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BEelaetive {lauses in Finnish

Fred Kerlsason
Univeralty of Chiecago

The basiec characterietice of Finnish Relative Cloues
Formaition are highly aimilar to thoee of English. Thus,
the relative clause nomelly is pestposed after the head
noun {or head sentence), with the relative pronoun in
initial position. One difference with regard to postposed
relotive clouses is worth noting, however, Heduced (rasiric-
tive) reletive cleusea cannot be formed in Finnish. Thue,
pentence {2) below ip ungremmaticel:

(1) Tyttd jonko tapanin oli kaunia,

“The girl whom I met was besutiful”.
(2) “Mytts tepasin oli kaunia.

“The girl I met woa beautiful”,

Finniah reletive clauses alsge cen occur in pronominal
poaition., The reat of this peper will be devoted to an exam-
ination of somne of the cond 1tions under which preposing of
relative clauses is poosible in Finnish.

In the trees gilwven below, postnominal relative elouses
are described with the traditional [HP 5] structure. We
do not want to claim, however, that such GMMWPm:Hmﬂwoum neg-
essarily represent the "deepest" otructure, Quite possibly,
they have been derived from underlying sentential conjuncts.
We leave open the question of what the ultimate souree of
relative cleuses 1a.

Preposing of relative clauses is possible when either
the aubject or the direct objeet of the relative clause is
goreferential with the head noun. Consider sentence (3}, the
atructure of which 1a (4}; by preposing the relative clause
we derive (5) and (&} ;

[3) Poika joka tansal piydHllH cli sairans,
"The boy who danced on the table was aick”.

\\\zwffrf Hﬂmw
% ..\.m!nf!r. oli sairas

uuuwnu u\ﬁmf xt\\\lqwrrlrﬂr
ﬁohwnu tanoai piydElli
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(%) PovdHlld tarssinut poika oli sairas,

(a) 5
t\\.\zma.iiiiin I
; bp T e

AdV bmmm w
pHydHllH tensainut poika

In (5), as well as in subpecuent examples, A prepoged
relaotive clause is underlined. The verb of the relative
clanee 1p adjectivized by the post tense morpheme -put. The
verb has to be en edjoetive (phrase) in derived struocfure
because 1t ia subject to all mgreement rules which the head
noun triggeras for neormal prenominal pdjectives (ef. kauniin
tytin ﬁm¢=.u “the beautiful girl s’ snd tenseineen pojan
(gen.! "the danced boy“e”). (5} can be roughly peraphrascd
in English by " The on the teble danced boy was sick".

Thua, the preposing rule heos to ndjectivize the verb.
In additicon, it must delete the coreferential part of the
relative cleuge, Thirdly, the order of the relative clauno
conatituenta must be permuted: 1 2 3 ==33 2 1.

How consider (7) which containe a relantive clouse with
the direct object coreferential with the hesd noun. The pre-
posing rule converts (8) into (9] :

(7} Poike jonks niin tanssi piyddlld,
“Tne boy whom I saw danced on the table™.

=
AR VP~

MM =mxxmrrriff;¢m tanssi poyddlld
PR it T
mind ﬂ ﬁm
niin ﬁamwmu

(9 maIIfIrffJ
\aﬁrﬁx\\\\ e S
bmmm il tanssl pbydidlli

|
nakemini rolka
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Ine oame aperations have been earried out for (9)
an for (6), The coreferential noun in the relative clause
in deleted, the verb is adijectivized (this time by the
mnrker -m#E-), and the relative clause constituents are per-
muted. THe subject promoun mind "I° ia optionally deleted
by o loter rule but is still obligatorily represented by
the auffix -pl in nikemini,

In view af the Tact that preposine triggers the some
aperationa both when the relative clanse contalne a core-
ferentisl subject and & coreferentinl object, it might seem
natural to poait a eingle rule to sccount for the derivotion
af woth types of preposed structures, However, & closer exem-
ingtion reveals that there are differsont rostrictionz on pre=-
posing dependine on whether it ia the subjlect or the objeat
ol the reletive clasuze which iam coreferential with the head
HOUR .

Thua, negative relative clausec can be preposed oply
provided the subject is coreferential. They coannot be pre-
poaed when contelning a coreferential direct object. Conse-
guently, (10) ean give {11) but {12} cannot give (13):

(10) mwo:”mm.._ s _wa?m» ei tonesi ﬂa”,.nzﬁ.mm_Lzm

“The boy who doos not dance on the wmnmw\.
{11} Poyd&Ell# tansaimaton poika,
{123 EMUE_ED R mpnm en nihnyt E:.“mm_ &H,...u
“The boy whom I ¢&4ié not see”, 7
13} * (Moun) nixemEtiSminl poika.

The negmilive io represented by -ien in (11} =mnd by
-ttd- in (13}

Another difference betwoen preposability of relative
cleuse subjectis and objecta ean be seen with regard to ten-
ges, If the subject is coreferentiel, both prosent and non-
present tenses allew preposing. However, if the object is
coreferenticl, only non-present tenoes allow preposing.

Pinnish hesa three ncn-present tenses, namely simple
past, perfect, and pluperfect. In preposed reletive clauses
the oppositions petween these are neutralized and sll sre
represented by the same marker, which 48 =-nut with corefer-
entlal subjects and -ma with coreferential objoects.

Thus, (14} giwves 115}, (16) gives (17}, &nd (18} szives
(19}, but (20) cannot give (21) :
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. N
(14) :.mo;muu i muotsu tanseii umqmmﬁur_mx_zw
“The boy who dances on the table”.
(15) PiévddllE tanssive polka.

: dH11H .
i _.am..du_,wwm nE mcuwmp qu.wwwm_uwﬁﬁ& e wlr_mu_ Kz

ali tanasinut

‘The boy whe [(denced on the table”.
nasg danced
bad danced

(17) Féyddlld tanssinut poika,

(18) ﬁmﬂ_u:ﬁm yp [mEnE  (nditn ..Etnwh_ & -

olen nEhnyt

lin nihnyt

*The hoy whom I ({saw 2
hoave asen
had seen

(19} Hikemiini poika,

(20) :rwouxmm yp [pipé katson poika, | & i
“The boy whom I am locking at”.

(21) “(Hateomani] poika.
Taaveni

It meems herd to find s plaueible explanation te offer
for the unpreposability of relative clauvses with present
tense verhsa in cases like (20,21).

Natiee that in addition te the differences with regard
to negative and tense preposabllity between coreferentiel
subjects and objects, the past tenaeca are represented by
different markers in derived atructure in the two caaes,
namely -out in {17) sad -md- in (19). A1l theee factas secm
to indlcete that relative clsuae preposing should be handled
with two rulen inestead of one.

An interesting prerequisite Tor preposability seems to
he that the coreferentianl subjcctfobject hee to be in the
nfirat sentence down® froem the hesd noun, This conditien 1z
met in e.g. (4) and (8). In (22), however, the coreferential
noun is two sentences down from the head end therefere pre-
posing eonnot vield (23):




a; " -
ina J.__. __mu.u
ndin \\mm;f;
NE Ly3
polke 1 :.M

“The boy whom I oew awim®,
{23) *VUide nidkomiini poiksa.

=82 in uida "to ewim” 4is

= ; en infinitiva

conetfet BSa S S Dot

mmiuu:mwﬁuwgwwca mﬂhmmm Deletion [ERD) to apply “o,.r_.mw“#
-~ tplement. After appl y

univers * poplication of

in VEidh the Somoramani iy iyions to (04}, me obtain (25)

ond senterss Sowns Whoreisse ioot no longer s in the soc-

refor
(26), whieh 1= m.ﬁmaaﬁ&hﬂmw“.d preposing can apply, yielding

{24) HE :
z..m.\\ . {25) b3
1 \\m._ HFP T 5
poika, X¥P  vp ! 51
e Sl o poika, NE * “Svp
wank ¥ .,J_.HHT g .___,..\ Ty
haluen § ==3 1 -~ m.fz.
P heluan ¥ NP
H_“m_ fzﬂm_ .nm.:“_.& ;
vata
mind 4\\ Jrz.m_ vﬂ“_:.nn.u.

I i
tapasn poika,

The boy whom I went to mest”,

(26) Tavets haluameni poike.

We con account for th

ih e ungrammaticnlit

e grammatioality of (26) by Taposing ina Feirst oe rken

they apply mwmm&omzwgsw“mwﬂﬂum zules and by mmwﬁhhrﬂmm—w“n

- ' . ogeth

u.ab:u‘.__mm Mﬂhwﬁm elimination of .Z_mpw ﬁmmuswﬁﬂawsmﬁ..mwuﬂ;hpﬂm #nles)

plain mwam o.ﬂﬂw gentence down™ nﬂﬂmuw»osmﬁu.mo nmmmnm 1

Thus, vumvomgmwuﬂamu,mgmﬂnnw preposed relative cla ol

contnine o g 12 not poesible when the relative Hzmnm.

sl no:n.”__hm tham gwwwu;ma the indicative _Hm.w“_nmuﬂmwum_
ot onal mood (=1 G L

m —Fife= g1

00d (-ne-) cannot'be comverted to (237 and (30) 'y vrens o

ng:
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(27) Paika joka olisi tepasinut pydilld,

“Tha boy who would have danced on the table’.
{28) Poika joka lience tanssimit piyddlld.

“The boy who probably denced on the table” .
(29) ¥Pyddlll tanssisinut poike, (from 27)
(30) *Péyddlld tensainemt poika, (from 28

If maods like the eonditional and the potentianl are to
be derived from underlying predicates, we automatically heve
an explanation for the ungramaticality of {29) and (30 :
the coreferential neun is not in the firat sentence down.
The moods muat still be predicates when the prevosing rules

epply.
Zimilarly, relative clouses containing sententiml edver-

bials eonnot be preposed:

{31) Folke joka valitettavoetl tansai poydElli.
*The boy whe regrettably danced on the table”.

(32) *valitettavastd pUyddlls tanceinut poika.

If mentential adverbislsare underlying predicates, the
anomaly of (32) is expleined as a viclation of the "firat
gentence dewn™ condition. Here we pncounter some dirfieculties,
however, becausde preposing 18 possible at least with time
adverbials:

(33) Poike joka eilen tarasi phydEl11E.
“The boy wno yesterday denced on the table”.
{34) Eilen piiydilld tanssinut poika.

Presumably the preposing rules have to be senoitive to
different types of adverbials,

There ore other facts, too, which ghow that the "first
sentence down" condition is too strong or maybe even Wrang
ng it otands, Eecall that preposing le pooosible (in some
cnaes) when the relative clauoe contoins 0 nemtive alement.
jceording to surrent aasumptlons in the theory of generative
gemantice, nagmtives, like gentential adverblals and aome
ather elemento, should be derived from decper predicaten and
thorefore the gramaoticality of such santences os (11} Tuna
counter to the "fimt nentonce down" principle. The oomo prob-
lem mrises in conneetion with tenoeno. If they are underlying
predicaten, nentences auch no {17,19) nhould not be grommati-
enl if the proposed principle 1a correct, but theoy are.

Fventunlly, one might {nvoke nome rule ordering atato-
menta and regulre thot negntive lowering but not mood
lowering hao npplied when prepoping toked ploce but



such an escape seema rather ad hoo.

Thus, the "fi{peat centence downm principle should bo
taken with a grein of selt. Humerous detadil s
2l i Humerous details remoin to be

. Let us next consider same effects of presssing upon
the distinction between restrictive (R} and non-restrictive
(HR) relative clzupesn,

{35) Niin pojan joka tanssi piydHlla,
“I saw &/the boy who danced on the table’.

(36) Poike jonka niin tanssl pHydHlld,
"A/the boy whom I saw danced on the tehle’.

(35) and (36) are both three-wawvs ambi :
the head noun polka can be Huwmﬁaﬂaﬂww ag amumww uwmwwﬁmm
or indef inite mmﬁasumw has no articles), Secondly, in case
the hend noun is definite, the relative cleuse may be inter-
preted a8 either B or KR. An ipdefinite reading of the head
naun mpsmam enteils nop-restrictivity of the relative clayze,
However, the corresponding preposed relative clauses
9gem To pe clzambigunted: the underlined parts of (37) apd
{28) ecan only be interpreted ms resirictive:

(37) Kein pyddlld tanssivan paian., (from 35)
(38} N8xemini polka tenasi payddlli, (from 36)

The disambiguation is eepecislly clear wher i
noun is generic: : 1o he head
(39} Koirat jotka purevat owvat vaarallieia,

"Dozs which bite are dangerous’.

(40) Purevat koirat ovat vesrallisis,

(40} only can refer to the set "doge which L
refers to both "doge" and "iogs which c%wm:. Hw MMMMm.ﬁMwwW
mwsm to relate this property of prapeaed relative elanszen
to the suggestion made by Drubig (1968) of deriving restric-
“ive relative clauwgses from underlying left sentential con-
Juncte. In ﬁumu and (40) only restrictive relative clauses
can oceur to the left of the hood noun, il.e. they have re-
talned their deep structural position. However, we atill
neaed 8 preposing rule to account for thooe cates where the
head noun is indefinite: in such caoes mleo a HR elauso mey
be prepoeed to the left of the head even though 1t {accord=-
ing to Drubig’a suggestion) origineted anm a right cenjiunct,
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Let ua finelly note that the preposing ruleas ecan be
applied in cyelical feshion to a ftree, sterting from the
moat deeply embedded reletive clanse, A right-brenching
atructure like {41) can be converted to (42) by repeated
applications of the prepoping rulea:

{41} Kiin koiran, joks adi kissasn, joke teppel hiiren,
joka nieleisl juuston.

I sew the dog, which ate the cat, which killed the
ret, which swallowed the checse”,

[42) KHin Juuston nielaispgen hiiren tappensen kissan
gytneen kolran.

(42) egeems Blightly atrange even though 1t undoubtedly
ie strictly grammaticel. The reason for the strangencos
apporently is that hiiren and kissan should belong to two
different constituents ocimultaneously. Thus, hiiren should
funetion as osubjeet of juuaten nilelalgocen and as object
of tappencen kissan. The ¥Finnlsh atress rules would assilgn
plightly diifTerent stresses to hiiren in these two functions
and thia Tact seema to give rise to o vacue fecling of dis-
ecomfort with (42).

A left-branching multiple relative clauss structure
like (43} can be converted into (44}, which is fully gram-
matical and not "strange" ao (42) :

{43} Twttl, Jonka tepesin, jota rakastat, joka oli myidhiia-
gi, 0li kotona.

“Tha girl, whom I met, whom you love, whe was laete,
wam At home”,

{44) Tapaomani rolsotomasl myBhiiobynyt tyttd oll kotone.

A self-embedding structure like (45) is probably
prammatical in the striet senoe defined by Chomsky in
Aspects, but it ig of course very low on o seale of acceph
manHmH. liowever, (46) with multiply preposed relative
clauses 1o perfectly fine in Pinnieh:

i

(45) .wbmpﬁm. Jonka miea, Jjota neinen, Jota tytid, Joim
poika rakastas, kunnipittaa, viham, sil, on homees-
g4,
“The bread, which the men, whom the woman, whom the

girl, whom the boy loves, reapects, hate, ate, is
mouldy” .
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(46) Pajan rakostemen tyvidn kunnioiftaman isén vihasman
servkun aybmi lelpd oli homeesas,

— —

Sentencea like (42,44,46) ore of course somewhat
difficult to process in terms of actual performance and
therefore it is no surprise that they are normally used
only in written Finnish,
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