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Northern Paiute (Numic, Uto-Aztecan: western United Sfakas two strategies for con-
structing nonsubject relative clauses.INTERNALLY-HEADED RELATIVE CLAUSES the
head noun is contained inside the relative clause, whileXMERNALLY-HEADED RELA-
TIVE CLAUSES, it occurs outside of it. Why does Northern Paiute have pedgithese two
relativization strategies? | argue that both involve ndijestt nominalizations, which exist
independently in the language. Using the syntax and seosaioti nonsubject nominaliza-
tions that | propose elsewhere (Toosarvandani, submittepw that the internally-headed
and externally-headed relative clause strategies foundbithern Paiute arise through the
interaction of language-specific and universal principles

1 Introduction

Languages avail themselves of a wealth of different syittattategies to express the semantics of
relative clauses. In Keenan and Comrie’s (1977:63f.) teamsyntactic object is a relative clause ‘if it
specifies a set of objects (perhaps a one-member set) indws: s larger set is specified, called the
DOMAIN of relativization, and then restricted to some subset ottvhi certain sentence, tRESTRICTING
sentence, is true.’ By this criterion, Northern Paiute (e-Bztecan language from the Numic branch
spoken across the Great Basin in the western United Staiegtheast one strategy for forming nonsubject
relative clause$:

Q) Isu tsiadami i=bisabi-na wadzi-mia-hu.
DEM.NOM girl 1sG.GEN=like-NMz hide-goPUNC
‘The girl that | like ran away.” (elicitation, MS, BP32-4-s40)

In (1), a common noutsidami‘girl’ specifies a domain (the set of girls), and a clause-ldonstituent
immediately following restricts that domain, here to theafagirls the speaker likes. This construction is
usually described as an externally-headed relative claumesumably because it so closely resembles
English externally-headed relative clauses. The domaéei/ing common noun (the head) precedes the

INorthern Paiute is comprised of several closely relatel:dis (Babel et al., to appear). Much of the data presented
here comes from my own fieldwork on the variety spoken at Moakelin eastern California and immediately to the
north in Bridgeport and Coleville, California and SweetgralNevada. Additional data comes from the Burns,
Oregon variety (Thornes 2003), and to a lesser extent thedvtoi, Nevada variety (Snapp et al. 1982) and the
Bannock variety spoken at Fort Hall, Idaho (Liljeblad 1988)r all dialects of Northern Paiute, there are probably
no more than 300 fluent speakers today (Golla, to appear¥paride Mono Lake dialect, there are today around 5
speakers. | thank Grace Dick, Leona Dick, Morris Jack, Eaiandy, Edith McCann, and Madeline Stevens for
teaching me about their language.

| use the following abbreviations in this papecc = accusativeapv = adverbial suffix APPL =
applicative,CAUS = causativepeF = definite,DEM = demonstrativepim = diminutive,bL = dual,DOM = domain
widener (with indefinite pronouns equivalent to Enghgh-eve}, DUR = durative EMPH = emphatic particlegxcL
= exclusiveF = feminine,GEN = genitive,IMPF = imperfective INCH = inchoative INCL = inclusive,INSTR =
instrumental nominalizerp = instrumental prefixiRrR = irrealis,LoC = locatival postpositionyt = masculine,
MOD = modal particleMOT = motion suffix,NEG = negationNOM = nominative NMz = nominalizerNspP =
nonspecific objecRASS= passive PERF= perfect,pL = plural, PRO= resumptive pronourkLUR = pluractional,
PTC = discourse particleQuOT = quotative REFL = possessive anaph@gQ = sequential markegG = singular,
STAT = stative aspect.
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domain-restricting clause, which looks just like a clauseegt that the object is gapped (Snapp et al.
1982:85, Thornes 2003:432—-439).

As Andrews (2007:207) observes, though, languages oftesggs multiple strategies for creating
relative clauses, and Northern Paiute is no exception. diitiad to the externally-headed relative clause, it
has another nonsubject relativization strategy, whichrioasto my knowledge, been previously described:

(2) Kai nit ka=i=bia kammi saa-na  tika-kwi.
NEG 1SG.NOM DEF.ACC=1SG.GEN=mother rabbit cook-Nmz eatiRR
‘I won't eat the rabbit my mother cooked.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-4-s78)

The same basic pieces from the externally-headed reldtivse in (1) are found in (2). There is a
domain-specifying common noukammi‘rabbit’, that is restricted by clause-like constituenhelobvious
difference is that, here, the head occurs inside the réstgiclause in canonical object position
immediately preceding the verb) SimilsNTERNALLY-HEADED RELATIVE CLAUSESare found in
languages as diverse as Japanese, Korean, Lakhota, Mdmegp, and Quechua.

Why should Northern Paiute have these two ways of makingutgast relative clauses? Thornes
(2010) observes that externally-headed relative clalikeshe one in (1), closely resemble nonsubject
nominalizations:

3) I=naa’a saa-na  ne-hu.
1sc.GeEN=father cook-NmMz burnPuUNC
‘What my father was cookingburned.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-9-s18)

The same nominalization suffix that terms a verb into a nouyB)in-na, appears on the verb of the
externally-headed relative clause in (1). It also appearhe verb of the internally-headed relative clause
in (2). I will argue that both types of relative clause arefaict, deverbal nominalizations, with the syntax
and semantics that | give deverbal nominalization in woskeehere (Toosarvandani, submitted).

My argument proceeds as follows. First, in 82, | outline myuasptions about the structure and
interpretation of nonsubject nominalizations like (3)enhin 83, | show how this account predicts the
existence of internally-headed relative clauses likel(284, | go on to argue that externally-headed
relative clauses like (1) have the internal structure ofsobfect nominalizations. Finally, in 85, | discuss
the consequences of my proposal for our understanding déther typology of relative clauses. Before
moving on, | should observe that | will not be discussing sabjelative clauses. Northern Paiute does, of
course, have a way to form relative clauses in which the stibjggument of the restricting clause
constrains the domain specified by the head:

4) N ka=kammi 0'0 aataa-di punni.
1SG.NOM DEF.ACC=rabbit there sit.PL-NMZ SeeDUR
‘| seethe rabbits that are sitting over there.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-4-s68)

(5) N+ ika kutsu patsa-di  yadu'i.
1sG.NOM DEM.ACC cow Kill. SG-NMz talk.DUR
‘| am talking tothe cow killer.” (elicitation, EM, BP14-2-s3)

The same verbal suffixgi, that creates subject relative clauses, such as (4), astesrsubject
nominalizations, as in (5). So, while | may not be able towulscsubject relative clauses here, | believe that
the approach | take for nonsubject relative clauses shaukktended to them as well.

2 The structure and interpretation of nonsubject nominalizations

In earlier work (Toosarvandani, submitted), | propose thatnonsubject nominalization in (6),
repeated from (3) above, has the structure in (7).
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(6) I=naa’a saa-na  ne-hu.
1sG.GEN=father cook-NMz burnPUNC

‘What my father was cooking burned.’ (elicitation, EM, BR8218)

@) DP
D nP
/\
DP n
A /\
i=naa’a vP n
PN
VP vV -na
N
DP V
/N
pro saa

The nominalizer is the overt realization of a nominal fuoetil head, n, which introduces the possession
relation in possessive descriptions. When it is realizeshas takes a vP complement, here one headed by
the verbsaa'cook’. The external argumeititnaa’a ‘my father’ is merged in the specifier of this functional
projection, Spec-nP—the same position that possessoupycc

How do we know that the external argument in nonsubject nalaitions occurs in the same
structural position as possessors? To start, agents ardgsuoss never cooccur (in a corpus of about 600
nominalizations), a complementary distribution thatdwls if they are introduced in the specifier of the
same head. There are three more reasons. First, the exdegoaient in nonsubject nominalizations does
not receive nominative case. Instead, it receives the saonghwlogical realization as the possessor in a
possessive description:

(8) a. I=babi’i 00 habi-nimmi.
1sG.GEN=older.brother therelie-around
‘My older brother is lying over there.’ (elicitation, MS, BR-4-s54)
b. I=saa-na ne-hu.
1SG.GEN=Ccook-NMz burnPuNC
‘What | was cooking burned.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-9-s15)

(9) a. Nika babi’i o'o.
1SG.GEN older.brother there
‘My older brother is over there.’ (elicitation, MS, BP32s52)

b. Nika di-batsa-na o'o.
1SG.GEN NsP-kill. sG-NMz there

‘My kill is over there.’ (elicitation, MS, BP32-3-s50)

Just as the possessor in a possessive description canibedes a proclitic genitive pronoun (8a), so too
can the external argument of a nonsubject nominalizatibip (Bhey can also both be a strong genitive
pronoun, as shown in (9a—b). | assume that both the possagsussessive descriptions and the external
argument in nonsubject nominalizations receive genitagedrom D?

2In fact, only strong pronouns and full DPs receive genitasecin situ in Spec-nP. As in many other languages, the
genitive proclitic pronouns in Northern Paiute are in coampéntary distribution with overt determiners. Following
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Second, even when the external argument is a full DP, we dahdeit receives genitive case
because of the realization of adjectives. Adjectives doathwithin a genitive-marked DP are realized
with the case-marking, not of the immediately dominating(BiRce there is no genitive case for
adjectives), but of the maximal DP. When the possessor DRsrfubject nominalizations contain an
adjective, we find exactly the same pattern:

(10)a. [pp [pp Mi=waha-'yu momoko’nj saa-nq  pisa kamma.
PL=twO-NOM women cookNMz goodtaste

‘The two women'’s cooking tastes good. (elicitation, EM, E8-s4)

b. [pp Sugpp tiitsi-'yu nana ti-batsa-na o0.
DEF.NOM=small-NoM man Nspkkill. sG-NMz there

‘The little man’s kill is over there.’ (elicitation, EM, BE38-s5)

(11)  N# [op ka=[pp waha-ggu momoko’ni saa-n  pisapi.
1SG.NOM DEF.ACC=twO-ACC women cooknmMz like.DUR

‘I like the two women'’s cooking.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-89)

The adjectivesvaha'two’ in (10a) andtiitsi ‘small’ in (10b) are both realized with nominative case sinc
the DPs they are immediately contained within are themsehe possessors of nominalizations in subject
position. And, when the nominalization occurs in objectifias, as in (11), an adjective contained inside
the possessor DP is realized with accusative case.

Third, Northern Paiute has an obligatorily bound pronorhpraclitic ti= that only occurs as the
possessor in possessive descriptions. In (1:2)is bound by the subject D8u=naatsi’i ‘the boy’.

(12) Su=naatsiii bino’o ka=ti;=ddoogga haanikuyaao=dda-yaggwine’e-hu tabbu’a.
DEF.NOM=boyPTC DEF.ACC=REFL=dogscoldfar 3sc.Acc=Ipr.foot-kick-PUNC look.like
‘The boy is scolding hisdog, and then he kicks him to go away.’ (prompted narrativé, M
BP24-1-13, 41)

(13) Su=nana yaisi ka=tij=ti-batsa-nna yaisitika-hu. . .
DEF.NOM=manPTC DEF.ACC=REFL=NSP-kill. SG-NMz PTC eatPUNC
‘The man ate hiskill. . ." (elicitation, EM, BP33-3-s7)

The external argument of a nonsubject nominalization cem la instantiated as this anaphoric pronoun.
Consequently, in (13), the agent of the killing is identifieith the man, the subject of the matrix veika
‘eat’.

Two comments about the structure in (7) are in order. Firdhes not project a specifier. Since
there is no T in these nominalizations, a DP merged in SpasexRd be unable to get nominative case.
So an agent argument is just not merged at all. The tradltioea, of course, is that such optionality
should not be possible since v should c-select (or subcareydor a DP. But, as Pesetsky (1982:180-205)
proposes, since a verb’s c-selectional properties oftaplgiduplicate its s-selectional (or lexical
semantic) properties, c-selection should be eliminategjather (see also Chomsky and Lasnik 1993:517).
The distribution of arguments can then be derived from segiein and the theory of abstract case, which

Cardinaletti (1998), | take genitive proclitic pronound® deficient, and so unlike full DPs they cannot receive
genitive case in their base-merged position. They consetlyuaise to head-adjoin to the determiner, which they can
do since they are heads themselves.

3A DP merged in Spec-vP also cannot raise to Spec-nP to gatgerase. As | will discuss below, Spec-nP is, like
Spec-VvP, an argument position, and so movement into Spéch#aPned. Semantically, this is because a DP that has
raised out of Spec-vP will, after trace-conversion arabstraction, saturate the agent argument of v, and so atill n
be able to serve as the argumentto n.
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independently regulates the distribution of DPs. This apph, while not uncontroversial, has essentially
been adopted and extended within Minimalism to allow stmgcbuilding (by merge) to occur freely
whenever it can, so long as the well-formed syntactic atinecthat results is semantically interpretable
(2008:144). While, in a TP, v can project a specifier contgjrthe agent argument, in a nonsubject
nominalization, it cannot, because this DP would not be-tiasased. (The task then is to show that the
resulting structure is interpretable, which | do below.)

Even though, in (7), v does not project a specifier, it doeke accusative case. The verb in
(14a),tikwi ‘tell’, takes two internal arguments: a theme (what is t@dyl a recipient. In a regular clause,
like (15a), the recipient is realized with accusative céBke content of the telling, in this example, is
contributed by the quotative markeni, which is anaphoric to an earlier utterance in the discoyuiidee
verb in (14b) kuhani‘cook’, is monotransitive, but the applicative suffix addsemefactive argument,
which in a regular clause, such as (15b), is realized withisative case.

(14)a. Ni u=naka-otikiti, ka=naatsi  nika tikwi-na.
1sG.NOM 3sG.Acc=hear-believebEF.ACC=boy 1sG.ACC tell-NMZz
‘| believe what the boy told me.’ (elicitation, Thornes 20086)
b. Su=miidi tmi i=kuhani-ki-na stdamani-pi.
DEF.NOM=meat2SG.ACC 1SG.ACC=CO0KAPPL-NMZ bad do-PERF
‘The meat | cooked for you has spoiled.’ (elicitation, Thesr2003:432)

The accusative case assigned to the recipietitlkafi ‘tell’ and the benefactive argument kfihaniki‘cook
for’ is still available in nonsubject nominalizations, ase wan see in (14a) and (14b) respectively. This
follows if v is present in nonsubject nominalizations, thhut might not project an agent argument
position.

(15)a. Mi  mi=diikwi .
QuUOT 2/3prL.Acc=tell
‘This they told them.’ (narrative, Liljeblad 1966:65)
b. 4mi miidi i=kuhani-ki .
2/3PL.NOM meat 1SG.ACC=CO0K-APPL
‘They're cooking meat for me.’ (elicitation, Thornes 20285)

Now for my second comment about the structure in (7). | am @iy that, when the nonsubject
nominalization describes an object argument, a null resivmpronoun is merged as an argument of V. In
this position, the resumptive pronoun may not have any plogieal form, but its presence affects the
realization of any other objects. Northern Paiute allowly ome object argument to be appear as an
accusative pronominal proclitic on the verb, which as wé gasv can be a recipient (15a) or a promoted
benefactive argument (15b). The verb’s other object argupifet is pronominal, can only be realized as a
strong accusative pronoun (Thornes 2003:304f.). Whendhsubject nominalization describes the patient
or theme, though, these arguments no longer have accesspoottlitic position. The recipient in (14a)
and the benefactive argument in (14b) are both realized@sgsaccusative pronouns. This is, | submit,
because the pronominal proclitic position in these nondatibns is occupied by a null resumptive
pronoun?

Additional evidence that there is a resumptive pronoun msabject nominalizations comes from
the example in (16b).

4In (14b), there is a genitive proclitic pronoun on the verhjeh blocks the appearance of an accusative proclitic.
But, in (14a), the verb’s external argument is a full DP, vihidy hypothesis remains in Spec-nP. The absence of an
accusative proclitic in this example can unambiguouslytb@ated to the presence of a null resumptive pronoun.
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(16) Usu pi-kuba u=kati-cai-na yaisi 0o-tu patsa-u.
DEM.NOM 3SG-LOC 3SG.GEN=Sit.SG.DUR-IMPF-NMZ PTC theretoc kill. SG-PUNC
‘The one he was riding, (Porcupine) killed there.” (has@tiThornes 2003:478)

The entire nominalization refers to the individual Poragpis riding, but this is an activity that in Northern
Paiute is described using a collocation of the Vet ‘sit (sg. durative)’ and the postpositickuba‘on’.

The patient of the riding is projected as the argument ofgb&position, which means that the resumptive
pronoun must be merged as its complement. In this syntaatifiguration, the resumptive pronoym, is
overt— ostensibly, since the postposition, as a bound suffisst have something to attach®t@he

structure, then, for (16b) is quite parallel to that for () @xcept for the difference in the phonological
realization of the resumptive pronoun:

a7 DP
/\
D nP
/\
DP n
/\ T
= vP n
T~
VP V -ha
/\
PP \Y

N |

DP P katiCai

A

pi -kuba

How is it possible for all possessors to be introduced in geesier of the same functional
projection, Spec-nP? And, how is it possible for the extesnguments of nonsubject nominalizations also
to be introduced in Spec-nP? The possession relation—Idorebetween the possessor and the
possessee—is notoriously variable, depending on whatabsegsee is as well as on contextual factors.
For inherently relational nouns, suchrastheror birthday, the possession relation is usually determined
by the head noun itself: e.g. in an out-of-the-blue contiéery’s birthdayrefers to the day on which Mary
was born. For nonrelational nouns, suclckmsid or female the possession relation is entirely
pragmatically determinedary’s cloudcan describe the cloud Mary picked out, or (somewhat
unrealistically) the cloud she owns, etc.

Despite this variability, possessive descriptions caBa&er (to appear) suggests (p. 7), be given
a uniform syntactic treatment. The functional head n wonttbduce a free variable over two-place
relations that would get its meaning from the context anthwmaild relate the possessor in Spec-nP with
the possessee:

(18)  [n] =AfAYMX(F() ARKI(Y)) : (&), (e (et)))

In other words, n would take a property— denoted by the NP —aamichdividual-type argument— the
possessor in Spec-nP—to yield the set of individuals the tizat property and stand in some

contextually salient relation to the possessor. Nonatali nouns, of course, already denote properties, but
relational nouns, as their name suggests, denote two-pat@ns. We must assume, as Barker does, that,
unless it is saturated, one of the relational noun’s tworagnts is existentially bound by a type-shifting
operator calleex, defined as follows:

5The resumptive pronoypi can also be used for emphasis, all by itself or with an endike =simi ‘alone, only’.
Thornes (2003:171f.) observes tipais resumptive since ‘it corefers to another noun phrasedrsttme clause.’ In
this respect, it differs from other pronouns, which canreotbreferential with other clausemate noun phrases.
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(19) ex:i= }‘R)‘XHy(R(X) (Y)) : <<e7 <e7t>>= <e7t>>

This type-shifting operator takes a relation between idials and existentially binds the second
argument, yielding a property.

As an illustration, take the relational notua ‘son’ in (20). The entire possessive description it is
contained within has the semantic derivation in (21).

(20) Su=nana tua wadzi-mia.
DEF.NOM=man sonhide-go

‘The man’s son ran away.’ (elicitation, MS, BP32-2-s6)
(21) 1z(3y(son(z)(y)) AR(z)(the-man)) : e

su=  AX(3y(sonX)(y)) AR(X)(the-man)) : (e,t)

AgiZ(9(2)) :
((et).€) nana AYAX (3y(son(X)(y)) ARX)(Y)) : (e (et))
the-man: e
Ady(son(x)(y)) : (et) n
(by application ofex) AfAYAX (f(X) ARX)(Y)) :
| ((et),(e(et)
tua
son:

(e(et)

The second argument of the relational naua‘son’ is existentially bound. As a property, then, it can
combine with n, which returns a relation between individudihe first of this relation’s arguments is
saturated by the possess@na‘the man’, while the second remains unsaturated. The defilgterminer
applies to this property to pick out the unique individualont the man’s son. The possession relation here
is given by the free variablB, whose meaning comes from the context. The preferencegithdor the
intrinsic possession relation— the man is the genetic faththe son— arises because the most salient
relation in any context will be that encoded by the nowa‘son’ itself.

The meaning forna, which projects a specifier, is identical to the meaning thiaés in possessive
descriptions:

(22)  [-na] = AMAYAX(F(X) AR(X)(Y)) : ((&1), (& (1))

The nominalizer’s first argument is a property. This will he property derived from abstracting over the
resumptive pronoun, which we can take to introduce a freialigrthat must be bound. Note that, to
account for the composition of the verb phrase, we need tptdtimtzer’'s (1996) neo-Davidsonian event
semantics for v. In this approach, both V and v denote reaiatletween individuals and events. V relates
individual-type internal arguments to an event. Once athefverb’s internal arguments have been
saturated, the VP denotes a set of events. Then, v, whidesdlze individual-type external argument to an
event, combines with VP through the rule of event identifiggtwhich Kratzer defines (p. 122) as follows:

(23)  Event identification
Ae(a(x)(e) AB(e)) : (e (st))

Event identification takes one function of type (s,t)) (a function from individuals to functions from
events to truth values) and another function of typeé) (a function from events to truth values) and returns
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a function of type(e, (s,t)). In essence, event identifications combines two prediadtegents by
abstracting over each of their event arguments.
The interpretation of (7), then, can be given in the follogvprarsetree:

(24) 1z(3y3e(cook(z)(e) Aagent(y)(e)) A R(z)(my-father)) : e
D X (JyJe(cook(X')(e) Aagent(y)(e)) AR(X)(my-father)) : (et)

Afz(f(2)):
((et).e)

i=naa’'a AY X (3y3e(cook(X)(e) Aagenty)(e)) ARX)(Y)) : (e {et))
my-father : e
Ax3Jy3Je(cook(x)(e) Aagently)(e)) : (et) -na
(by application ofex) AMAYA (F(X)ARX)(Y)) :

((et), (e (et)))
AxAyJe(cook(x)(e) Aagently)(e)) : (e (et))
(by A-abstraction)
|
Ay3e(cook(x)(e) Aagent(y)(e)) : (et)
(by 3-closure)
|
AyAe(cook(x)(e) Aagent(y)(e)) : (e (s,t))
(by event identification)

cook(x) : (s,t) v
agent:
X:e cook:

(e(st)

The VP denotes a function from events to truth values, andeledion between individuals and events. The
two are, following Kratzer, combined by event identificatim produce another relation between
individuals and events. As we saw above, there is nothingdarspecifier of v, so the agent argument stays
unsaturated, though the event argument does not. In (nagigEbnian event semantics, the meaning of a
sentence is an existential statement. The event variatoteliced by the verb must be existentially bound
(by an operatiord-closure) in order to produce a truth value. In this case]ihopthe event variable in this
way actually produces the property of being the agent of ingog&omething. The free variable introduced
by the resumptive pronoun must be abstracted over, yiellimdation between individuals. This relation
cannot combine with n as it is, just like relational nounse Becond of these individual-type arguments is
existentially bound by the type-shifting operatiexto produce a property— the property of being what
my father cooked. Once the nominalizer has combined withgtoperty and the possessor DP has been
folded in, the nP denotes a property that can serve as theargdor the determiner.

In all of these nonsubject nominalizations, the possessooristrued as the agent of the event
described by the verb. This relation is not, however, endalilectly. Recall that, with the meaning | have
given-na, it introduces a free variable over relations between tles@ssor and the possessee. The
nominalization from (7) has, as we have seen, the translati@25).

(25) [i=naa’a saand] = 1z(JyJe(cook(z)(e) A agenty)(e)) A R(z)(my-father)) : e

This nominalization describes the unique maximal indieidhat is cooked by someone and that stands in
a relationR to my father. Much as with relational nouns, the valu&kafomes from the verb, since, when a
nonsubject nominalization is uttered, it encodes the nadirg relation between the possessor and
possessee. In (25), my father is understood as the agerg ef/émt in which the possessee is cooked. One
might think, though, that since the possession relatiomagmatically determined, it should be possible,
given the right context, to resoNRas some other relation. But even derived nominals in Englisingly
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favor the lexical possession relation. Say that we, alorth miy father, are adjudicating a cooking
competition. Each of us has been served a different dish &alifferent chef, though the identity of these
chefs has been withheld from us. It would seem strange foorseyt:| tasted some of my father’s cooking,
and | didn't like it—to mean, | tasted some of the food that has been given to ingrfad judge (of which,
crucially, he was not the cook). Rather, | might setasted some of my father’s didhseems that the
derived nominal heavily biases an agent interpretationhf®possession relation because, untligh it
explicitly describes a cooking event.

3 The internally-headed relative clause

Nonsubject nominalizations in Northern Paiute descriloividuals bearing a nonsubject semantic
role because there is a resumptive pronoun located insédeeito phrase complement of the nominalizer
that is abstracted over. This resumptive pronoun is licgis@n internal argument position by accusative
case. But there is nothing in this proposal that requireskibia resumptive pronoun. The verb’s internal
argument could, for instance, be a bare noun. In this casesaime machinery that derives nonsubject
nominalizations would derive internally-headed relatiauses.

The internally-headed relative clause in (26), repeateuh the introduction, has the structure in

27).
(26) Kai n ka=i=bia kammi saa-na  tika-kwi.
NEG 1SG.NOM DEF.ACC=1SG.GEN=mother rabbit cook-NMz eatiRR
‘I won't eat the rabbit my mother cooked. (elicitation, EM, BP32-4-s78)
(27) DP
D nP
| T
ka= DP n
AN N
i=bia vP n
N
VP V -na
N
DP V
PN
kammi saa

The heads of internally-headed relative clauses in NantRaiute are, as far as | can tell, obligatorily bare
nouns, likekammi‘rabbit’ in (26). This parallels the restriction found inh&r languages, such as Lakhota,
Mojave, Mooré, and Northern Athabaskan, that the head afteenally-headed relative clause be
indefinite (Basilico 1996). Northern Paiute only has dedigihd demonstrative determiners; indefinites are
realized as bare nouns.

As in Heim’s (1982) theory of indefinites, the bare head nouinternally-headed relative clauses
can be interpreted as a restricted free variable. The darreaning for the entire internally-headed relative
clause then arises because this free variable can be abdtmaer, just as the resumptive pronoun was
abstracted over in nonsubject nominalizations. The coitipoof the internally-headed relative clause in
(26) is given in the following parsetree (the restrictiontba free variable is represented informally with a
subscripted property constant):

6And, as | show in Toosarvandani, submitted (pp. 29—-32), vdilesf the verb’s arguments are saturated, the entire
nominalization ends up describing an event—using exaletlysame machinery described in §2.
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(28) 1z(3y3e(cook(Zanbit ) (€) A agent(y)(e)) A R(z) (my-mother)) : e

ka= AX (FyJe(cook(X ranhit ) (€) Aagent(y)(e)) A R(X)(my-mother)) : (gt)
Aiz(f(2):
((et).€) e
i=bia Ay A (3y3e(cook(X ranpit ) (€) A agentty)(e)) ARK)(Y)) : (e, (&)
my-mother : e
Ax3yFe(cook(Xapbit ) (€) A agent(y)(e)) : (e t) -na
(by application ofex) AMAYM(F(X)ARX)(Y)) :

((et), (e (et)))

AxAy3e(cook(Xanbit ) (€) A agent(y)(e)) : (e, (e t))
(by A-abstraction)

Ay3e(cook(Xrapbit ) (€) A agently)(e)) : (et)
(by 3-closure)

AyAe(cook(Xranbit ) (€) A agent(y)(e)) : (e (s,t))
(by event identification)

COOK(Xrapbit ) * (S:t) v
agent: (e, (s,t))
kammi saa
Xrabbit - € COOK: (g (st))

The head of the internally-head relative clause contribateestricted free variable that saturates the
internal argument of the verb. After v has been folded intortteaning of the predicate and existential
closure of the event variable, this free variable can beattsid over to yield a relation between
individuals— between a cooker and a rabbit being cooked:eSime nominalizer suffix, like other n heads,
combines with a property, the type shifting operatexapplies, and the resulting property is related to the
DPi=bia ‘my mother’ in Spec-nP. After combining with a definite detémer, the entire internally-headed
relative clause refers to the rabbit that the speaker’s enatboked.

As an aside, these internally-headed relative clauses ithdim Paiute have what
Grosu and Landman (1998) calESTRICTIVE semantics, as opposed to thexIMALIZING semantics of
internally-headed relative clauses in Japanese, Koreavgjdl and Quechua (see Grosu 2002:153f.). That
is, internally-headed relative clauses receive a definterpretation when they are embedded under an
overt definite determiner, as in (26). When there is no owgihde determiner, they receive an indefinite
interpretation:

(29) Madeline opo ti-madabbui-na pisapi.
basketNsP-makeNmz like.DUR

‘(1) like a basket that Madeline made.’ (elicitation, EM, BR9-s3)

This is just like regular noun phrases, which without an tdefinite determiner are interpreted as
indefinites.

Restrictive internally-headed relative clauses in Naritaiute do not, however, allow stacking,
as Basilico (1996:514-518) observes they do in LakhotaaiMgjMooré, and Northern Athabaskan. Since
they can be interpreted as indefinites, internally-headdive clauses should be able to serve as the head
of another internally-headed relative clause. So far, ehast observed or been able to elicit any
unambiguous examples of stacking with internally-headtinad clauses in Northern Paiute. In the
languages Basilico considers, though, the head raisesfo ail right-peripheral position while staying

“Alternately, we might think that the indefinite object dez®a property that combines with the verb by
Chung and Ladusaw’s (2004) Restrict operation, as Salaf20@¥:80-85) proposes forébengokre
internally-headed relative clauses.
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inside the relative clause (see p. 516f. on Mojave, for im= In contrast, in Northern Paiute, the head
stays in situ so that embedding one internally-headedivelatause inside another would produce multiple
central embeddingip DP [vp [np DP [y DP V]-ng V]-nal. Two agent DPs would be followed by a single
indefinite NP (the head of the innermost relative clausdddiadd by two-na marked verbs. But, Chomsky
(1961) observes that multiple central embedding resultmacceptability: e.grhe rat the cat the dog
chased killed ate the malfnd, as Karlsson (2007) shows in a survey of seven Euromgauhges, all
with strong written traditions, any degree of multiple gahembedding is vanishingly rare in spoken
language. | attribute the fact that | have been unable tdifgestacked internally-headed relative clauses in
Northern Paiute, a purely spoken language, to the geneaakeptability of multiple central embedding.
Internally-headed relative clauses exhibit the same cageepties as nonsubject nominalizations.
The entire internally-head relative clause is marked withdase corresponding to the grammatical relation
holding between the head and the matrix verb:

(30) [ppSu thtsi-'yu nanamiiddi timi-na] pisa kamma.
DEF.NOM little-NOM man meat buy-NMz goodtaste

‘The meat the little man bought is delicious.’ (elicitatjdeiM, BP32-8-s13)

(31) N# [op ka [pp Waha-ggumomoko’nj opo  ti-madabbui-nan timi-hu.
1SG.NOM DEF.ACC  two-ACcC womanpPL basketNsP-makeNMz 1SG.NOM buy-PUNC

‘| bought the basket the two women made.’ (elicitation, ENPE-8-s17)

In (30), the internally-headed relative clause occurs otitenominative determinesy in (31), it occurs
under the accusative determirker Moreover, an adjective modifying the agent of the embedgledt in
Spec-nP receives the same case that adjectives modifygsggsors do. Since, in (30), the
internally-headed relative clauses is the subject, thecsidgtiitsi ‘small’ appears in the nominative; and,
since, in (31), it is the object, the adjectm@ha'two’ appears in the accusative.

4 The externally-headed relative clause

The externally-headed relative clauses resemble norguigeninalizations in which a nonsubject
argument has been gapped. In (32), the yeshbi‘like’ bears the nominalizer suffixna, and it has no
overt direct object. Instead, the domain specified by thel neaintsiadami— the set of girls—is
restricted to those girls that the speaker likes.

(32) Isu tsiadami i=bisabi-na wadzi-mia-hu.
DEM.NOM girl 1sG.GEN=like-NMz hide-goPUNC
‘The girl that | like ran away.’ (elicitation, MS, BP32-4-8}

In addition, like the external argument of a nonsubject mailization, the external argument of the relative
clause receives genitive case, since it can be realized exsitivg pronominal proclitic (32). And, as in
nonsubject nominalizations, when the gap in the relatises# is the complement of a postposition, the
overt resumptive pronoupi Occurs:

(33) Usu ka=nana pi-noo  i=ti-howai-yai-na tua kuma-du.
thatNOM DEF.ACC=man PRO-with 1SG.GEN=NSP-hunt-IMPF-NMZ sonhusband-make

‘She married the son of the man | used to hunt with.” (Snapp. &982:83)

In (33), the domain specified by the head nounasa‘'man’, which is restricted by the relative clause to
just those men with whom the speaker used to hunt. It is thepmomrent of the postpositiomoo ‘with’
that is being relativized on, and this position is filled bg ffronominal elemerpi.

At first blush, (32) looks unambiguously to be an externakyaded relative clause. A head noun is
followed by a relative clause that contains an agent and etimb-phrase-internal material, as previous
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authors have observed (Snapp et al. 1982:85, Thornes ZM3t39). But, since the agent is realized as a
genitive pronominal proclitic on the verb, it is not impléule to parse the head noun inside the
nominalization. That is, (32) might actually be nothing mtiman an internally-headed relative clause with
the following structure:

(34) DP

DP \%

tsiadami bisabi

There is at least one reason, however, to think that (32)tiaminternally-headed relative clause. In
Northern Paiute possessive descriptions, when the passsessgenitive pronominal proclitic, no overt
determiner is possible, cf. Italian and other languagesdi@aletti 1998):

(35)a. Su=nana i=buggu patsa-hu.
DEF.NOM=manlsG.GEN=horsekill. SG-PUNC
‘The man killed my horse.” (elicitation, EM, BP32-3-s24)
b. N# ka=nana puggu patsa-hu.
1sG.NOM DEF.ACC=man horse kill. SG-PUNC
‘| killed the man’s horse.’” (elicitation, EM, BP32-3-s22)

If (32) were an internally-headed relative clause with tinecsure in (34), then a genitive pronominal
proclitic (merged in Spec-nP) would cooccur with an ovetedainer, a collocation that is not otherwise
attested in the language.

Rather, the correct structure for the externally-head&dive clause in (32) seems to involve the
juxtaposition of two full DPs— one containing the head nond another containing a nonsubject
nominalization. There are two supporting pieces of evidehirst, when the agent of the nonsubject
nominalization is a full DP, an overt determiner can inteevéetween it and the head noun:

(36)a. [pp Su=tsia’d [op ka=naatsi'i  pisabi-nd yaisi niimma.
DEF.NOM= girl DEF.ACC=boy like-Nmz PTC feel
‘The girl the boy likes is sick.’ (elicitation, EM, BP32-8t%)

b. [pp Su=tihidda] [pp ka=nana nagi-gga-nad namatsatsipoggi.
DEF.NOM=deer = DEF.ACC=man chaseMOT-NMZ escape

‘The deer the man was chasing escaped.’ (elicitation, MS2B®Rs27)

Second, since the head noun and the relative clause are@aemed within their own DP, they can, in
addition to having their own determiner, have their own peser:

(37) [ppl=gaadzi [pp I=dimi-na] oo Kkati.
1SG.GEN=car 1SG.GEN=buy-NMz theresit.DUR

‘My car that | bought is sitting over there.’ (elicitationMg BP32-7-s19)
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If genitive case is assigned by D, then the presence of degaoasessors for the head noun and the relative
clause suggests that they are contained within distinct DPs

Externally-headed relative clauses in Northern Paiutmsé®en, to involve the juxtaposition of
two full DPs. It remain a mystery what precisely the relasioip between these two DPs is. An adequate
analysis would have to explain several properties of eatbrineaded relative clauses. First, the head noun
and the nonsubject nominalization form a constituent togresince they can occur in a right-dislocated
position together:

(38) Kai n tika-kwi [pp ka=kammi] [Dp i=bia saa-ng.
NEG 1SG.NOM eatiRR DEF.ACC=rabbit 1sG.GEN=mother cook-NMz
‘I won't eat the rabbit my mother cooked.’ (elicitation, MBP32-4-s76)

Second, the two DPs can be embedded together, as, for iasthegossessor of a possessive description:

(39) Usu [pp ka=nang [pp pi-noo i=ti-howai-yai-na] tua kuma-du.
DEM DEF.ACC=man PRO-with 1SG.GEN=NSP-hunt-IMPF-NMz sonhusband-make
‘She married the son of the man | used to hunt with.’ (eli@itat Snapp et al. 1982:83)

Finally, the relative clause DP—which is just a nonsubjexrhimalization— gets accusative case:

(40)  [pp Su=miiddj [op ka=|[pp tiitsi-ggu nana timi-na] pisa kamma.
DEF.NOM=meat DEF.ACC=small-ACC man buy-NMz goodtaste
‘The meat the little man bought is delicious.’ (elicitatjdeiM, BP32-8-s14)

When the nonsubject nominalization has an overt deteriasean (40), it is the accusative case determiner
ka. And, when the possessor (or agent) is modified by an adgeetivtsi ‘small’ in (40)— it bears the
accusative case suffix.

One possible analysis for the externally-headed relatawgse is that the nonsubject
nominalization DP stands in apposition to the head noun Be.ifitonation of appositive DPs in Northern
Paiute is distinctive. As shown in (41), the first @~ti=dduisi ‘his pet’, forms its own intermediate
intonational phrase with an-Haccent, while the second Di?zddoogga‘his dog’, forms its own
intermediate intonational phrase with an laccent.

(41) H*H — H* L-— :
[pp ka=ti=dduisi| [pp ti=ddoogga-tsi ti=ddane-we yaa tsa-ddaggwi-pinni.
DEF.ACC=REFL=pet = REFL=dog-DIM REFL=neti0C therelp.fingers-carrysTAT
‘.. .but he is carrying his dog, his pet, in the net.” (prontbtarrative, MS, BP24-1-t3, 57)

(42) H*H— H*L —
[pp I=gaadzi] [pp i=dimi-na] 00 Kkati.
1sG.GEN=car  1SG.GEN=buy-NMz theresit.DUR
‘My car that | bought is sitting over there.’ (elicitationMg BP32-7-s19)

This is the same intonational contour found in the exteyrafladed relative clause. In (42), the DP
containing the head noun forms an intermediate phrase witlh-aphrasal accent, while the DP
containing the nonsubject nominalization forms an intetfiaie phrase with an+ phrasal accent.

Of course, if externally-headed relative clauses are fdrtheough the apposition of a nonsubject
nominalization to a regular DP, why is the nonsubject noliiation assigned accusative case? We see this
in both the form of the determiner that takes the nomindbmaas complement and in the form of
adjectives madifying the external argument of the nomaaaion. There is some evidence that accusative
case is the default in Northern Paiute. All DPs except forstiigiect receive accusative case. This includes
direct objects, of course, as in (43), but also recipiergsn §44), and the objects of postpositions, as in
(45). Crucially, adverbs can also occur under a determimieich shows in the accusative case, as in (46).
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(43) Yaisika=paa'a ma  puni-ggwinni.
PTC DEF.ACC=water thereseecONT
‘Then he’s standing there looking at the water.’ (promptadative, MS, BP24-1-t3, 12)

(44) N# ka=tibbi ka=nana kia.
1SG.NOM DEF.ACC=rock DEF.ACC=man give
‘| gave the rock to the man.’ (elicitation, MS, BP12-4-s45)

(45) .. ka=iditi tiipt -nno u=mabina-hu-si.
DEF.ACC=hot dirt -with 3sG.ACC=bury-PUNC-SEQ
‘.. .then you bury it with the hot dirt.’ (procedural text, MBP13-4-t9, 31)

(46) Ka=idzi'i n nabagi’'a.
DEF.ACC=yesterday1sG.NOM bathebDUR
‘Yesterday, | was swimming.’ (elicitation, MS, BP12-4-s2)

| have not been able to obtain the relevant data yet, but @gtignmplausible that the DP apposed to a subject
DP is not able to get nominative case and that therefore istoefault accusative case. If so, then the
nonsubject nominalization in externally-headed relatiaeises would also receive accusative case.

5 Conclusion

Northern Paiute has two ways of forming nonsubject relatiaeses. In the internally-headed
relativization strategy, the domain-specifying noun gsdoside the domain-restricting relative clause. In
the externally-headed relativization strategy, the dorsgiecifying nouns occurs before, and hence
outside, the domain-restricting relative clause. Bothesfigially resemble nonsubject nominalization—in
the nominalizer suffixnathat appears on the verb, in the types of elements they co@ad in the case
realization of the verb’s arguments.

This superficial resemblance, | argued, reflects a deepdngiy Relative clauses in Northern
Paiute, of both the internally-headed and externally-bdadrietiesARE nonsubject nominalizations. The
internally-headed relative clause differs from a nomiration in that it contains a bare noun (the head),
which as an indefinite contributes a variable to be absuaater. The externally-headed relative clause is
constructed through the apposition of a DP containing autgast nominalization to another DP (the
head).

So, to return to the question | raised in the introductionywbes Northern Paiute have these two
ways of making nonsubject relative clauses? The answeatidNbrthern Paiute has a way of making
nonsubject deverbal nominalizations that, given othep@mies of the language, yields constructions with
the semantics of relative clauses. Nonsubject nomin@izaform internally-headed relative clauses
because Northern Paiute has bare nouns that serve as itegefirtiey also form externally-headed relative
clauses because Northern Paiute allows one DP to be appmoaadther DP. These strike me as plausibly
universal properties of all languages, so that the profilelattivization found in Northern Paiute arises
because of how these universal properties interact witpage-specific ones.
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