friend, who gave him a lift in
his car

{39a) Po drodze do Blackpool Jan spotkal pewnego znajomego, ktéry go
podwidzl swoim samochodem

{40) He waited in the anteroom, where the rabbi’s bearded followers went
in and out in long coats (Saul Beliow, "The Old System’)

{40a) Czekal w przedpokoju, gdzie wehodzili 1 wychodzili brodaci uezniowie
rabiego ubrani w dlugie plaszeze.

In (88 - 40a) the determination of the coreferential NP is, respectively, Unique,
Specified [+Def], and Specified [—Def]. This type of relative clause can also
ocour, at least in Polish, with certain Unspecified determiners of the core-
ferential NP, of.

(41) Najbardziej go zmartwilo, e nie mégl tam hodowaé zadnego zwie-
rzgcia, ktérego przeciei nie mégtby codziennie sprowadzaé z dziesigtego
pietra (from a daily mewspaper)

{41a) !'What worried him most was that he could keep no pet there, which
he would not be able take down from the 10th floor every day.

Underlying each of (88)-(41a) is a set of two sentences, but — contrary
to the first two categories of relatives — the semantic import of the con-
Junction is not the symmetrical non-entailing end. This can be clearly seen
if we consider that (38) - (41a) allow for paraphrases in which the coreferential
NP in the second simplex is replaced by an appropriate anaphoriec pronoun
(which can be subsequently deleted) and the two constituents arve joined
by a copulative conjunction which expresses the semantic relation that
holds between them:®

{42) John was the only boy in the group and (therefore) he paid the bill

{42a) Jan byl jedynym chlopecem w grupie, wige zaplacil rachunek

(43) On his way to Blackpool John met a iriend and (then) the friend gave
him a li.t in his car

{43a} Po drodze do Blackpool Jan spotkal pewnego znajomego, a nastepnie
ow znajomy podwidzl go sweim samochodem

{(44) He waited in the anteroom, and (there) the rabbi’s hearded followers
went in and out in long coats

{44a) Czekal w przedpokoju, tam za§ wehodzili i wyehodzili brodaci uczniowie
rabiego ubrani w dlugie plaszcze

{45) Najbardzie] go zmartwilo, 7e nie moégl tam hodowaé zadnego zwie-
rz¢cia, bo przeciez nie mdglbhy go codziennie sprowadzaé = dziesiatego
piefra

¢ For a discussion of Polish material, see Twardzikows (1968 : 118).
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(45a) What worried him most was that he could keep no pet there, as he
would not be able to take it down from the 10th floor every day.

As scon from (42) - (45a), the semantic function of the conjunction is to
express ono ol the .ollowing types of priority of the first sentenee in respect
of the second; -

1. causal - ({42}, (42a)}, (45), 45a)),

2. temporal ((43), (43a)),

3. locational ({44}, (44a))},

which are also the three basic semantic functmm of asy mmetrical and, as
Jeﬁnéd by Robin Lakoff (1 972),

4.2, The ﬁXﬂmples discussed in section 4.1. provide some evidence which
justifies the assumptmn that the third class of relatives comprises ecomplex
sentences which are in fact pseudo-relative, in the sense that relativization
as applied to these sentences is merely a surface phenomenon, a kind of stylistie
device of syntactic connection. In fact, the semantic relationship between
donsi;ituent simplexes is that of coordination, which is proved by the existence
of synonymous coordinate sentences, of. (42) - {45a). While the connectedness
of sentences underlying the other two types of relatives is achieved mainly
by the presence of a coreferential NP, in the third type additional linkage
is provided by temporal, locational and causal relations, ie., all basic types
of intersentential linkage within a discourse. Consequently, the conjunction
underlying sentences like (38) - (41a) does not serve any of the two purposes.
generally considered as basic functions of coordinating conjunctions, ie.,
indicating contrast or reducing repetition (cf. Gleitman 1969 : 88). In fact,
all Polish coordinate structures (i.e., (42a), (43a), (44a), (45)) require con-
junction other than ¢, which seems to prove that the ‘unmarked’ (cf. Aissen
1972 : 197) comjuncéion and in English is inherently ambiguous, the extent
of the ambiguity exceeding that of its Polish counterpart ¢. However, any
systematic discussion of conditions restricting the use of and/i when joining
sentences underlying the typc of relatives under discussion would require
further research. At the present moment I do not find it possible to state
any rules, however tentative.

4.3. In connection with the above analysis it obvicusly becomes necessary
to congider the problem of recoverability of the conjunction deleted during
relativization of the type discussed in 4.1. and 4.2. It scems that the explana-
tion offered by Aissen (1972: 196fF), who claims that, at least for English,
the only eonjunction that can be deleted (prior to relativization) is and,
cannot be considered satisfactory in view of the ambiguity of and. Moreover,
in Polish the range of conjunctions that allow this type of deletion is consi-
derably larger, the list including, in addition to 4, at least such conjunctions
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ag wiee, @ zad and bo. As neither English or Polish seems to utilize any g}fn'--'
factical means that might secure the recoverability of the deleted conjund'-:
tion, there obviously cxists a poqalhlhty of producing potentially amb1gu0usr.
nutputs : *

Indeed, in Polish sentences like {39&) aro systematically &mblgut}us as.
underlying (3%a) is .

Pewlen
2. Po drodze do Blackpool Jan spotkal tego samego znajomego
(1) A friend once gave John a lift in his car - :
2. John .met the same friend on his way to Blackpool)

(46) 1. {Jakls } znajomy podwidzl kiedys Jana swoim samochodem

or

jakiegos

{47} 1. Po drodze do Blackpcol Jan s_potkal{ ' }zn&jomego'

pewnego

2, Nastepnie ten sam znajomy podwidzl go swcim samochodem
1. On his way to Blackpool John met & friend
2. Then the same friend gave him s ILift in his G&I‘)g

4.4. An ad hoe list of factors which, both in English and in Polish, serve-
the purpose of disambiguating relative structures in terms of the relationship-
between tho two constituent clauses comprises the following elements:

1. Tense/moodfaspect of the verb in the second constituent,i® cf.

(48) On his way to Blackpool John met a friend (,} who could have given
him a lift in his car

(48a) Po drodze do BIackpml Jan spotkat pewnego znajomego, ktory mégf
byl go podwiei¢ swoim samochodem.

(restrictive or non-restrictive mndiﬁca-ti{m, cf. also (39) and ({3%a))
2. Surface structure markers: adverbials overtly present in the surface structure, .

cf.

(49) Onmn his way 1o Blackpool John met a friend (,) who once gave him a

lift in his car
(49a) Po drodze do DBlackpool John spotkal pewnego znajomego, ktory go.
' kiedy$ podwidzl swoim samochodem

® For a discussion, sec Tabakowska 1966, In English, tho ambiguity is often resolvoed
by tho use of a prammatical tense, cf.
(38) On his way to Blackpool, John met a friend, who gave him a lift in his car-

(pgendo-relative).
(38b) On hiz way to Blackpool John met a friend, who had given him a 1ift 1n his .

car (non-restrictive modification),
18 Tho relovanee of the tirme scquence in some pseudo-relatives in Polish is discussed.

in detaill in Twardzikowa (1069).
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{restrictive or non-restrictive modification, cf. also (39) and (39a))

{50) My brother, who, after all, is a heart surgeon, smokes three packs a day
(ef. Although my brother is a heart surgeon...)

{50a) Mdj brat, ktéry przeciez jest kardiologiem, pali trzy paczki papieroséw
dziennie. 31

{relationship of eausality, a pseudo-relative construction)

‘Cf. also

{61} Po drodze do Blackpool John spotkal tego znajomego, ktéry go pod-
wiozl swoim samochodem |
{restrictive modification marked for contrast, or non-restrictive modification
-of the previously determined NP; a pseudo-relative is ruled out due to the

_presence of the demonstrative pronoun)
3. Context, of.

«{52) John missed the last train, but fortunately he met a friend, who gave
him g lift in his car

(52a) John spdinil sie na ostatni pociag, ale na szezedcie spotkal pewnego
znajomego, ktéry go podwidz! swoim samochodem.

4. Presuppositions, of. the pragmatic presupposition ‘It is boys, and not
girls, who usually pay bills’ underlying sentences (42) and (42a).

5. Intonation, which is the chief factor resolving the ambiguity between
restrictive and non-restrictive relatives. It is intuitively felt that, in the absence
-of other markers, it is possible to use intonation to distinguish slso between
relative and pseudo-refative structures (¢f. e.g., the discussion in Twardzi-
kowa 1970b). However, any attempt at a gystematic treatment of this problem
would by far exceed the scope of this paper.

6. Even a random analysis as the one given above makes it clear that the
ultimate decision concerning the recipient’s interpretation of a relative struc-
ture depends on the nature of particular lexical material, cf.

{63) I came up in the Lift, which had been mended (Iris Murdoch, "A Word
Child’)
(63a) Wyjechalem na gére winda, ktéra zostala naprawiona.

Both (53) and (53a) are ambiguous, as they can be interpreted either as non-
-restrictive relatives or as pseudo-relatives:

-{54) I came up in the lift
The lift had been mended
-{54a) Wyjechalem na gore windg
Winda zostala naprawiona

11 The example taken from Aissen (1972), whose analysis, however, doca not alloaw
for such an interpretation.
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andfor

(55) I came up in the lift because it had been mended {On the previous
occasion I had to climb the stairs)

55a) Wyjechalem na gére winda, poniewaZz zostala ona naprawiona (Po-
' przednim razem musialem wejsé pieszo)

However, no causative interpretation is possible in

{66) I came up in the lift, which had been repainted
{56a) Wyjechalem na gére winda, ktéra zostala odmalowana.

5.1, In the above discussion I suggested that relative constructions in
English and Polish can be divided into three categories: restrictives, non-
restrictives and pseudo-relatives. It seems that, apart from langnage-specifie
distinetions (¢.g. the absence of articles in Polish}, it is possible to formulate
a set of criteria that allow a taxonomy universal in respect of the two langnages
under congideration. In view of the use of formal surface markers, which in
both languages seems to be considerably non-systematic, these criteria should
be bagsed on semantic representations that underlie the relatives.

Postulating the existence of a third category, the pseudo-relatives, makes
it possible to resolve the ambignity inherent in certain constructions and to
provide a better understanding of the semantic nature of conjunection.

However, I am perfectly aware of the fact that, in 1ts present form, this
paper poses a lot of questions to which it gives no answers.
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