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1. Introduction

In two recent syntactic studies, Tai [1969], and Sanders and Tai [1972],
a non-universal Immediate Dominance Constraint (hereafter IDC) on identity
deletion is proposed to account for the systematic differences that obtain
in the patterns of coordination reduction, topicalization, dislocation and
relativization between languages like Chinese and languages like English.
These studies in effect subcategorize the languages of the world into two
types: (1) immediate dominance languages, and (2) non-immediate dominance
languages. Chinese is claimed to be a language of the former type, and
English is of the latter type. Sanders and Tai [1972] claim that by assum-
ing that the IDC holds for languages of the Chinese-type, but not for
those of the English-type, they can account for "the well-formed coordina-
tions of all languages by means of a single universal principle of coor-

dination reduction,"

and that they can derive the well-formed topicaliza-
tions, dislocations, and relative clause constructions of "all languages
by means of the same set of universal principles of Copying, Deletion,
and Pronominalization."
The point of this paper is to present a counter-example to the IDC.
In particular, it will be shown here that the generalized IDC proposed
in Sanders and Tai [1972] makes the wrong prediction about Dzamba and other
related Bantu languages. It will then be argued that while the IDC seems

to be necessary for an explanation of the systematic differences in the

11 am indebted tc Talmy Givén, Roger Higgins, and Andreas Koutsoudas
for having read and made invaluable comments on earlier drafts of this
paper. An abbreviated version of this paper was presented at the Third
Conference on African Linguistics held at Indiana University, Bloomington,
Indiana, April 1972, under the title: "Immediate Dominance, Topicalization,
and Relativization."



patterns of coordination between languages of the Chinese-type and those
of the English-type, it is not sufficient for an exvlanation of their

respective patterns of topicalization, dislocation, and relativization.

2. IDC and Coordination Reduction

ross [196Ta,b] proposed two reduction rules to account for the deri-

vation of sentences like b from sentences like a in (1) through (k4):

(1)

. VWang drank beer, and Lee drank vodka.

a
b. ang drank beer, and Lee ~vodka.
a
b

(2)

. Wang cauaht the fish, and Lee sold the fish,

. ang counht and Lee sold the fish,

(3) a. Vang hit thc boy, and vans kicked the cirl,

b. Wang hit the boy and kicked the qirl,

(k) a. Wang enjoyed the fish, and Lee enjoved the fish,
b. Wang and Lee enjoyed the fish. — -

Ross called the rule that derives verb-reduced coordinations like (lb)
Gapping [1907a], and that which derives object, subject and nredicate-
reduced coordinations like (2b)-(4h) Conjunction Reduction [106Tbh].

To account, for these svstematic reductions, ioss [10G7a:843] provosed the

aFor Ross |lybTa], Ganning is o rule that reduces coordinate sentences
by deleting identical occurrences of verhs, wihereas Conjunction Rkeauction
{Ross 190Tb] deletes identical occurrences of noun vhrases, Poss differ-
entiates these two rules in that Conjuncticn keduction involves refrouning
of constituents, while Gapping does not. © [1060] and jcuteoudas [1971]
have independently arfgued thnat this distinetion is not necessary for tne
two rules obey the same directionality rrincinle., lMurtier, rnoutsoudas
[1971] has shown that (1) if a languare has verb-reduced coordinations
it must also have object-reduced coordinations, that is, a lanfuare will
have either both reductions or it wilil have none; and (2) that riven this
fact and the lack of caseg where rule ordering forces a separation of
Gapping from Conjunction Reduction, these two rules must te considered
as special cases of the same general rule: Coordinate Leletion., A
similar argument is made in Sanders [1u70]., <“ai [1969] and Koutsoudas's
{1971] analyses of these rules are not crucial for this paper, ‘irus,
unless otherwise specified, Gapping and Conjunction Reduction will be
understood here in koss's [190GTa] sense.




following directionality principle:

(5) The order in which Gappineg operates depends on tlLe order of

the elements at the time that the rule applies; if the iden-

tical elements are on left branches, Gapping operates forward;

if they are on right branches, it operates vackwards.

In applying this analysis to languages of the Mandarin-Chinese type,
Tai [1969] found that while Conjunction Reduction is allowed under well-
defined conditions, Gapping is not allowed at all, Ovnecifically, Tal
shows that Mandarin-Chinese allows only supject liP-rednced and Vi-re-
duced coordinations (cf. Tb, 9b), but not verb and object-reduced co-

ordinations as can be seen from the ill-formedness of (Ob) and (10bj:

(6) a. VWang hit the oy, and Wang kicked the «irl,

L, ‘Uwang dale nanhdizi, Wang tile nyunaizi.
(7' a. Wwang hit the Loy and kicked the airl,

b. Lang dlle ndnhdizi, tile nyunaizi.

(i a. Wang hit and Lee kicked the boy.

b. *iang ddle, Lee tile nanhdizi.

() @a. WVang and Lee hit the boy.

b. Wang gen Lee dile ndnhdizi.

(i) a. Wang hit the boy, and Lee, the qirl,

b. *VYang dale nanhdizi, Lee nyuhaizi.

That subject-reduced and VP-reduced coordinations should he vermitted in
Ciinesc i3 not surprising, for it seems to be the case that all natural
lanpguages allow these types of reductions.3

Tei [1969] showed that there is a systematic difference between the
grammaticality of sentences such as (7) and (9) in both knglish and Cuinese,
s d the ungrammaticality of the Chinese sentences (8b) and (10b) in contrast

rc the English (8a) and (10a). Yo account for this systematic difference,

31 am indebted to A. Kontsoudas for this observation. As will be
shown below the Bantu Janpuuages under discussion here allow these re-
ductions also,



Tai [1969:79] proposed the IDC stated in (11):
(11) In a coordinate structure, only constituents which are
immediately dominated by conjuncts can undergo identity

deletion,

What constraint (11) states is that given a P-marker such as (12),

(12) #5#
//‘,\
S S
/\ /\
NP VP NP VP
//////\\\\\
\ NP \ NP

a language that allows the deletion of the subject NP's and that of the
VP's, but never that of the verbs and object NP's, is an immediate dominance
language. In contrast, a language that permits the deletion of any of

the four constituents, i.e. subject NP, VP, V, and object NP, is a non-
immediate dominance language. Accordingly, Chinese is an immediate dom-
inance language, and kEnglish is a non-immediate dominance lanfuage.

Tai maintains that the IDC is sufficient and necessary for the differentia-
tion of grammatical from ungrammatical coordinations in a language such as
Chinese, and that its application is independent of categorial properties
of constituents and/or deep structure case properties, Tai presents in
this respect evidence of constructions where certain VP-dominated constitu-
ents such as adverbs and object HP's become deletable once they are pre-
posed, e.g. via Adverb Preposing and Passive transformations. These re-
ductions are permitted, Tai points out, precisely because the constituents
under consideration become superficially dominated by G.

Both Dzamba and Lingala, two Bantu languages spoken in Zaire, allow
verb-reduced as well as object-reduced coordinations. To see this consider,

first, the following Dzamba sentences:

The unstressed initial vowels on noun phrases such as i-ziboke and
i-buki function as determiners in Dzamba., A similar phenomenon has been
observed in Likila and Luganda. For a discussion of this phenomenon in
Dzamba, see Bokamba [1971].



(13) a. oBaba azii i-ziboke, bo oToma azii i-buku.

(Baba got the package, and Tom got “he book.)

b. oBaba azii i-ziboke, bo oMusa, I-buku,

(Baba got the package, and Musa, the book.)

(14) a. oBaba atomi i-ziboke, bo oMusa azii i-zibcke,

(Baba sent the package, and Musa got the package.)

b. oBaba atomi bo oMusa azii i-ziboke,

(Baba sent and Musa got the package.)

These sentences illustrate Gapping (13b) and Conjuaction Reduction (1lhb)

4 la Ross [1967]. More specifically, the sentences in (13) show that for
any well-formed sentential coordination with identical verbs (13a), there
is a corresponding verb-reduced paraphrase with coordinate subjects (13b).
And (14) shows that for any well-formed sentential coordination with iden-
tical objects (lba), there is a corresponding object-reduced paraphrase
with coordinate subjects (1llb),

Now consider in the same respect the following Lingala sentences:

(15) a. Kato alambi loso, mpe Lulu alambi nyama.

(Kathy cooked rice, and Lulu cooked meat.)

b. Kato alambi loso, mpe Lulu, nyama.

(Kathy cooked rice, and Lulu, meat,)

(16) a. Kato asombi loso, mpe Lulu alambi 10s3.

(Kathy bought rice, and Lulu cooked rice.)

b. Kato asombi mpe Lulu alambi 120so.

(Kathy bought and Lulu cooked rice.)

Just like in Dzamba, these sentences illustrate Gapping (15b) and Conjun-
ction Reduction (16) & la Ross. The sentences in (15) show that for any
grammatical sentential coordination with identical verbs in Lingala (15a),
there is a corresponding verb-reduced paraphrase with coorcdinate subjects
(15v). Similarly, for any grammatical sentential coordination with identical
objects (16a), there is a corresponding object-reduced paraphrase with

coordinate subjects (16b).



Further, both Dzamba and Lingala, just like many other natural languages
of the world, allow subject-reduced as well as VP-reduced coordinations as
can be seen from the Dzamba examples (17b) and (18b), and the Lingala (19b)
and (20b):

(17) a. oMama a-nyamol-4ki i-nswe K bo oMama aomb-4ki ma-mako,

(Mother sold the fish, and mother bought the plantains.)

b. oMama a-nyamol-4ki i-nswe bo a-omb-4ki ma-mako.

(Mother sold the fish and bought the plantains,)

(18) a. oMusa a-ke-€ki o motei ., bo oPoso a-ke-£ki o motei .

b

(Musa went to the market, and Pos> went to the market.)

b, oMusa n' oPoso ba-ke-€ki o motei.

(Musa and Pos> went to the market.)

(19) a, Kato a-tckis-4ki mafuta, mpe Kato a-somb-4ki mbisi.
(Kathy sold the 0il, and Kathy bought the fish.)

b. Kato a-tekis-aki mafuta mpe a-somb-4ki mbisi.
(Kathy sold the oil and bought the fish,)

(20) a. Kato a-mon-dki Musa lelo, mpe Lulu a-mon-§ki Musa lelo.

(Kathy saw Musa today, and Lulu saw Musa today.)

b, Kato mpe Lulu ba-mon-4ki Musa lelo.
(Kathy and Lulu (they) saw Musa today.)

Clearly, on the basis of the facts given in (13) through (16), Dzamba and
Lingala cannot be immediate dominance languages, for immediate dominance
languages do not allow verb-reduced nor object-reduced coordinations.
Accordingly, Tai's IDC (cf. 11) would, up to this point, correctly group
Dzamba and Lingala with English as non-immediate dominance languages.5

If this is correct, we should expect the patterns of Dislocation and

Relativization in Dzamba and Lingala to correlate with those of the

5Other Bantu languages not discussed in this paper such as Likila,
Lomongd, and Libinza would also be grouped accordingly, because they allow
these reductions.



English-type of languages (i.e. non-immediate dominance). DKut as it will

be shown momentarily, this is not the case.

3. IDC and Copying Rules

Given this systematic correlation between the deletability of verbs
and objects in sentential coordinations in non-immediate dominance languages
and the non-deletability of the same constituents in immedia£e dominance
languages, Sanders and Tai [1972:169] claim that by extending the IDC from
the case of

(21) ... immediate dominance by a conjunct sentence to that of immedi-
ate dominance by any sentence which is not the highest sentence
of any structure

they can explain a number of additional correlations that seem to obtain
between natural languages. Specifically, Sanders and Tai [19T72] propose
to analyze movement rules as consisting of the set of the following three

ordered universal rules:
(22) a. Copying (optional)

S[XNPY]-—-—a S[NP #S[XNPY]#]

b. Deletion (optional)

Z[NP »‘S[XNPY]#]--—--) Z[HP [xy ]

S

c. Pronominalization (obligatory)

[wp o[ x Py

[ NP # L XTPY ] # ] -3 Pro

Z Z

Sanders and Tai claim that by assuming the non-universal IDC on identity
deletion and the extrinsically ordered set of universal rules in (22), they
can predict the occurrence and co-occurrence of reduced coordinated, top-
icalized, dislocated and relative clause constructions in all languages.
That is, they predict that immediate dominance languages like Chinese

and Lebanese, and non-immediate dominance languages like knglish, will

6,

We will argue below that this extrinsic ordering restriction is un-
necessary, I am indebted to Talmy Givdn for this observation.



behave exactly as in Table I.

Table I
Jmmediate Domi- Non-Immediate
nance languages Dominance lang.

RULES . .

Chinese/Lebanese English
Gapping: V, O - +
Conj. Reduction + +
Topicalization - +
Dislocation + +
Pronom, reflex in Rel. Cl. + -

In other words, Sanders and Tai [1972] maintain that by assuming the rules
of (22), the IDC will enable them to predict that (1) Chinese or Lebanese
will not have Gapping and Topicalization, but will have Conjunction Re-
duction, Dislocation, and a pronominal reflex in its relative clauses.
And (2) that Deletion (22b) will be blocked by the IDC from applying in
the embedded clauses to delete either the subject NP or the object WP,
Pronominalization, however, will apply obligatorily and the resulting sen-
tences in Chinese or Lebanese will contain pronominal reflexes in their
embedded relative clauses. This, Sanders and Tai argue, explains why
relative pronoun reflexes are always found in the embedded clauses of lan-
guages such as Chinese and Lebanese as exemplified in (23a) and (2k),
respectively:
(23) a. Wovei ta dale de néige ndnhdizi 1dile,

*(The boy that I was hit by him came.)

b. *Wé bei dale de néige ndnhdizi 14ile,
(The boy that I was hit by came.)

7

Just for ease of presentation, Gapping is being used here as a rule
that reduces both verbs and objects in coordination, and Conjunction Re-
duction is restricted to subject-reduced coordinations.

8, . . . . . . - .
fopicalization is being used here as defined by Ross [1Y6fb] as dis-
tinct from Dislocation. According to Ross, the former rule is subject to

v

the CNPC, C5C, and SGC, while the latter is not.



(24) a. il walad illi John darab-u izza.
¥(The boy that John hit him came.)

b. *il walad ilii John darab izza.
(The boy that John hit came.)
As can be seen from the ill-formedness of the Chinese (23b) and that of
Lebanese (2hb), the retention of the pronominal reflex in the embedded
clauses of these languages is required.

Languages of the knglish-type, however, will have all five rules as
shown in Table I, but no pronominal reflex will be retained in the embedded
relative clauses of such languages. The ill-formedness of (23a) and (2ua)
attests to the correctness of this claim thus far. Sanders and Tai [1972]
argue that the non-occurrence of pronominal reflexes in the embedded clauses
of non-immediate languages like English can be explained by assuming that
Deletion (22b) applies obligatorily. Thus in English (23b) and (2ub)
Deletion has applied obligatorily to delete the second identical occurrence
of the boy. Clearly, given that English is a non-immediate dominance lan-
guage, Deletion (22b) cannot be blocked from deleting the subject of the
embedded clause as it was the case in Chinese (23a) and Lebanese (2ha).

And since Deletion cannot be blocked by the IDC in non-immediate dominance
languages like English, it will always be the case, if Sanders and Tai's
prediction is correct, that pronominal reflexes of objects will always be
absent in the embedded relative clauses of such languages.

It was established in section 2 that Dzamba and Lingala are non-
immediate dominance languages. If the predictions summarized in Table I
are correct for a non-immediate dominance language like English, and if
the IDC is to be maintained in its generalized version (cf. 21), the same
predictions should hold for other non-immediate languages such as Dzamba
and Lingala., But as the facts summarized in Table II show, this is not
the case here,

According to Sanders and Tai (cf. Table I), there should not be any
language such as Dzamba which is non-immediate dominance and yet (1) lacks
Topicalization & la Ross [1L967b] (as defined in footnote 8), and (2) re-
tains pronominal reflexes in objects in its relative clauses. Specifically

Sanders and Tai [1972:181] claim that
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(25) ... any language which permits verb and object deletion in sentence
coordinations will be a language which also requires the non-
occurrence of anaphoric pronominal reflexes of identical objects
in_its well-formed relative clauses. Conversely, any language
which has pronominal reflexes of objects in relatives will be
a language which has no well-formed verb or object reductions
of sentence coordinations. [Emphasis added, E.B,]

But as Table II shows, however, there are at least two natural languages

Table II

Immediate Domi- Non-Immediate Domi-

nance languages nance languages

RULES 5 "
Chinese Dzamba/Lingala

Gepping: V, O - +
Conj. Reduction + +
Topicalization - -
Dislocation + +
Pronom. Reflex in Rel, Cl. + +

that violate the IDC, A number of Bantu languages such as Dzamba require
2 pronominal reflex of objJects in the embedded relative clauses for all
well-formed relative clause constructions, Consider in this respect, first,
the following Dzamba sentences:
(26) a., oboto b-lo-tomel-4ki i-buku okei a-yei,

*(The man who sent the book to us he came.)

b. oMoto b-lo-tomel-4ki i-buku a-yei.
(The man who sent the book to us came.)

(27) a. Ba-bana ba-kdi i-buku f-bu-zw-4ki b€,
*(The children tore up the book that they found it.)

b, *Ba-bana ba-kdi i-buku f-zw-4ki bf.
(The children tore up the book that they found.)

(28) a. oPoso a-zw-8ki i-mu-nkanda {-mu-tom-4ki Musa.
*(Poso received the letter that lusa sent iﬁ.)

b. ¥oPoso a-zw-4ki i-mu-nkanda f-tom-4ki Musa.
(Poso received the letter that Musa sent.)
These sentences show that the differentiation of the well-formed relative
clauses from the ill-formed ones in Dzamba depends on the retention of the
anaphoric object pronoun in the embedded clause. More specifically, the
pair of sentences in (26) show that the occurrence of a subject anaphoric

pronoun in subject relativization in Dzamba is optional. The sentences



of (27) and (28) show, as attested by the ill-formedness of (27b) and
(28b), that the occurrence of an object anaphoric pronoun in object
relativization in Dzamba is obligatory.

The optional occurrence of a subject anaphoric pronoun in subject
relativization, and the obligatory occurrence of an object anaphoric
pronoun in object relativization in Dzamba can be explained naturally
on both syntactic and semantic grounds if we accept the assumptions that
(a) all grammatical agreements are transformationally derived; and (b)
that in Dzamba, just like in all other Bantu languages, every verb must
agree in class-gender and number with its subject noun phrase. If we
accept these assumptions, it would follow that there are no headless
relative clauses in Dzamba. Opecifically, let us assume that the sen-
tences of (26), for example, are derived from an intermediate structure

such as

(29) 82(oMoto Sl(omoto a-lo-tomel -8ki I—buku)sl a-yei),

w2
'the man the man he-us-sent-to the book he-came'

via relativization of the NP omoto ‘man/person' under identity. Relativ-

ization can yield another intermediate structure such as

(30) 82(oMoto Sl(omoto 4-io-tome | -4ki f-buku)Sl a—yel)S2

to whioh either Deletion (22b) or Pronominalization (22c) may apply. If

Deletion applies, sentence (26b) results; but since Deletion is an optional
rule, we may choose not to apply it. If we do so, Pronominalization will
obligatorily apply to yield sentence (26a) after the normal embedded subject
NP postposing in the embedded cla.use.9 Semantically, the deletion of

the embedded subject noun in (26b) and the replacement of the regular sub-
ject agreement prefix a- for third person singular (human) by the re-
lative pronoun marker &- involves neither loss of information nor creates
ambiguity, because the agreement on the verb of the matrix sentence, viz.
a-yei, which refers to omoto takes care of that. Also, the relative

marker on the verb of the embedded S refers to the same NP,

9For a discussion of subject postposing phenomena in some Bantu
languages see Givén [1972].
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The situation is quite diffcrent, however, for object relativizaticn
for two main reasons, First, Dzamba, un)ike Kiswahili and its dialects,
disallows resumptive pronouns in the verb for unpreposed objiect noun
phrases, That is, one does not find sentences like (3la) in Dzamba,
whereas they are perfectly acceptable in Swahili:

(31) a. *oPoso a-mu-tom-&ki i-mu-nkanda.
*¥{Poso sent it the book.)
b, I-mu-nkanda, oPoso a-mu-tom-8ki,
(The book, Poso sent it,)
This being the case, there is no way to identify i-buku 'book' or
mu-nkanda 'letter' in the embedded clauses of (27) and (28) as arguments
of the predicates Jo-zwa 'to find' and lo-toma 'to send' if the
appropriate anaphoric object pronouns are not incorporated in those
verbs, Second, since object, but not subject, relativization in Dzamba
necessarily involves the postposing of the subject of the embedded clause
to a position after its verb (cf. Givén [1972]), as well as loss of
regular grammatical agreement between the verb and its subject, the
obligatory deletion of the object anaphoric pronoun in accordance to
Sanders and Tai's [1972] analysis results in ungrammaticality. That is,
the verb of the embedded S as in (27v) and (28b) does not exhibit regular
agreement with either its superficial subject (i.e. the preceding NP)
or its deep subject, the noun immediately following the verb, This
anomally results in a loss of information.

The phenomena of lack of regular agreement between the verb of the
embedded clause and its subject, and the obligatory postposing of the
embedded subject after the verb in object relativization apply only to
two of the languages under consideration here, viz. Dzamba and (Standard)
Lingala. Owahili, which does not require such operations, still requires
the occurrence of object anaphoric pronouns in its embedded clauses as
can be seen below:

(32) a. Ki-tabu amba-cho Bakari a-li-ki-ona ki-po hapa.
*(The book which Bakari saw it is here.)

b, Ki-tabu amba-cho a-li-ki-ona Bakari ki-po hapa.
*(The book which Bakari saw it is here.)



13

c. *Ki-tabu amba-cho Bakari a-|i-ona ki-po hapa.
(The book which Bakari saw is here.)

(33) a. Ki-tabu a-li-cho-ki-ona Bakari ki-po hapa.
*(The book which Bakari saw it is here.)

b, *Ki-tabu a-li-cho-ona Bakari ki-po hapa,
(The book which Bakari saw is here.)

As attested by the ungrammaticality of (32c-d) and (33b), these sentences
show clearly that in Swahili,whether the embedded subject is postposed
or not, the occurrence of the anaphoric object pronoun is required.
These facts clearly disconfirm Sanders and Tai's first claim,

The second claim made by Sanders and Tai (cf. Table I) is that a
language which requires the occurrence of anaphoric object pronouns in
its embedded clauses will also be a language that has no rule of Top-
icalization; such a language will instead have a rule of Dislocation,
This claim is predicated on the assumption that Ross's [1967b:208-u4k]
characterization of Topicalization and Dislocation is correct. 1In
particular, Ross formally differentiates Topicalization from Left Dis-
location in that the former is a chopping rule but the latter is not.
Chopping rules, according to Ross [196Tb], obey the Complex NP Constraint,
the Coordinate Structure Constraint, and the Sentential Subject Constraint;
whereas feature changing (or non-chopping) rules do not obey these con-
straints., As long as we assume with the authors the correctness of Ross's
characterization of these rules, it will always be the case that languages
which require anaphoric object pronouns for their embedded clauses will
also be languages with no Topicalization.

But Sanders and Tai's [1972] claims do not stop here. Their third claim,
which is related to the above, is that the "set of languages with Topical-
ization is precisely identical to the set of languages which do not observe

' and that this correlation can be ex-

the Immediate Dominance Condition,'
plained by the IDC itself (cf. 1972:171). We would like to show in this
section that even if we grant Sanders and Tai the basic assumptions they
wish to make, their analysis cannot account for the facts of the Bantu
languages under consideration here. In particular, given that Dzamba

and Lingala are non-immediate dominance languages (cf. section 2),
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and assuming the three extrinsically ordered universal rules of Copying
(22a), Deletion (22b), and Pronominalization {22¢), Sanders and Tai pre-
dict that these languages will have both Topicalization and Dislocation

& la Ross, That this prediction is incorrect is demonstrated by the ill-
formedness of Dzamba (34b) and Lingala (35b):

(34) a. oPoso a-tom-&ki i-mu-nkanda |oome.
(Poso sent the letter today,)

b. ¥I-mu-nkanda, oPoso a-tom-4ki |oome,
(The letter, Posd sent today.)

c. I-mu-nkanda, oPoso a-mu-tom-dki |oome.
(The letter, Poso sent it today.)

(35) a. Poso a-tind-4ki mu-nkanda lelo,
(Poso sent the letter today.)

b, *Mu-nkanda, Poso a-tind-4&ki lelo,
(The letter, Poso sent today.)

c. Mu-nkanda, Poso a-mu-tind-4ki lelo,
(The letter, Poso sent it today.)

These sentences show that in both Dzamba and Lingala Left Dislocation,
but not Topicalization & la Ross, is allowed. According to Sanders and
Tai's predictions summarized in Table I, we expect to get both constructions
The derivation for these constructions in Dzamba, for instance, would pro-
cede as follows: Copying (and Raising) would apply to (3ka) to yeild an
intermediate structure such as (36a) to which Deletion would apply to
yield (36b):

)

(36) a. S(imunkanda S(oPasa atomdki imunkanda I:):)me)S s

s

b. S(imunkanda s(oPoso atomdki Ioome)

S
Once Deletion (22b) has applied to yield (36b), Pronominalization can no
longer apply because its structural description (SD) is no longer met at
this point in the derivation. Thus the application of Deletion before Pro-
nominalization as extrinsically ordered by Sanders and Tai [1972:171-72]
will always bleed the latter rule, and will also yield ungrammatical sen-
tences in Dzamba as well as in Lingala., Clearly, given that these languages

are non-immediate dominance, the IDC cannot be invoked to prevent the
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derivation of ungrammatical sentences such as (34b) and (35b) above.
Similarly, as long as the rules of (22) are assumed to be extrinsically
ordered, there is no way to guarantee the derivation of dislocated senten-
ces like (34c) and (35c) in these languages.

Note that in order to prevent the derivation of ill-formed sentences
such as (34b) and (35b), Deletion must be blocked from applying after
Copying has applied. There are two possible alternatives for accomplish-
ing this, The first way is to still maintain the extrinsic ordering re-
striction but invert the order of Deletion (22b) and Pronominalization
(22¢) so that the latter follows Copying and precedes Deletion as in (37):

(37) a. Copying (optional):
S[ XNPY ] ——9 S[ NP #S[ X NP Y] #]

b. Pronominalization (obligatory):

Z[ NP #S[ XNPY ] #] —-9 Z[ NP S[ X

NP
Pro

Y11
c. Deletion (optional):

Z[ NP #S[ XNPY ] #] —=p Z[ NP s[ XY]]

This formulation of the rules has at least two important advantages over
that of Sanders and Tai. The first advantage is that Deletion will no
longer bleed Pronominalization, and therefore the derivation of dislocated
constructions discussed above will always be guaranteed. The only appa-
rent problem the formulation in (37) creates is that Pronominalization
will bleed Deletion, and therefore prevents the derivation of topicalized
constructions & la Ross. This difficulty, however, can be avoided by
allowing Deletion to apply to either an original NP or its anaphoric pro-

noun; that is, the rule will have to be reformulated as follows:

(38) Revised Deletion Rule (optional):

L NP AL X igio} Y] #] = L NP XY ]]

The second advantage of the formulation in (37) is that it accounts
for the obligatory retention of anaphoric object pronouns in the embedded
clauses of non-immediate dominance languages such as Dzamba and Lingala,

Further, the ordering in (37) seems to be more explanatory than that of
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(22) in that it strongly suggests a formal relationship between Disloca-
tion and Topicalization. The relationship suggested here is that the der-
ivation of dislocated sentences in all languages involves the universal
rules of Copying (optional) and Pronominalization (obligatory); whereas
that of Topicalized sentences involves all three rules: Copying, Pronom-
inalization, and Deletion (optional). The implication here is that top-
icalized sentences are simply variants, optional ones, of dislocated
sentences, This formal relationship is also reflected on the semantic
level as we shall argue below,

The other alternative for blocking the application of Deletion be-
fore Pronominalization is to assume a theory which allows no extrinsic
ordering restrictions such as the one proposed by Koutsoudas, Sanders,
and Noll [197L4]. Given the Unordered Rules Theory, the application pre-
cedence of the three rules of (22) will be determined by universal prin-
ciples rather than language specific restrictions. For a detailed dis-
cussion of this theory the reader should consult the works by Koutsoudas
and Janders cited in the bibliography. But for the purpose of this paper,
the principle that is needed to obviate many of the difficulties inherent
in the Janders and Tai formulation is the Obligatoryv-Optional Precedence:
(39) If on any cycle, the structural descriptions of both an ob-

ligatory and an optional rule are met by a given representation,

the obligatory rule must apoly to this representation.
Given this principle, once Copying (22a) has applied to yield a P-marker
that meets the SD of boti Deletion (optional) and Pronominalization (ob-
ligatory), it will always be the case that the latter rule will have ap-
plicational precedence over the former. This mode of anplication, just
like the first alternative suggested above, will guarantee the derivation
of dislocated sentences in immediate dominance as well as non-immediate
dominance languares., The only change that would be needed here in order
to account for all the constructions discussed in this paper is the re-
placement of Sanders and Tai's original formulation of Deletion (22b)

by our rule (38) above.



lo summarize, we have shown in this section that Ganders and Tai's
formulation of the three rules of Copying, Deletion, and Pronominalization
lead to certain internal contradictions, and fail to account for the facts
of Dzamba, Lingala, and wahili. We have supggested two alternative solu-
tions that avoid many of the difficulties inherent in their analysis.
These solutions, however, just like Sanders and Tai's proposed set of
universal rules (cf. 22), have one weakness to which we see no possible
remedy; and that is, there is no principled way to prevent the application
of the reformulated Deletion rule (33) after Pronominalization to yield
ungrammatical topicalized sentences in Dzamba and Lingala. But since it
is not our purpose here to propose a solution to the problem raised by
Sanders and “ai's [1972] analysis, we leave this matter to future research.

Up to this point we have assumed with Sanders and Tai that Ross's
[196Tb] formal characterization of Topicalization as a chopping rule and
that of Dislocation as a non-chopping rule is correct. We have assumed
further that such a distinction is applicable to the Bantu languages under
consideration here, But this latter assumption seems to be unfounded for
simply the reason that there is no way to make a meaningful comparison be-
tween Topicalization & la Ross and Dislocation in Dzamba, Lingala, and
Swahili as long as these languages seem to have only the latter rule, viz.
Dislocation. Furthermore, many speakers of the English dialect that allows
both of these constructions with whom I have talked feel that topicalized
and dislocated sentences are almost synonymous. If this information is
correct, we would like to propose that Topicalization with (i.e. Disloca-
tion) and Topicalization without pronominal reflex are instances of the
same general rule: Topicalization.

This proposal can be supported on both formal, syntactic, and semantic
levels, Dislocated sentences can be formally analyzed in terms of Copy-
ing (37a) and Pronominalization (3Tb); and Topicalization can be analyzed
in terms of Copying, Pronominalization, and Deletion (37c). If, however,
equivalence or meaning or function must characterize constructions that
are said to be derived from each other, then there are grounds for sug-
gesting that neither could dislocated structures be derived via topical-

ized intermediates, nor could the latter be derived via the former. ‘'he
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discourse context--and function--of both is strikingly different. To begin
with, neither could appear where a topic (NP) is mentioned directly preced-

ing and without other topics involved:

(40) Mary wrote a letter yesterday, and
a. She sent it today (Pronoun)
b. *The letter she sent today (Topicalization)

c. *¥As to the letter, she sent it today (Dislocation)

In a context where a topic is mentioned across a large gap in discourse,

and then other topics are discussed, and then the speaker wants to alert
the hearer to his resuming the old topic, dislocation alone is appropriate:
(k1) Mary wrote a letter yesterday and meant to send it right away.

But then she went out, went to the market, did most of her

monthly shopping and bought bread, butter, fish and cabbaaqe.
On the way home she saw a bus crash info a motorbike,

a. *She sent it today (Pronoun)
b. *¥The letter she sent today (Topicalization)

c. Now as to the letter, she sent it today (Dislocation)

The context in which Topicalization is used is highly specific again.
A group is established as a topic, and members of that group are to be
contrasted, Under these conditions, optionally for the first member of
the contrasting set but much more felicitously for the second, topicali-
zation is used:
(42) Mary bought presents for her parents. She bought a knife for

her father,

a. For her mother she bought a purse.

b. *She bought her a purse.

c, ?As for her mother, she bought her a purse.

It thus seems that Topicalization has a narrower functional range than
Dislocation, which could function either contrastively or non-contrastive-
ly.l(J liote, further, that the group need not be topicalized explicitly,

loln Dzamba, where a Topicalization rule does not exist, bislocation
performs both functions, In Jananese, similarly, tlie same device (the
case marker -wa ) is used for both recall and contrastive Topicalization
(see tuno [1l9T4])., For further discussion of "recall" and “contrastive"
Topicalization, see Givén [1y75].




19

but may also be established as contrastive topic implicitly, by inference

from the first member:

(43) !lary bought a knife for her mother,

b. For her father she bought a vest.

c. ?As to her father, she boucht him a vest,
The two topicalization processes, Wopicalization and Dislocation, ob-
viously share features in common, For exarmple, the LP under their scope

may be definite or generic, bul never referential-indefinite:

(Lk) a. As to the knife, she aave it to her father.
b, As to the 521!?&! they're used to cut thinas with,
c. *As to a knife, she gave one to her father.
d. The knife she gave to her father.
e. Knives she gives him every Christmas,

f. *¥A knife she gave to her father,

This restriction suggests that for both constructions some kind of ante-

cedence in discourse is required. That is, thevy cannot be used for intro-

ducing new arguments into discourse. ¥Finally, in lanfuages where objects
may be case marked and both Dislocation and Topicalization exist, the
first may be easily achieved without preserving the "deep" case marking
of the topicalized argument, but the second may not. Thus, consider

the following data from Hebrew:ll

(45) a. Ha-sefer, karati oto etmol. (Dislocation, non-contrastive)

the-book, I-read it yesterday
(The book, I read it yesterday.)
b. *Hasefer, karati etmol. (Dislocation, pronoun missing)
c. ¥Et-hasefer, karati oto etmol. (Dislocation, ACC case added)

d. Et-hasefer karati etmol. {lopicalization, contrastive)
ACC-the-book I-read yesterday.
(The book I read yesterday.)

e, ¥[t-hasefer karati oto etmol. (Topicalization, pronoun added)

f. *Hasefer karati etmol. (Topicalization, ACC case nissing)

llFor the data I am indebted to Talmy Givén [personal communication].
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This suggests that in some sense Topicalization is much closer to the
underlying structure of 'I'll can John tomorrow,' preserving the object
case marking and disallowing a pronominal reflex. While Dislocation is
a much more severe "operation", harder to justify as derived from either
the underlying sentence (45f) or from the "topicalized" (LSd),

Whether one type of analysis or another is adopted, one thing must
be clear: languages such as Dzamba, Lingala, and Swahili, just like the
immediate dominance languages of Chinese and Lebanese, cannot topicalize
nor object relativize without leaving a pronominal reflex of the deleted

noun.12 These correlations cannot be purely accidental,

4, Conclusion

Whether the analysis just suggested is correct or not remains to be
seen, What is certain, however, is that Sanders and Tai's generalized
immediate dominance constraint has been shown to have failed in an im-
portant respect: predictability. In particular, Sanders and Tai [1972:
161-82] predict, first, that a language which allows verb and object-
reduced coordinations will also be a language that requires the non-
occurrence of anaphoric object pronouns in its well-formed relative
clauses, Ve have just shown that Dzamba and Lingala allow all of these
coordination reductions but require the occurrence of pronominal reflexes
of objects in their well-formed relative clauses. Second, Sanders and
Tai predict that non-immediate dominance languages will have both Top-
icalization with and Topicalization without pronominal reflex, as opposed
to immediate dominance languages such as Chinese and Lebanese which will
have only Topicalization with pronominal reflex (i.e. Dislocation). We
have also shown that this is untenable for Dzamba and Lingala behave like
immediate dominance in this respect by disallowing Topicalization without
pronominal reflex,

Clearly, since Dzamba, Lingala, and Swahili behave as non-immediate
dominance languages with respect to coordination reduction, and as im-
mediate dominance languages with respect to Topicalization and Relativi-

zation, they cannot be called either non-immediate dominance or immediate

127 am indebted to Talmy Givén for this observation,
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dominance languages. 1t follows from this that they constitute a thira
group of languages that Sanders and Tai's [1972] analvsis fails to pre-
dict. This being the case, the explanation for the facts of Topicalization

and Relativization discussed here must be sought elsewhere,
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