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In this paper I will be concerned with a suggestion made within X-bar
theory, notably by Jackendoff (1977) and Emonds (1976), that PP (P')?
has the string P—§ as one of its expansions. This structure, they claim, can
be assigned to adverbial subordinate clauses, with the traditionally under-
gtood subordinating conjunctions generated under the P node and the adverbial
clauses under the S node.

In what is to follow, I will first survey the analysis at issue, as presented
in Jackendoff (1977) and Emonds (1976). Then, I will discuss a criticism of
the analysis, made by Hendrick (1976). [ will next re-examine some data and
tentatively suggest that an alternative approach to English adverbial sub-
ordinate clauses, proposed in passing by Hendrick, should be assumed. Finally,
I will consider some adverbial subordinate clauses in Polish and show that the
Jackendoff-Emonds proposal is not applicable there. I will tentatively con-
clude that a generslization made within X-bar theory, involving the expansion
of PP mentioned above, is questionable as far as English is concerned and, as
the Polish facts show, it cannot be claimed to be universal.

1. Theoretical preliminaries
Jackendoff (1973) argued that prepositional phrases have a richer syntax

* T would like to express my sineere thanks to Rob Borsley, who encouraged me to
take up tho topic and was patient enough o give moe a lot of guidance and enlightening
comments as the work on the paper progressed. He is not responsible for tho faults of
this paper. I am also grateful to my informants for the English data, especially Karells
Trebold-Szkoda and Dick Weist.

1 T will use the X -bar notation where it is necessary for the clarity of the prosenta-
tion of the material. Otherwise, 1 will use the traditional notation,
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than had been traditionally assumed. His more recent suggestion {Jackendoff

1977 : 81, 82) is that (1) ts an appropriate rule for expanding PP (P'):
(I} P" - P— (N") (8) (P'")

This rule, he claims, generates the PP’y in the following sentences:

(2) John was standing [P’ [poutside]]

{3 M.ﬂfry i3 [#, {pin] {N,,,the house]]

Eé Bill ran [y, |pup] [,,,to your bedroom])
(

)
)
) Sam sent a letter [p, [¢to0] [x,,,Bill] [p,,,in New York]]
) Tom left [p,[pbefore] [« the ball was over]] |

The rule for P’ in (1} is rather similar to the rule for V’ in (7):
I:T) \ITF i V_ (Nnr}__(PHr)_(.S‘)

Comparing (1) and (7), it can be noticed that prepositions and verbs may be
fﬂlluwed by the same constituents in the same relative order. These parajilels
in the expansions of P’ and V' lead Jackendoff to the assumption within the
feature analysis of X-bar theory that both verbs and prepositions have the
game basic set of syntactic features [ +-Obj 7 and that their phrase structure
rule b 1 d [+0°mP]
s can be collapsed into on '
Jackendoff (1977 :P82} introduceesg?g)ef LR T

(8) X ?
+Obj s X—{N”'}l_(P”’)E_(g]a

+Comp
Condition: If X-=P, not (3 and (1 or 2)).

3

Such crqﬁs—c&tegoﬁa[ generalizations provide evidence for the X-bar theory
assumptions that syntactic categories should be analyzed as feature com-
plexes?®. J

The crucial point about the generalization involving (1} and (7) that I will
ke' concerned here with, as mentioned in the introduection, is the occurrence of
S in the expansion of P’ as well as V', While it is quite uncontroversial that
an 3 can be & V' complement, the claim that it can also be a P’ complement
1s a novel development in the treatment of prepositional phrases.

. 1 The I:lppi:ll'(ﬂlt-l}? simple ¢ondition in (8) handles the fact that, unlike with verb
with prepositions, thore cannot be any constituent between the head ;md the com lﬂlnﬂmﬁt’
sontence. Jackendolf adwmits (1977: 82) that in the cases of collapsing other catr:r; sorie
Whﬂl‘ﬂf their individual expansions differ to a larger extent, the conditions stated f?,11 thsn;
negative form may become so elaborate that the generalizations intended to bo captured
by the phrese structure rules may look implansible. e
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As Jackendoff points out, the idea that he develops goes back to Klima
(1865) who
claims that subordinating eonjunctions can alse be analyzed as prepositions which

take an S eomplement [... E.J.] This provides the simplest description of the relations

between the prepositions in i)ef D_hm}thﬂ ball and the ‘eonjunetions’ m{a;":zf} the ball is over:

ifter

before and after, like many verbs, nouns and adjectives allow oither an object or a subor-
dirate clause (1977:79).

It follows from the above quotation that the occurrence of an S in the ex-
pansion of P’ provides for an additional generalization within X-bar theory,
namely, that the four major syntactic categories, vV, P’, N’ and A’, are ex-
panded in a similar way. This generalization is broader than the other one.
1t is obvious that if the narrower generalization does not hold, the broader
one does not hold either. T will argue that the assumption about the expansion
of P' as P—8 is problematic and that, probably, the generalizations mentioned
above cannot be maintained.

Jackendoff, quoting Klima, illustrates the point with before and after only.
Tn terms of traditional grammar (o.g. Quirk et al. 1972), they can funetion
as both prepositions and subordinating conjunctions, depending on whether
they immediately precede a noun phrase or a clause. There are other words,
such as since, until and despite, which can also be used in these two ways.
(9)—{11) illustrate:

(9) a. John has been living in Canada since the end of the war.
b. John has been living in Canada since the war ended.
(10} a. I will stay here until the beginning of the film.
b. I will stay here until the film begins.
(11) a. Peter had a swim despite the storm.,
b. Peter had a swim despite that the storm was very heavy.

There is also & class of traditionally understood subordinating conjunctions
which cannot be immediately followed by a noun phrase, and thus do not
function as ordinary prepositions. These are, for example, because, if, unless
and although in {12)—(15):?

(12) a. John will come because you have asked him to.
b. *John will come because you.

(13) &, John will come if you ask him to.
b. *John will come if you.

1 Hendrick (1976: 117), in hig discussion of Jackendoff (197%), which I will consider
in the nexb scction, implios that when too would be dominated by P in Jackendoff’s
framncwork. This, howsver, it not Jackendoff’s position. Ho explicitly says {1977 :75)
that when-clauses are 8’ genorated immediately undor V',
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(14) a. John will come unless you ask him to.
b. *John will come unless you.

(15) a. John will come although you haven’t asked him.
b. *John will come although you.

Of the above subordinating conjunctions only because can he immediately
followed by the preposition of and a noun phrase. Thus, parallel to (12)b.
we have (16) but we cannot have (17), for instance, parallel to ( 14}b.

(16) John will come because of you.
(17) *John will come unless of you,

Clearly, then, there are at least three distinct classes of traditionally under-
8tood subordinating conjunections: those which can be immediately followed
by a noun phrase {e.g. before) and thus function also as prepositions, those
which can be followed by a noun phrase with the preposition of intervening
(e.g. because) and those which can never be immediately followed by & noun
phrase {e.g. if}. It is the first class of subordinating conjunetions that has
been the direct motivation for Klima and, consequently, for Jackendoff
to assign them to the category P. Emouds (1976 : 175) explicitly assigns the
subordinating conjunctions of the two other classes to this category too,
Within the assumptions presented here, this seems to be a reasonable thing
to do and perhaps Jackendoff would agree on the matter. If he did not, the
claim would not be a very interesting one as it would concern only a small
group of traditionally understood subordinating conjunctions which wonid
be analyzed as prepositions and the remainder would be analyzed as something
else. In this way, a possible generalization about subordinating conjunctions
would be missed. It is preferable for a theory to analyze all subordinating
conjunctions in a uniform way. Whether this is a simple task to perform is
not: elear. For the purpose of my discussion, I will concentrate on the first two
classes of subordinating conjunctions mentioned at the beginning of this
paragraph.

While Jackendoff (1977) gives only one reason for regarding adverbial
subordinate clanses as PP’s, namely, that certain subordinating conjunctions
appear elsewhere as ordinary prepositions followed hy a noun phrase, Emonds.
(1976 : 173—5) provides a number of arguments for such an analysis. The
first observation he makes is that adverbial subordinate clauses, like ordinary
PP’s can appear in focus position in cleft sentences:

(18) It was to John that I spoke.
(19} a. It was after the president had finished that the disorder began.
b. It was because John left that Mary cried,
The second observation is that prepositions expressing spatial or temporal

direction or location can he preceded by the particle right, as illustrated
in (20) and (21):
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(20) Mary is planning to ge right to London.
(21) John arrived right before the last speech.,

The particle right can also precede before when it introduces a clause:

(22) John arrived right before the last speech began.

Consequently, before in (22) should, according to Emonds, be regarded as the

head of a PP.

The third argument for the position that adverbial subordinate clauses
are PP’s given by Emonds (1976 : 176—8) concerns the operation of a structure
preserving PP lowering rule. This rule relates the following can sentences:

(23) a. John believed that he was right until the end of the lecture.
b. John believed until the end of the lecture that he was right.

It iz clear that in (23)b. the unii! phrase has been moved to the position pre-
ceding the embedded clause. Since the embedded clause is a strictly sub,-
categorized argument of the verb believe, it originates as a daughter of V'
The adverbial PP originates as a sister of V' and so, when it precedes the 8
in {23)h., there is a clear indication that movement of the PP has taken place.
The structure to which the PP lowering applies is presented in (24)%

{24) 5

NP v
|
1 e s T
N | P
John v PP /S\ |!]Il NP
bebeved A that he was right_- until the end of the lecture

Assuming that adverbial subordinate clauses are also PP’s, the relation
hetween the two sentences in (25) can be explained by claiming that the PP
lowering rule has moved the adverbial subordinate clause, a PP, into V’
and thus changed the order of the last two constituents.

(25) a. John believed that he was right until the lecture ended.
L. John believed until the lecture ended that he was right.

These three pieces of ecvidence, then, argue quite strongly that the tradi-
tionally understood subordinating conjunctions are heads of prepositional
phrases. It does not, of course, follow that the underlying structure of ad-

¢ For simplicity, I will include lexieal items in their surface foris.
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verbial subordinate constructions is P—8, as Emonds (1976;172) recognizes.
This claim is derived solely from some parallels between verbs and prepositions
and scrves as some motivation for X-bar theory. The natural questions to ask,
then, are whether there is any evidence to the contrary of the view that
gubordinating conjunctions are, indeed, prepositions and, if they are, whether
they are actually followed by S or by some other consittuent in the under-
lying structure, Obviously, these are two distinct problems. In the next section
I will discuss a eritique of the view that English subordinating conjunctions
are heads of PP’s made by Hendrick (1976).

2. Hendrick’s eriticism of the PP analysis of adverbial subordinate clauses

I am now going to discuss a criticism of Hendrick’s (1976) of an expansion
of the PP node as P—8. He suggests that subordinating conjunctions are not
prepositions but complementizers and, consequently, that adverbial subordi-
nate constructions should be analyzed as S's, not as PP’s. At the end of his
critique, he briefly mentions an alternative possibility for some clauses of this
kind to be analyzed as consisting of a preposition followed by a complex NP,
hence as PP’s.

Although it is not my aim here to defend the P—8 analysis, I will show that
Hendrick's criticisms have no force at all. Moreover, the facts which Emonds is
concerned with, argue against his analysis. In the light of Emonds’ argunients,
the P—8 analysis seems saperior to the proposed COMP—S analysis. However,
there does exist a stronger argument against the former analysis and the prob-
lem 1nvolved there can easily be dealt with if we take up Hendrick’s suguestion
to employ the P—NP structure for some English adverbial subordinate con-
structions.

Hendrick presents three arguments in support of his claim against Jacken-
doff's P—§ structure. The first one is that embedded clauses introduced by
subordinating conjunctions show different behaviour with respect to extraction
from ordinary PP constructions. The second argument involves a parallel
between complementizers and subordinating conjunctions with respect to a
rule moving sentence adverbs. The third argument concerns a distributional
fact that gencrally no surface complementizer is possible after a subordinating
conjunction.

The first of the above arguments is based on the following assumptions:
1) sisters of V7 are syntactic islands; 2) daughters of V' are not syntactic
islands; 3) there is a structure preserving PP lowering rule which can move an
adverbial PP into V’ with the result that it ceases to be an island. Hendrick
claims that it adverbial subordinate constructions are PP’s, originating as
sisters of V7, it should be possible for them to be lowered into V’ and, henco
for extraction to be possible. This prediction, he notices, is false because even
when the PP lowering rule is assumed to have operated, extraction from an
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adverbial subordinate clause gives an angrammatical result (Hendrick 1976+
:117):

(1) a. *What 1s John tired because he went to late?
*Who won't we be satisfied until our demands are met by?

¢. *What did John school when he realized??

In contrast, extraction from an ordinary PP is possible, due to the restruce
turing presented in (3);

(2) Which party did John talk to Sally at?
(3) a.

S
T
| / x

John P 1P ]” NP’

talked 2 NI S whivhp}rqu

:
10 Sally A

b. . S

NI i

f l

N

John i"i’ l’l’
tatllcerd ik NI 11
{0 Sally at which party

Wh-movement applies to {3}b. goving the question in (2). The possibility for:
the lowering rule to operate on (3)a. follows from the fact that in the initial
structure, there is an available P node in V'. This condition is necegsary since

the rule in question is structure preserving.
Hendrick concludes that adverbial subordinate clauses cannot he PP’s but

¢ Ag noted earlier (sce fn. 3}, Hendrick takes when to be a subordinating conjunction.
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§’s, sisters of V’, which explains why they are always syntactie islands. A close
look at some data, however, suggests that the situation is not as straight-
forward as Hendrick would like it to be.

Let us first consider setences containing three ordinary prepositional phra-
ses following the verb. On Hendrick’s assamptions, it should be impossible to
-extract from the third PP hecause it would mean moving a coustituent out of
a sister of V. This would have to be so because there are only two potentially
available PP nodes generated in V’. In the sentences below, one or both of
‘these nodes are occupied by strictly subcategorized arguments of the verbs and
there are one or two adverbial PP’s generated immediately under V”’, The
-operation of the PP lowering rule would involve the first of the two adverbial
PP’s, as in (4}, (5) and (7), and the rightmost PP would always be left as a
sister of V', Therefore, it would be an island and extraction from it would be
impossible. The grammaticality judgements Hendrick gives to illustrate the
point are consistent with this prediction. The sentences in (4) and (5) are his
(1976:117). He marks the questions in b.ag ungrammatical. This iz somewhat
surprising since these questions, as well as the other two, are grammatical to
.all my English informants.

(4) a. John sent a package to New York by registered mail for the friend
who was ill and couldn’t go to the post office himself,
b. (*}Who did John send a package to New York by registered mail for?
(5) a. We talk about mathematics in the reading room on Tuesdays.
b. (*)What days do we talk about mathematics in the reading room on?
(6} a. John talked to Bill about Mary at Harry’s birthday party.
b. Which party did John talk to Bill about Mary at?
(7) a. Mike talked to his aunt from France on Monday at the ‘Poznan’
Hotel.
b. *Which hotel did Mike talk to his aunt from France on Monday at?

1f the wh-questions in (4)b,—({7)b., and especially the last one, are dubious,
they are so probably just for perceptual reasons. (7)b. contains an extra PP,
from France, embedded in an NP. This extra phrase certainly extends the
‘distance’ hetween the wh-phrase and the proposition associated with it at
the end of the sentence. A structually similar but shorter sentence (6)b., con-
taining simple NP’s in the prepositional phrases, is fully acceptable. Since there
are only two PP nodes in V°, there is no possibility for a third PP to become
a daughter of V’. Therefore, we must conclude that the third PP remains its
sigter at the point at which wh-movement applies.
Another piece of evidence supporting the criticism of this aspect of Hendri-
-ck’s account comes from questions like the ones in (8) and (9):

(8) a. John said that he had met a spy in a low tone of voice.
b. What tone of voice did John say that he had met a spy in?

The atructure of adverbinl subordinate clauses 145

{9) a. John heard that Martin owns a Fiat on Friday.
b. Which day did John hear that Martin owns a Fiat on?

The final prepositional phrases in (8) and (9) cannot be said to have been
lowered into V' even though there are two available PP nodes for them there;
the base rules devised for V' by Emonds (1976:175) and Jackendoff {1977:71)
require that the that-clause is gencrated at the end of the string in V’, follo-
wing the PP nodes.® Therefore, since the é»- and on-phrases in (8)b. a:nd (Nb.,
respectively, follow the embedded clanses, they must be directly dmfunated b;:,r
V. Again, then, we are dealing with extraction from a PP that is a sister of V"',

Facts like the above undermine Hendrick’s claim that prepositional phrases
which are sisters of V' are syntactic islands. I will now show that another of
Hendrick’s assumptions, that derived daughters of V' are not islands, is dubions

too.
One set of data supporting this eriticism involves a contrast between the

a. and b. questions in (10)—{12):

{10) a. What tone of voice did John ray that he had met a spy in?
b. "What tone of voice did John say in that he had met a spy?

(11) a. Which day did John hear that Martin owns & Fiat on?
b. *Which day did John hear on that Martin owns a Fiat?

{12) &. Which party did John announce that he was married at!?
b. *Which party did John announce at that he was married?

The guestions in (10)a. and (11)a. are repeated vxamples (8}b. antd '{B?b. We
have just seen that these sentences are good, contrary to the predictions ?f
Hendrick’s agsumptions. His assumptions also predict that the b. exampfe:a in
{10)—(12), involving extraction from a lowered PP, should be grammatical.
Clearly, this prediction does not hold either.

Finally, it should be noted that while it is difficult to extract from a PP
which has been lowered into V7, extraction from a PP which originates in V’
a3 a strietly subeategorized argument is perfectly natural. (13)--(15) tllustrate:

{13) Who did John hear from that Mary lives in Sweden?
(14) Who did Bill argue with that Reagan was insane? .
(13} Who did Sally shout at that she wasn’t going to do the washing up?

It follaws, then, that Hendrick’s first argument against the PP a.na,l_vs:;is {:jf
adverbial subordinate constructions is unacceptable. The assumptions 1t 18

¢ Unlike J ackendoff, Emonds doea not give a full expansion of V’ (his VP). The part
of the phraso structure rule for V* he provides, howovor, i sufficient to establish the or-
der of the final elementa in the phrase:
(i) VP—_... V... (PP} (S} ‘ o
The final part of Jackendoff's expansion of V7 allows the following possibilities:
(1) V-, V... (PP (PP))
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based on and the predictions they lead to are disconfirmed by the facts about
extraction from PP’s, as illustrated in {4)— (15). The claim that a PP has to be
lowered into V’ in order for extraction to be posgible cannot be maintained.
Therefore, to say that the sentences in (1) violate the condition on exiraction
from a PP and, hence, that adverbial subordinate constructions should not be
regarded as PP’s iz wrong,

It should be noted that the formation of questions like the one in (2) above
does not necessarily involve the derivation argued for by Hendrick and pre-
sented in (3) since the crucial PP does not precede a strictly subcategorized
argument,

Hendrick’s second argument dirccted against the position that adverbial
subordinate constructions are PP’s of the structure P—S§ is that there is a
paralle] between complementizers and subordinating eonjunctions with respect
to a rule moving sentence adverbs. He refers here to a rule called Senfence
Adverb Fronting (SAF), introduced by Wexler and Culicover in an unpublished
paper. This rule is responsible for relating the following sentences:

(16) a. John said that he would arrive tomorrow, hopefully.
b. John said that, hopefully, he would arrive tomorrow,

Hendrick notices that an adverb can oeccur bhetween that and the following
clause as well as between a subordinating conjunction and the following clause.

(17} John will be in Paris next year because, hopefuily, he'll get a Ful-
bright.

He claims that the adverb cannot immodiately precede an 8 if the complemen-
tizer that is not present on the surface, as illustrated in (18) below:

(18) *John said, hopefully, he would arrive tomorrow.

Thus, he concludes, when we assume that subordinating conjunetions are
complementizers, the position of sentence adverhs in sentences like (16)b. and
(17}, and their impossibility in sentences liko {18) can be explained in a simple
way by saying that they always have to follow an overt complementizer in
& complement clause. Under that P—S analysis of adverbial subordinate con-
structions this statement would have to involve two categories, a complemen-
tizer and a preposition. Therefore, since the former description is less complex
than the latter one, the COMP-—§ analysis of adverbial subordinate construe-
tions should be preferred,

Tt iz not clear from what Hendrick says, however, what kind of constraint he
is assuming. One possibility is to say that SAT is an ordinary movement rule
and that it is a constraint or the rule stipulating that it can only apply in an
embedded clause when there is a complementizer. This, however, would not
bloek the derivation of (18). Following Chomsky and Lasnik (1977), Hendrick
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would probably assume that movement rules precede deletion rules ar{d t]fla-t
(18) had an underlying complementizer which was deleted after the application
of SAF. Thus. the condition stated on the rule itself would fail to prevent the

eneration of sentences ike (18). o
g Another possibility, then, is to say that the condition is stated as a surface

filter. For Chomsky and Lasnik (1877), surface filters operate on the outpnitt (:f
deletion. A simple filter like (18) would rule out sentences like {18), ag Hendrick’s

grammaticality judgements require.

(]9) *[{j{)}[r&] ﬂ.d‘.r

Yet another possibility is to say that SAF is not an :Errtzllinary E}-‘ﬂt&{:t)zﬁ
but a stylistic rule. For Chomsky and Lasnik (1977), stylistic rules operate
after deletion and filters. The condition could then be stated an the application
e ii;?eharilal:rér possibility Hendrick would adopt, F-he: const-minf; on SAF W;t-h}n
his COMP— § ‘analysis would be simpler than within Jackendoff’s I’ —i5 ana 'ysmi
For J ackendc;ﬁ', if the constraint had the form of a surfa:ce filter, an addltn:tna,
condition indicating that a sentence adverb may follow either & complen:lenti:z]jr
or a preposition would be required. The filter would, then, be something like

(20):

(20) *[comee] Adv,
unless [compe] preceded by P.

A similar complieation would arise for Jackendoft if the constraint were imp'nsed
on SAF regarﬂed not as an ordinary syntactic but as a stylistie ruh;:. In either
case. then, Jackendoff’s analysis would necessitate a more complicated con-
dition. N ' '

This would be an advantage for Hendrick’s position, only if he were r_1ght
about the facts. Crucial for him is sentence (18), with no overt com plcment-fzer.
According to his grammaticality judgements, this sentence is not PUSSlb]lla.
However, all my informants agree that (18), as well as (21) and (22) below are
grammatical.

(21) Mary thought, probably, Bill would phone her up.
(22) Fred believed, eventually, he’d get a grant.

What may be wrong with these sentences is that out of context lthey_ are a h;:-tle
odd for perceptual reasons: in the absence of the e.on':lplementlzer it is une eﬂar
whether the adverh should be associated with the hlg'hcrior the loﬁwer cla:&u.ae.
(23) provides a context in which the sentcnce in question 1s unambiguous:

(23) A.: What did John say when you last saw him?
B.: He said, hopefully, he’d be back with us next year.
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Thus, the rule of SAF does not provide any evidence one way or another in
favour of the COMP--S analysis of adverbial subordinate constructions. It
does not provide any evidence against the P—S analysis either. This conclusion
follows from our re-examination of some crucial data, misinterpreted by
Hendrick. The oddity of the data can be ascribed not to their ungrammaticality
but, apparently, to perceptual factors.

The third and the last of Hendrick’s arguments has to do with the fact that,
in general, subordinating conjunctions are not followed by complementizers,
He suggests that the reason why there is no complementizer following a con-
junction is that conjunctions are themselves complementizers. Therefore, we
do not get strings like *because that, *before that, ete. An analysis assuming
& F'—8 structure of adverbial subordinate constructions would have to account
for the absence of a complementizer after certain subordinating conjunctions.
An account, however, can easily be provided.

Firstly, one might assume with Jackendoff that the complementizer that is
obligatorily deleted in modern English (1977:79).7

Secondly, one might claim that prepositions are followed by a bare S, not
an 8. Bresnan (1979) proposes that this is true of certain verbs, Assuming that
prepositions often behave like verbs, subordinating conjunctions, regarded as
prepositions within X-bar theory, could be said to be followed by a bare S in the
underlying structure and, thus, the COMP node would never appear in such
atructures.

These solutions indicate, then, that the absenco of the complementizer (gt
in adverbial subordinate clanses does not consitute a problem for regarding
suberdinating conjunctions as prepositions folowed by sentences. Furthermore,
as Hendrick himself notices, there are some cases where subordinating con-
junctions which can also function as ordinary prepositions are followed by
a that-clanse:

{(24) a. John went for a walk despite the rain.

b. John went for a walk despite that it was raining.
(25) a. The problem lies in Mary's arrival,

b. The problem lies in that Mary is arriving tomorrow.

In traditional grammar, despite that and in that are regarded as complex
subordinating conjunctions (ef. Quirk et al, 1972). Clearly, they do not con-
stitute a problem for the Jackendoff analysis. In fact, he does not diseuss these
cases. If he did, he would probably medify the claim about ohligatory deletion
of that by saying that it is obligatory with some prepositions, like before, and
blocked with others, like despite. Again, this would make the class of preposi-

7 Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) would say that that is deloted by tho rule of fres
deletion in COMP of elements that have no semantie content. This rule has been eribici-
zod by Pullum and Postal (1979).
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tions look more similar to verbs. Certain verbs, like wani, normally require
deletion of a vomplementizer:
(26) a. *John wanted for Mary to go out with hrm.
b. John wanted Mary to go out with him.

Following Bresnan (1979), we could say that, like verbs, preposit_ju_lgs can }{e
grouped into those which take a bare 8 and those which take an 8 ag their
complements. .

Hendrick’s proposal concerning despiie that and in that follows from his
earlier claims about the structure of adverbial subordinate clauses. He suggests
that they should be regarded as complex enmplementiza:rs. He alro, however,
briefly considers an alternative in which strings like despatfz {kart 8 are analyzed
as a preposition (despite) followed by a complex KFP containing an E:I:ﬂpt}’ hoad
noun and an 8 (that S). He suggests that there is no direct motivation for the
empty node in English and quotes an example from Dutch where a pronoun
following a subordinating conjunction appears when the complement clause
has been extraposed out of the NF.

Tt seems to me that the P— NP analysis of adverbial subordinate clauses has
more to it than Hendrick seems to be aware of. Eventually, I will tentatively
propose that while the P— 8 analysis cannot satisfactorily explain fzerta,in facts
about extraction and about the structure of some adverbial subordinate clauses
in English, the P— NP analysis can. | T

Concluding this section, we ean say that it is clear that ﬂendrmk 8 ori-
ticisms of the P—S analysis of adverbial subordinate construetions cannot ]:)e
accepted. This is so because his azsumptions about extraction from PF’s,
sisters and daughters of V' are untenable; the data he eonsiders is more mfnplex
than his idiosyneratic judgements indicate; and, finally, where he 1s un-
doubtedly right about facts, they pose no real problem for the Izimp(ment-s of
the P—8 analysis. Furthermore, saying that adverbial subordinate clauses
are 8's and not PP’s, Hendrick completely ignores Emonds’ three arguments
for the PT analysis: the fact that prepositional phrases, not sentences (Emﬂpds
197G:133), canvﬂcmlpy the focus position in cleft sentences; ﬂ-lE‘: OCOULTelice
of the intensifier right before prepositions; and the fact that adverbial Sub-ordma—
te constructions, generated as sisters of V' phrase structure rules, can, in some
c¢ircumstances, appear as daughters of V', Tf these constructions were S's and
not PI’s, there would be no simple explanation of these facts.

3. Exiraction and the structure of adverbial subordinaie constructions

Facts nbhout extraction become relevant when the structure of a constituent
is to be determined. As we have seen, Hendrick’s attempt to use this kind ::}f
evidence to explain the islandhood of adverbial suhﬁrdina:t-e c]ausesf&ﬂa
through his inadequate attention to data. For him, extraction from sisters

of V' is not possible. Adverbial subordinate clauses generated as 8's directly
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under V'’ are always islands since they cannot undergo Emonds’ lowering rule.
We have seen, however, that Hendrick’s general assumption about the island-
hood of sisters of V' is wrong,

As far as 1 can see, given Jackendoff’s analysis of adverbial subordinate
clauses, the only principle that might be invoked to block sentences like (1)
is Chomsky's subjacency condition. In its most recent formulation (Chomsky
1980), the condition states that certain rules, in particular movement rules,
cannot operate across the boundary of more than one bounding node.

(1) *What did Bill arrive before started?

In (2), successive cyclic application of wh-movement, in accordance with
Chomsky’s assumptions about the operation of the rule, is presented:

(2) [HWl;&t[sdld Bill arrive {pp[pbeforel [bt[at started]]]]]

It follows from (2) that the implications of aub]acency are dependent on the
choice of the bonding nodes. On the second application of wh-movement in (2),
the wh-word crosses three boundaries. At least two of them must be bounding
nodes in order for subjacency to account for (1). Baltin (1978} argues that
PP, NP and 8 are all bounding nodes. Clearly, the wh-word in {2) croases two
of them, 8 and PP, on the second cycle and this is how extraction from adverbial
subordinate clauses could be explained. However, this combination of bounding
nodes is problematic. Although it can correctly block sentences like (3)a. in
the way presented schematically in (3)b., it cannot block sentences like (4)a.,
noticed by George Horn (personal eommunication to Bob Borsley), asillustrated
in (4)b.
(3) a. ¥*Who did you destroy a book about?
b. [‘E“wl;cr [gdid you destroy l[xe a book 1 [pr about t]}]]
|

(4) a. *About who did you destroy a book?

b. [E&bnutTwhu [sdid you destroy [xepa book t]]]
oo

While in (3) the wh-word crosses two bounding nodes, NP and PP, on its way
to the front of the sentence, the wh-phrase in {4) crosses only one bounding
node, NP. To block (4)a., 8 and NP must be bounding nodes. However, if PP is
also a bounding node, as it is for Baltin, (5)a. is blocked, as illustrated in (5}b.:

(5) a. Who did you talk to?
b. [§who [gdid you talk [pp to t]]]
|

It follows, then, that if PP were nnt a bounding node and S and NP were,
senfences like (3)a., (4)a. and (5)a. would be correctly predicted by the sub-
jacency condition on wh-movement. With S and NP as bounding nodes, how-
ever, subjacency would not be able to explain the islandhood of adverbial
subordinate caluses exemplified in (1) and (2).

L]
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The above considerations as well as some independent eriticism available:

in the literature (ef. Bresnan 1976, Mailing 1978, Borsely 19749, Allen 1980 and

Horn and Borsley in preparation) lead us to the conclusion that it is impossible
1o nceount for the islandhood of adverbial subordinate elauses with subjacency
and, anvway. subjacency g a dubiows constraint.

I fact, it is worth noting that Hendrick cannot invoke subjaeeney vither.
Consider the following:

(61 . Bilt arrived |sfeanebefore] [ Fobin hit Mary [

=W ho did Bill arrive before John hil!
g |Hwbnl|,~q’flid Bill arrive I [ <l compl betore| | dobn bt 1)
I

1
(). represents the strueture which Hendriek assumes for adverbial subordi-
nate constructions. Unless 8 and X are both bounding nodes, there is no way to
prevent the derivarion of (6)h.* Obviously, these two nodes cannot be both

bounding nodes, as it would never be possilidle 1o generate sentences lilke {7):

{73 n. Who did yvou think that John hit?
1. c;whﬂ [ did you think|:[comet, ‘that | [sfohn it 1]{]]

r\ltunlh the derivaticn of {61b. might he blocked by the upacily condition uf
Che misky (19801, The eondition says that if o 1s 1y the domain of the subjeet of (4
cr NI then o eennat be free inc g Tn (63b,, the trace in the original posifion =n tle: rln
wain of the subjeet of the embodded ehause aid. thus, shonld not be free withit the lower
8. Bt iz, however, singe the trace in COMUD does ot ¢ ceominand it as usteated i {1}:

{1) ]
[.'('JIirI‘I-.:’// \\H
/\._
who did IR arreive N
_—-_-____"“‘—'———__
L‘.{}Pﬁ’ A
T./}llw Jobhie bt

It soetus dubious. on the other hand, whether the opacity eondition is a viable means
of blocking (B)b. since. as -Bob Borsley pointid oat o e, it shiould alsa Dlock mosd
Aenbonees like {T-}ﬂ."{ii} lastratos;

(i)a. Who do yvou think thint John Lit?

h.
/ \\
COMD
wlics do you think §
COMTP S
that ol lat t
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. We can conelude, then, that there is no obvious way on Juckendoff s assum-
ptions on the one hand and Hendrick’s assumptions on the other to handle
extraction from adverbial subordinate clauses. Therefore, it seems reasonable
to look for another solution to the problem of the internal structure of these

constructions.

A possib]e account of the islandhood of adverbial subordinate clauses is
suggested by Hendrick’s brief proposal that certain constructions of this type

Id be analyzed as a preposition followed by a &
i y a complex nou 4
iHustrates the idea:® P n phrase. (8)

(%) pp
.,[‘ N P
COMP S
th]ﬂt

For Hendrick, this structure is relevant only in the cases of adverbial subordi-
nate f.‘ila,uaes where that is overtly present. I would like to propose 1'a-t-ﬁer
tentfmtlvely, that all English adverbial subordinate clauses involve a t;ﬂmplex
N: P in the underlying structure. This proposal would treat all adverbial subo;'—
dinate constructions as PP's and wonuld thus be compatible with the three
a,rgume.nts given by Emonds. It would also, however, affect Jackendoff’s
generalization eoncerning verbs and prepositions in that it would be only verbs
but not prepositions which could be followed by a sentential eﬂmplemen’g Thu SL
sentences like (9)a. and (10)a. would, respectively, have structures pre's.e-nt.e{i
schematically in (9)b. and (10)b.; , | |

(9) a. John went out despite that it was raining.
b. John went out [pp [pdespite| [yp [np e] [5 that it was raining]]]
(10) a. John went out before it started to rain.
b. John went out [pp [» before] [np [xp e] [s it started to rain]]]

The advantage of assuming the NP analysis of adverbial subordinate
clause_s rests In the fact that extraction from these elauses can be regarded
ad a violation of the complex NP constraint first formulated by Ross (1967 :Tﬁ)
T_he exact nature of the constraint is not important here: it can be re*crarded-
either as a consequence of Chomsky’s subjacency condition or of ]—Inrx:i:;[ 197;.

" (8) 12 a slightly modified version of tho disgram given by Hendrick (1976; 119)
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1979) KP constraint. What is important here is that complex NT’s are syntactic
islands and thus that the extraction facts can be explained if adverbial subor-
dinate constructions involve a complex NP.

As has been mentioned earlier, Hendrick sees no real motivation for the
empty head of the complex NP in English. It seems, however, that some
motivation can be provided. Consider the following pairs of sentences:

(11) a. John arrived on time despite that the train was late.
b. Joha arrived on time despite the fact that the train was late.
(12} a. John didn’t come because his car had broken down.
b. John didn’t come because of the fact that his car had broken down.

(13) a. Bill arrived before John hit Mary.
h. Bill arrived before the time at which John hit Mary.

Sentences (11)a.—(13)a. contain the controversial adverbial subordinate
constructions. They are synonymous with the b. sentences of (11)—(13). The
latter can plausibly be assigned the structure in {8) with a non-empty head NP.
As regards the a. sentences, one might claim, then, that they derive from an
underlying structyre identical to that of the b. sentences via delefion of the-
lexical heads the fact or the time.r® The deletion of the head noun in (11)-(13)
is optional. Alternatively, one might claim that the underlying structure of
the a. sentences differs only slightly from that of the b. sentences in that the
head NP in the former is an empty node. No deletion would then be necessary”

to derive (l11l)a.-—{13)a.
If the above proposal for an analysis of adverbial subordinate structures in

English is correct, Emonds’s and Jackendoff’s claims about the identitybetween
verbs and prepositions in that they both take sentential complements are not
true for English. The P—NP analysis has the advantage over the P8 analysis
in that it explaing why extraction from adverbial subordinate clauses is not

1 Phe delotion of the hoad NP in (11)b. and {12)h. would trigger the doletion of the
gomplementizer. Tt is not quite clear how oxactly to handle the of in {12). An ad hoe sola-
tion is to say that because of is » complox P and, the of can be deloted nnder cortain circrun-
stanees. A socond solution is t0 say that the preposition because is followed by a PP in the
following structure:

(1) [pphecause [pp [pof] [ypne Jlthe fact [ that his car broke downi]l]

This structure would be conristent with Jackendoff’s expansion of a PP given in (1) in the
first soction of the paper but it would be inconsistent with our claim that all subordinsa-
ting eonjunctions are followed by an NP, It would also he dubicus since the only possible
proposition to follow becaise is of and not any other. A third solution is to say that the
of 1z inserted and Chomsky-adjoined to the NP the fact that 8 1f the deletion rule has not-
applied. Of-insertion is discussed by Jackendoff (1977: 70-7T1) in couneetion with the
derivation of election of John from elect John. Sontences like (12), then, can be a potential
problem: for a wiiform account of subordinating conjunctilons.

(leis (1970) suggests that sentences like {13) b. constitute an intermodiate structure:
from which (13)a. is derived through deletion of the time at which.
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possible. Furthermore, it offers a way to account for the synonymy of certain
types of sentence pairs, like those in (11)—(13). Whether these two arguments
are strong enough to make us definitely reject the other analyses of adverbial
subordinate constructions in English is not yet entirely clear. Tentatively,
then, I will assume that (8} is an appropriate structure for at least some
adverbial subordinate clauses in English.

4. Adverbial subordinate clouses in Polish

As we have seen, the initial motivation for regarding the English subordina-
ting conjunctions as prepoesitions is the fact that they can be followed by a
sentence as well as by a noun phrase:

(1) a. John arrived before midnight.
b. John arrived after midnight.

(2) a. John arrived hefore Jack left.
b. Johu arrived after Jack left.

As ig illustrated below, the equivalent Polish prepositions preed (‘before’) and
po (‘after’) can only be followed by a noun phrage, not by a sentence.

(3) a. Jan przyjechat przed Marig.
John arrived before Mary
[+1Ins]
‘John atrived before Mary.’
b. Jan przyjechal po Marii.
John arrived after Mary
[-+Loe]
‘John arrived after Mary.’
(4} a. *Jan przyjechal przed Jerzy wyjechal.
John arrived before George left;
‘John arrived before George left.’
b. *Jan przyjechal po Jerzy wyjechal.
John arrived after George left
‘John arrived after George left.’
(5) a. Jan przyjechat przed wyjazdem Jerzego.
John arrived before departure George's
[+Ins]
‘John arrived beofre George’s departure.’
b. Jan przyjechat po wyjetdzie Jerzego.
John arrived after departure George’s
[} Loc]
‘John arrived after George’s departure.’
{6} a. Jan preyjechal przed tym, jak Jerzy wyjechal,
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John arrived before this how George left
[+Ins]
“John arrived before George left.’
b. Jan przyjechal po tym, jak Jerzy wyjechal,
John arrived after this how George left

[+Loc]
‘John arrived after George left,’

Asg is evident from (3}, przed takes an object NP in the Instrumental cage and
po takes an NP in the Locative case. If a subordinate clause immediately
follows either of the prepesitions, as in (4}, the whole sentence is ungrammadtical.
The adverbial subordinate clause has to be introduced by the demonstrative
pronoun fer (‘this'/masc.) in the appropriate case,* followed by the comple-
mentizer juk (‘how’),!? as in (6). It seems plausible, then, that {6} should be
assigned an underlying structure like (7), along the lines suggested by Hendrick
(1976) and presented in (8) in the preceding section.

/S\

{7}

NP VD
'\'/ 1/\
! : P
Jan ey jechat P NP
| AN
prred N ™

| |

ter COXMP

e

jalk Jorzy wyjechal

nimilar to przed and po is mimo (‘degpite’). On the surface, mimo can be
followed either by a simple or a complex NP:

(8) Jan byl w dobrym humorze mimo uwag Anny,

12 The Instrumental and the Locative forma of fen are both fym:
{i} Jan rozmawial z tym Zolnierzem.
John talked with this soldier
*JTohn talked with this soldier.’
(i) Jan rozmawial o tvm zolnierzu,
John tatked about this soldior
‘John talked about this soldier.”
2 Hee Boraley (1979) for arguments that in certain circurnstances jak should be rogar-
ded as a complementizeor rather than ag a wh-word.
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John was in good humer despite remarks Ann’s
| [--Gen]
‘John was in a good mood despite Ann’s romarks.”
(9) Piotr poszedl na spacer mimo tego, Ze nie mial parasola
Peter went on walk despite this that not {he) had umbréa]l&
‘ [+Gen]
Peter went for a walk despite that he hadn’t got an umbrella.’

;Tld;;fmo takes an NP in the Genitive case. !? Again, we notice that when it is
ollowed by an adverbial clause, the clause is preceded by a demonstrative

; Unlike *:.vith ;p?'zed_a,ud po, where the demonstrative is obligatory, the
emonstrative after mimeo is optional. (10) and (1 1} illustrate: ,

; . rzed| .
(10) *Jan przyjechal {go . } jak Jerzy wyjechal.
(1}) Piotr poszed! na spacer mimo, Ze nie mial parasola.

'_].‘here'fore, we can say that mimo is quite like the English despite in that it
i3 '{}Ptlﬂﬂ&ll}? followed by an NP preceding an embedded clause. In the case E
*fmmo, the NP is a form of a demonstrative pronoun, in the ea:ae of despet ‘?t
is the ﬁe:ﬂt. The non-occurrence of the demonstrative in Polish. like of tfi% ; l-t
m English, can be explained in two ways: either the demunst-ra-;:ive head of tr;;&
complex NP is present in the underlying structure and then optionall delet- ad
or the‘hﬂ:a-d N is generated as an empty node in some ﬂircumﬁt'-unce:;r 1—"'.-"512‘-:}1
3;11&1‘}?51'5'13 correct is not important here. The important thing is th-&t wit.h
prepositions like przed, po and miémo followed by adverbial subordinate claus |
the underlying structure is clearly P— NP, and not P8 | o
(14;innther set of Polish adverbial subordinate clauses ia:: presented in (12)—
(12) Jan bedzie w Paryin w przyszlym roku dlatego, ze dostanie

John will be in Paris in next yeur for-this that ,{he) wiil gc‘t

stypendium,

§ ) . | grant
John will be in Paris next ycar because he will get a grant,’

(_l E .Ij(}tr poznal Anne przedtem, jak kupit samochdd.

1:3' Mumo takes also noun phrases in the Accusative case:
{1} . mino wazyatlko '
dogpite overything
[+Acc]
b, /*mimo wssystlkicgo
despite averytinng
[+ Gen]
giiiﬂ{ieilzf:; ;;;rﬂ;:: pronoun .f,.en follo Erin & mano as the head of a complex NP may appear
S ﬂn:l Piﬁﬁg {4-{ ;;,r;é? ;E] Genitive form (ef,, for cxanple, Urbanezak (L9GG

*
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Peter met Ann before-this how {he)bought car
“Peter met Ann before he bought the car’.

(14) Piotr poznal Anne potem, jak kupit samochdd.
Peter met Ann after-this how (he) bought car
‘Peter met Ann after he bought the car’.

Superficially, adopting Jackendoff’s analysis, dlatego, przediem and potem
should be assigned to the category P, followed by ze- and jak-clauses within
a PP. However, dlafego, przedtem and potem can never be followed by a noun
phrase. Therefore, treating them as prepositions in the above sentences would
be quite dubious.

Following Hendrick’s proposal of the COMP — 8 analysis of adverbial
subordinate clauses, one might claim that dlatego Ze, przedtem jak and potem jak
are complex complementizers. We have seen, however, that the idea of a com-
plex complementizer is not very plausible for English and, likewise, does not
secem very appealing as far as Polish is concerned. Later, I will present an
argument against this idea for Polish. For now, the rejection of this solution
can be justified by the fact that there are two other, more plausible ways to
analyze the adverbial subordinate constructions in (12)—(14).

The first possible analysis is based on the observation that diatego, przediem
and potem are each composed of two elements: & preposition, dia (‘for’), przed
{‘betore’) and po (‘after’}, and a form of the demonastrative pronoun fen (‘thie’).
in the case of dlatego, ten appears in its Genitive form fego. This is not sur-
prising since dla is normally followed by a noun phrase in the Genitive case:

(15) Herbata jest dla Aliny.
tea is for Alina

[ 4-Gen]
‘The tea, iz for Alina’.

In the cases of przedtem and potem, ten uppears in a phonologically modified
form of fym. We have seen that przed takes a noun phrase in the Instrumental
casc and po takes a noun phrase in the Locative case.

The ze following dlatego in (12) is clearly a complementizer, & traditionally
understood subordinating conjunction, as it introduces subordinate elauses
like the one in {16);

(16} Jan powicdzial, ze przyjdzie.

John said that (he)will come
‘John said that he would come’,

The juk following przedtem and potem in (13) and (14) is also a complementizer
{cf. fn. 12).

Thus, using evidence from case marking of fen, we could say that diatego
e 8, przedtem jok S and potem jak S derive from a PP containing the preposi-
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tions dla, przed and po, respectively, followed by a complex NP with ten

a8 the head. This analysis is essentially similar to the one proposed for

sentences like (6). (17) illustrates the underlying structure of (12):
(17) S

T T

NI V'
N vV PP PP
Jan hedzie w Parvin \\.]:-143“11\]”1\” 'P/\l\\ﬂ‘

b ey
N <

dla

tenn COMDP =~
ze+ oJan dostanye
stypendium

After frfE?‘ff in -(17} ]’_1&'5 been assigned the Genitive case marking, the preceding
prepos_mm} is adjoined to it, which results in dlatego. This readjustment
operation is independently motivated by wh-questions like (18):

(18) Z ktérym Maria rozmawiala mezezyzna?
with which Mary taked man
‘Which man did Mary talk to?

Assuming that (18) derives directly from an underlying structure like (19), we
would have to say that a non-constituent z kidrym is fronted by wh-movem?en t

19) g
™
Ilv*l’. VI
T \"/\w
z/ l}nt-/\,\f‘
ktdr}rrln mt;.?',{-z;;lzm;
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Since it is generally accepted that only constituents can be moved {Schwartz
1972), the preposition z (‘with’) in (19) must first form a constitnent with
ktérym (‘which’). The result of the operation of this readjnmstment rule is

gsomething like {20):

(20) S
o Tw
I\J V’///\PP
lehu-i 3 1-!}111} awiala NIP
Det N
P/}ct m@ilc AEAE
kt{l&rym

Thus, to claim that diatego derives from dia and fego as well as przedtem and
potem from przed and fym, and po and tym, respectively, does not seem un-
reasonable.

Under the second possible analysis of the adverbial subordinate clauses.
in (12)—(14), dlatego, przedtem and potem are simply adverbs and they are
not derived structures. (21)—(23) illustrate the adverbial use of diatego,

przedtem and potem.:

(21} Jan dlatego nie przyszedi do szkoly.
John for-this not came to school
“T'his is why John didn’t come fo school'.
(22) Maria byla tu przedtem.
Mary was here before-this
‘Mary has been here hefore’.
(23) Marek przyjdzie potem.
Mark will come after-this
‘Mark will come afterwards’.

In (21), dlatego refers to an earlier mentioned reason for John’s not coming to-
school, In (22) and (23), przediem and potem, respectively, refer to some specific
time, previously mentioned in the discourse.

Assuming that dlatego, przedfem and potem are always adverbs, it seems
quite plausible to propose that the adverbial subordinate coustructions in
(12)—(14) are complex adverbial phrases. (24} iNlustrates the idea for (12):
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(24} S
/’/l\
i s
N V'’ PP AdvP
.IJan bedzie w Paryan w przyszlym rokt Adv S
dlatego COMP =
Zo Jan dostanie

stvpendium

Shortly, I will argue that an analysis illustrated in {24} is preferable to the
one illustrated in (17).

A rather different type of adverbial subordinate clauses is illustrated in
the following:

(23) Jan nie przyjdze, bo zlamal noge.

John not will come because (he)broke leg

John won’t come becanse he’s broken a leg.’
(26) Maria byla tu, zanim poznata Pawla,

Mary was here before (she)met Paul.

‘Mary was here before she met Paul.’

(27) Przetlumacz ten tekst, odkad zgznaczylem,
(you)translate this text from-where (T)marked
“Translate this text from where I've made a mark.’

(28) Przeczytaj ten list, dokad ei pokazalem,
(youjread this letter to-where you (T)shewed
‘Read this letter up to where I've shown you.’

(29} Piotr zadzwoni, skad bedzie mégl,

Peter will phone from-where (he)will be can
‘Peter will phone from where he’ll be able to.’

Bo (*because’), zanim (‘before’), odkgd (‘from where’), dokad (‘to where’Y and
skqd (‘from where’) function here as snbordinating conjunctions. They can
never, however, be followed by an NP like ordinary prepositions and therefore
1t would be quite strange to claim that (25)—(29) conform to Jackendoff’s
analysis of adverbial subordinate clauses.

Thete is strong evidence, on the other hand, that these subordinating
conjunetions are in COMP. While b0 and zenim in (25) and (26) introduce
only adverbial subordinate clauses, odkqd, doked and skgd appear in wh-ques-
tions, as iltustrated in (30)—(32):
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{30} Odkad mam przetlumaczyé ten tekst?
from-where (I}have translate this text
“Where do I have to translate this text from?’
{31) Dokad moge przeczytaé ten list?
to-where (I}can read this letter
‘How far can I read this letter?’
(32) Skad Piotr zadzwoni?
from-where Peter will phone
“Where will Peter phone from?’

It seems reasonable, then, to assume that the words in question in {27)—{29)
are wh-words, In fact, they are wh-words in COMP of free relative clauses, 14
Their ability to appear with the suffix -kolwiek, indicative of free relative
constructions {cf, Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) for this kind of evidence for
English free relatives) confirms this proposal:

(33) a. Przetlumacz ten tekst odkadkolwiek cheesz.
(you)translate this text from-wherever (you)want
‘Translate this text from wherever you like’.

b. Przeczyta] ten list dokadkolwiek cheesz.
(vou)read this letter to-wherever {you)want
‘Read this letter to wherever you like’,
¢. Piotr zadzwoni skadkolwiek bedzie mdégl.
Peter will pbone from-wherever {he)will be can
‘Peter will phone from wherever he will be able to’.

Bo and zanim cannot introduce wh-questions but since they occupy exactly
the same positions in {25) and (26) as the wh-words in, (27}—(29), they may be
regarded as occupying the COMP position too.

There are three further arguments in support of this claim about {25)—(29).
Tirstly, there is u general agreement that all subordinate clauses in Polish,
unfike in Knglish, must have a complementizer in surface structure. (34)—{37)
allustrate the point: | |

{34) John married the girl he had met on Lthe train.

(35) a. Jan podlubil dziewczyne, ktdéra poznal w pociggu.
John married girl which (he) met in train
‘John married the girl who he had met on the train’.

b, *Jan poslubil dziewezyne, poznal w pociagu.

{36) John thinks he is clever,

{37} a. Jan myshl, sc jest zdolny.
John thinks that (he)is clever

14 For a discussion of Polish frec relatives BOG H_or_sley {1980).
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‘John thinks that he is clever.’
b. *Jan myéli, jest zdolny.
We can conclude, then, that the subordinating ceonjunctions in (25)— {29}
can be regarded as occupying the COMP position since there is ne other
obvious candidate for this position in these sentences.

Secondly, the first and second person past tense inflections can be moved
away from the verb and attached to the words under consideration, just as
they can to other, more obvious complementizers and wh-words in COMP_1%
(38)—(41) illustrate:

(38) a. Jan wiedzial, ze ty przyszedles.
John knew that you came
‘John knew that you'd come’.
b. Jan wiedzial, zes ty przyszedl.
(39) a. Kiedy widzielidcie Marig?
when (you/pl.)Jsaw Mary
‘When did you see Mary'?
b. Kiedyscie widzieli Marie?
(40) a. Maria byla tu zanim ja poznales.
Mary was here before her (you)met
‘Mary was here before you met her’.
b. Maria byta tu, zanim§ ja poznal.
b. Maria byla tu, zanimg ja poznal.
(41} a. Przeczytalem ten list, dokad mi pokazales.
(I)read this letter to-where me (you)showed
‘T read the letter up to where you’d shown me’
b. Przeczytalem ten list, dokadé mi pokazat.

As noted in Borsley (in preparation), mobile inflections cannot appear outside
the first § that dominates the verb with which they are associated. Thus, for
example, an inflection can be attached to the relative pronoun in COMP but
not to the head noun, which is outsids the S. (42) illustrates:

(42) a. Mezczyzna, ktérego widziates, wyjechal do Francji.
man which (you)saw went to France
‘The man you saw has gone to France’.
b. MeZczyzna, ktdregod widzial, wyjechal do I'raneji.
c. *Mezczyznad, ktérego widzial, wyjechal do Francji.

This fact argues for an analysis of subordinating conjunctions under which
they are within an S, i.e. in COMP. If subordinating conjunctions were treated

1+ Speakers vary in the realization of this phenomenon with jak: jekicsd and jaked
are the alternatives, Jaké has been chosen here for the sake of simplicity.
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as prepositions, mobile inflections would have to be said to be crossing a
clause boundary when they appear with bo, zanim, etc. Moreover, another
restriction on the movement of mobile inflections would be violated, namely,
that they cannot be attached to prepositions. (43) illustrates: |

(43) a. Do Paryza pojechales.
to Paris (you)went
“You went to Paris’.
b. Do Paryzad pojechal.
¢. *Doé Paryia pojechal,

Thus, the occurrence of mobile inflections with subordinating conjunctions
provides evidence that they should be treated as complementizers rather than
prepositions.

We can also use the facts about mobile inflections to justify the rejection of
the idea of a complex COMP for dialego ie, przediem jak and potem jak, sug-
gested in connection with sentences (12)—(14). The inflections cen only be
attached to the second element, not to the first:

(44) a. Byle§ tam dlatego, Ze dostal stypendium,
(you)were there for-this that{you)got grant
“You were there because you’d got a grant’.
b. *Byle$ tam dlategos, ze dostal stypendium,
{45) a. Poznale§ Anne przedtem, jaké kupil samochéd.
{you)met Ann before-this how(you) bought car
‘You met Ann before you bought the car’.
b. *Poznale§ Anne przedtems, jak kupil samochod,
{46) a. Poznaled Anne potem, jaké kupil samochéd.
{you)met Ann after-this how(you) bought car
‘You met Ann after you bought the car’.
b. *Poznale§ Anng potem$, jak kupil samochdd.

The third argument in favour of regarding the subordinating conjunctions
in (25)—(29) as occupying the COMP position is that they can be preceded
by various adverbs. Parallel to {25)—(29), we have {47)—(51):

(47) Jan nie przyjdzie dlatego, bo zlamal noge.
John not will come for-this because (he)broke leg
(48) Maria byla tu przedtem, zanim poznala Pawla.
Mary was here before-this before (she)met Paul
(49} Przetlumacs ten tekst odtgd, odkad zaznaczylem.
(you)translate this text from-here from-where (I)marked
{60) Przeczytaj ten list dotad, dokad ci pokazalem.
(you)read this letter to-here to-where you (I)showed
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(51) Piotr zadzwoni stad, skad bedzie mdgt.
.. Peter will phone from-hers from-where. (he)will be can ..

The above sentences show a great Eimﬂarity to those in (12)—({14). Therefore,
they should all be analyzed in a uniform fashion. “
_ We can now return to the question of whether the analysis in (17) or (24}
is appropriate for certain adverbial subordinate constructions in FPolish.
I we tried to extend the analysis in (17) to odigd (‘to-here’) and sfqd (‘from-
-here’) we notice that while -tego of dlatego and -fem of przediem and potem
can appear on their own elsewhere, -fqd of odtqd, doiqd and sigd cannot. There-
fq:e, it seem preferable to postulate that odtqd, dotad and siqd, and, con-
sequently, diatego, przediem and potem are not derived forms. Thus, the analysis
in (24) is preferable for both (12)—(14) and (47)—{51). This analysis provides a
uniform account for two types of adverbial subordinate clauses:those in-
troduced by an ‘ordinary’ complementizer and those introduced by a wh-word
in COMP. As far as the latter type is concerned, it supports the claim made by
Borsley (1980) that Polish free relatives are headless relative clauses. |

It is easy to notice that the adverhial heads in (47)—(51)} are optional.
LPotem in (14) is also optional, as (52} illustrates:

(52) Piotr poznal Anne, jak kupil samochdod.
Dlatego in (12), unlike in (23), is obligatory, as (93) illustrates:
(53) *Jan bedzie w Paryzu w przyszlym roku, ze dostanie stypendium,

Preedtem in (13} is obligatory, as its absence results in the reading under
which the order of the events described in the original sentence is reversed.
Przedtem 1s optional, however, if the complementizer zanim, not jak, introduces
the emhedded clause, 1 |

Generalizing the description, we can say that the adverbial head is obliga-
tory unless it precedes some specialized complementizer, associated only with
this adverb. If the eomplementizer is Ze or jak, associated with dlafego and
potem, respectively, in adverbial subordinate constructions but also appearing
elsewhere, introducing other kinds of subordinate clauses, the adverb is oblki-
gatory. Whether, in the cases where the adverb is optional, in the underlying
structnre the Adv node always dominates some lexical material which ea;
later be deleted or whether it is sometimes generated as an empty node is not
important for the present discussion, '

5. Conelusion

In the above discussion I have been concerned with adverbial subordinate
constructions. According to Jackendoff (1977) and Emonds (1976), the sub-
{erlnatlng conjuention belongs to the category P and is followed by an 8
in the underlying structure. This assumption makes the. base rule of & PP
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paraflel to the base rule of a VP, which provides motivation for X-bar theory:
verbs and prepositions can be referred to in terms of the same basic features

|+ Obj} and { +Comp}, and thig kind of generalization across various syr_ltactie-

categories ig exactly what the theory is supposed to capture. If an & were
not a possible complement of a PP, the generalization about the two categories
and the subsequent simplification would have to be complieated. Consequently,
a broader generalization within which all the four major syntactic eategories,
NP, VP, PP and AP, can take & final § in their expansions, would not be
possible either. The initial motivation for treating subordinating conjunctions.
as prepositions was that some of them, like before and after, do function as
ordinary prepositions elsewhere (i.¢. are followed by an NP).

Hendrick (1976) tries to show that, for various reagsons, an adverbial
subordinate construetion cannot be treated as a preposition followed by an 8.
His main alternative to the P—S analysis is that a subordinating conjunction
is a complementizer, followed by an 8. As 1 have shown, his arguments against
Jackendoff (and Emonds) as well as for his own position are untenable. He
makes an important observation, however, that extraction from adverbial
subordinate clauses, unlike from other types of subordinate clauses, is im-
possible. As we have seen, there is no obvious way to account for this with
either a P—8 or a COMP—S analysis. In this respect, the COMP—5 analysis
is as defective as the P—8 analysis.

A re-examination of the English data within yet another analysis, men-
tioned but not explored by Hendrick, has lead us to explain why extraction
from adverbial subordinate clauses gives ungrammatical results. This analysis
treats an adverbial subordinate construction as a PP consisting of & preposi-
tion (the subordinating conjunction) followed by & complex NP. As is generally
accepted, no movement. rule can apply to o constituent of a noun phrase.
A very tentative claim is, than, that adverbial subordinate constructions are,
indeed, prepositional phrases, which 1s consistent with Emond’s arguments
and Jackendoff’s assumption, but that their internal structure is P—NP,
which is inconsistent with the X-bar theory claim. Thug, the facts about.
extraction argue against the cross-categorial generalization and remove one:
piece of motivation for X-bar theory.

Polish adverbial subordinate construetions do not provide any motivation
at all for the analysis advoeated by Jackendoft. No ordinary prepositon in
Polish can be immediately followed by a clause in any circumstances. Pre-
positions in Polish always have to be followed by NP's, simple or complex.
Unlike in English, then, in Polish, the traditionally understood prepositions
and subordinating conjunctions are two distinet classes of words, not over-
lapping with each other, As far as the Polish subordinating conjunction is
concerned, good reasons have been given above for regarding it as a com-
plementizer in an § embedded in a complex NP or AdvP. Jackendoff’s analysis-



186 E. JAWORSEA

of adverbial subordinate structures, sven if it is adequate for English, is not
applicable in Polish and cannot be claimed to be universal,

It remains to be seen whether the argument against the P—S analysis of
English adverbial subordinate constructions presented in this paper is the
only one available and whether it is strong enough to constitute a serious
problem for X-bar theory. Other cross-categorial generalizations that pro-
vide motivation for X-bar theory should also be looked at eritically. It also
remains to be seen whethor there are any more convincing arguments favouring
the COMP — 8 analysis of the English constructions than the ones given
by Hendrick. Certainly, more data has to be considered, especially subordi-
nating conjunctions like although, if etc., which T have neglected in the present
paper. Similarly, an examination of further Polish data should reveal whether

it is true of all Polish subordinating conjuctions that they are complemen-
tizers.
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