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1 Introduction

Non-restrictive or “appositive” relative clauses conveypglementing information
about the phrase they attach to. While English appositivesidentifiable by

comma intonation, as in (1b), diagnosing appositivity ihestlanguages can be
non-trivial. What cluster of fixed properties define appusg cross-linguistically?

(1) a. The marj that is wearing glassésp is my friend. Restrictive
b. The man[ who is wearing glassdsp, is my friend. Appositive

This paper comes at the typological question by way of a laggtinternal
guestion. How does the positioning of a Mandarin relativeusé relate to the
options for its interpretation? | argue that Mandarin hasnpminal appositive
relatives, and that these occur in the post-demonstratisiipn within the nominal.
This finding is remarkable given claims by Potts (2003), Debfzo (2005) and De
Vries (2006) that prenominal appositives do not exist, ardicates the need to
reassess theories designed to guarantee their impaysibili

My main source of evidence is that Mandarin relative claysess a range of
appositivity diagnostics, including three specific tebtt Del Gobbo (2005) claims
they fail. However, we can also observe (with Del Gobbo) Manhdarin apposi-
tives lack a number of features often taken to be diagnos#pmositivity—comma
intonation, relative height within the nominal, and thelipito attach to non-
nominal anchors. Thus, if there can be any unified notion gbajtivity, these
features must not derive from it.

The notion of appositivity that | rely on here is a fundaméptsemantic one.
Appositive relatives are just those that convey supplemgritonventional impli-
cature” meaning, in the sense of Potts (2003). The featdrEsglish appositives
that Mandarin appositives fail to display do not derive frdns core notion, and
should be removed from our collective “toolbox” of appostii diagnostics. | re-
main neutral on the controversial issue of how to treat aitiges in the syntax (see
De Vries 2006 for an overview), and suspect that cross-igtgally, this question
does not have a single answer.

tFor discussion of this material, | am grateful to Rajesh Bieth Cable, Gennaro Chierchia,
Chris Davis, Tom Ernst, Lyn Frazier, Chloe Chenjie Gu, Juiigiang, Hans Kamp, Seda Kan, Chris
Kennedy, Angelika Kratzer, Kyle Johnson, Chris Potts, AyRabinstein, as well as audiences at
Harvard and CLS 47. | also wish to thank Bitian Zhang, Chloeigie Gu and Julie Li Jiang for
discussion of the judgments. All remaining errors are my.own



1.1 Mandarin Relative Clause Positions

Mandarin relative clauses show up in two positions withia ttominal domain,
as in (2). | will refer to these positions as R@nd RG, and take the dividing
landmark between them to be instantiated by a demonstrativaeral, ordinal,
quantifier, classifier, or any combination therédthao (1968) refers to clauses in
RC, asrestrictive and gives the paraphrases in (3), which suggest thatcRQses
are on a par with English appositives.

Demonstrative (Numeral) Classifier
RC," { { Numeral| Ordinal } Classifier? RC," Noun ]
Quantifier (Classifier) DP

(3) a. [[Dai yanjingrde]cp néi weixianshendpp shishéi?  (Chao 1968)
wearglasses DE  thatcL mister be who
‘Who is the gentleman who is wearing glasses (not the one siit) ?’
b. [ Néiwei[ dai yanjingrde]cp xianshendpp shishéi?
thatcL wearglasses DE  mister be who
‘Who is that gentleman (who incidentally is) wearing glate

(2)

However this classic analysis of Mandarin relative claugsitfpning is prob-
lematic for a number of reasons. First, it is hard to recentie Mandarin ordering
facts with any standard view of the syntax/semantics ofiatste vs. appositive
clauses. On one common view, restrictive relatives, asgstgpnodifiers, adjoin
to NP, whereas appositives directly modify an entity-dempDP, as in (4). If this
view is correct, it is mysterious why in Mandarin an appesitielative would ap-
pear closer to the noun than the restrictive version.

4) DP
/\ - -
CP DPg < Individual
. — T
Appositive D /NP\
P NPey«{Propery
Restrictive

Second, Del Gobbo (2003, 2005) and Lin (2003: 203-207) ptesmvincing
cases in which, counter to Chao’s expectations, a claus€imRist be interpreted
as restrictive. For example, in (5), from Del Gobbo (2003; 5ise DP containing
the relative clause is headed by a quantificational expresand so the clause must
be restrictive, by Ross’s (1967) diagnostic, as in (6).

1I'm ignoring a third position for relative clauses which ighly restricted, discussed by Huang
et al.(2009: 215).

2Even under Chierchia’s (1998) proposal that as a languatij@utideterminers, Mandarin NP
will denote(e)-level kinds, we still predict that atom-modifying app@sis should out-scope restric-
tives. Intuitively, once we've narrowed down to the deniotaibf an atom, we have no means of
shifting back to the particular property or kind denotatioemhad at NP to add a restriction.



(5) M&i ge [ daifu kande]cp xidohairdou dé-dao-le yI gé tanggw.
eachcL doctorseeDE  kid DISTR get-reachPFv onecL candy
‘Every kid that the doctor saw got a candy.’

(6) a. Every student that wears socks is a swinger. (Ross)1967
b. #Every student, who wears socks, is a swinger.

Having shown that R€is not always appositive, Del Gobbo goes on to make
the stronger claim that Mandarin in fact lacks appositivesrely. But this claim
cannot be right either. The following example from a newschkatin the Penn
Chinese Treebank (Xuet al. 2005) is one intuitively clear case of an appositive.
In section 3, we'll see specific evidence that Mandarin ngatlauses like this one
are indeed appositive, by a variety of diagnostics.

(7) Context: ‘The first industrial project set into motionirdao’s polished rice
processing plant—was already completed and put into aperaist year.’
[ Zheéigé[you... gongs ya ... gongs déng lianhétéua
this cL by companyand companyetcetergoin invest
sanganwanmeiyuanxingjian de]cpjing-mi  jiagongchang]oe . . .
30.million dollar construcbe refine-riceproceslant

‘[ This polished rice processing plant, [ which was constaietea $30M
joint venture between Macao’s Far East Group, the Hainanifize Grain
Oil Group, and othersg]a]Dp adopts the most advanced ...’

2 What’'s Wrong with Prenominal Appositives?

Potts (2003), Del Gobbo (2005), and De Vries (2006) all hapderive the pre-
sumed non-existence of prenominal appositives from basiciples. However the
principles underlying such explanations are not systenmatell-understood.

The semantics Potts (2003) provides for supplements isi&itbee to linear
order, and thus predicts the form [apposition, anchor] khloave the same meaning
as the attested English form [anchor, apposition]. Howeletts questions this
systematic flexibility, stating (p. 184) that “we must erestitat nominal appositions
always involve right-adjunction of the appositive to thelaor in the syntax”, and
observing (p. 141) that languages that forbid right-adjiemcappear to lack clearly
appositive relatives. At the same time, Potts (2003: 14fitsthat this correlation
does not amount to an explanation. In fact, without this @xation, Potts’ account
of supplements could be seen as predicting that prenonppakitives should exist.

Del Gobbo (2005) and De Vries (2006), on the other hand, claanthe linear
ordering of appositive modifiers is not only fixed as rightavaf the anchor, but
also derivable from more primitive notions. Del Gobbo’dasahat “[ijn order for
the appositive relative pronoun to be correctly interpiete E-type, it needs to tem-
porally follow the *head’ it modifies.” The assumption heeems to be that some
general principle rules out the use of an E(vans)-type prorthat looks forward
for its syntactic “antecedent”. However, this cannot beect; given examples like
(8) from Elbourne (2001: 270), credited to Bach and Peters:



(8) Every pilot who shot ait hit the MiG that chased him.

De Vries (2006: 239, 264) pursues a pragmatic explanatidimg out prenom-
inal appositives based on the fact that “in a discourse onadd information only
to something that has already been mentioned”. Howevelfuhigional account
is also untenable, given examples like (9), where the sopghe “built to last”
precedes the first mention of the individual being specified.

(9) Built to last, the HP Wireless Elite Keyboard providesit featured . . .

To sum up, there is no compelling reason to believe that pnémad appositive
relative clauses should be impossible. Given that othexsyyd supplementing ma-
terial can precede their anchors, a restriction againsigpnénal appositives would
be exceptional, and require an extra stipulation.

3 Diagnosing Mandarin Appositivity

Based on the following ten diagnostics, Del Gobbo (2003,52@dncludes that
Mandarin lacks appositivesin this section, | take a closer look at the diagnostics,
and argue that the opposite conclusion is in fact justified.
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. Quantified NP’s can’t be antecedents of appositives.

Pronouns in appositives can’t be bound by quantifiers fsatside.
Phrases modified by appositives can’t be in the scope daitioeg
Restrictives can stack, appositives can't.

Restrictive meaning is presupposed, appositive measirtg
Appositives are DP-final, following restrictive modifger

Appositives can contain root-level adverbs likankly, restrictives can't.
Appositives can qualify unmodified proper names, resigs can't.
Appositives allow pied-piping of complex wh- DP’s, rastives don't.
Antecedents of appositives can be XP’s of any syntactegmay.

T Te o ao0T

Each diagnostic distinguishes restrictives from appasstby providing a con-
text that rules out either one or the other. Specifically {t)ajive contexts that
rule out appositives, while (10g—j) rule out restrictiv8$ie remaining diagnostics
(10ef) are two-sided tests that provide one context of egof t

Before going any further, we can observe that “appositefating” diagnos-
tics like (10a—d) are incapable of shedding light on wheMandarin has or lacks
appositives. At best, these tests tell us that individualises are not appositive,
and hence restrictive. For example according to test (18a)elative clause in (5)
must be restrictive. But this particular clause being retste leaves entirely open
the question of whether an appositive could appear in thee symtactic position
(say, in a sentence without the quantifier). Del Gobbo (2@084, 2005) tacitly

3For the sources of these tests, see Del Gobbo’s work. | igiheré/P and NP ellipsis tests
discussed by Zhang (2001) and Del Gobbo (2004) for reasasmaak. For discussion of challenges
running the ellipsis tests in Mandarin, see Lin (2003: 220).



takes the existence of restrictives in RIG be evidence against the possibility that
RC, can be appositive. However, logically, there is anothersiagy, which is
that RG can host both clause types. In fact, the restrictive-defgatiagnostics
discussed in the next section show clearly that this is tke‘ta

3.1 Successful Diagnostics that Rule out Restrictives

3.1.1 The Presupposed Meaning Test

Comrie (1981: 132) and others observe that restrictivéivelconvey presupposed
meaning, whereas appositives must convey new informatinPetts’ (2003: 148)
“anti-backgrounding”. Thus, a context that ensures theertrof a relative clause
iS new can serve as a diagnostic that rules out restriciseis, (11).

(11) Context: | met an interesting couple flying to Chicagetgeday.

a. The woman, who hadn't slept on the previous flight, wasripleged.
b. #The woman that hadn’t slept on the previous flight wasripleged.

Example (12) is a parallel case in Mandarin. Since the te&chaving just
come back from Japan is new information, the clause in (1Xtrbe appositive.
Furthermore, (13) shows that in the same context, the appoE unacceptable if
it appears in R¢ This is exactly what we expect if R@s reserved for restrictives,
as on the present analysis.

(12) Context: Introducing a guest speaker, out of the blue.
Zheiwei [ gangcongRibénhui-lai de]cp l&oshi yao géiwdomen
this cL just fromJapanback-comebE teachewill for us
jiang jingji.
speakeconomy
‘This teacher, who has just returned from Japan, will spea&amnomics.’

(13) ?9 GangcongRibénhui-lai de]cp zhéiweilaoshi yao...
just from Japarnback-comepe this cL teachemill

3.1.2 The Root-Level Adverb Test

A second diagnostic that rules out restrictives is the tee#! adverb test. While
appositives can contain root-level adverbs likankly, restrictives can't, as in the
following example from Emonds (1979: 64):

(14) a. The boys, who have frankly lost their case, should gjv.
b. The boys that have (#frankly) lost their case should gpe u

Not every root-level modifier embeds in Mandarin relativésowever two ad-
verbs with the desired root-level profile ayaji ‘reckon’ andbachéng80 percent'.
In (15), we see thaguji is impossible inside RC which has only a restrictive

40f the six restrictive-defeating tests in (10), the only ¢méll avoid throughout is the pied-
piping test, since it can’t be run in a wh- in-situ language IMandarin (Del Gobbo 2003: 62).



reading. By contrast, RCacceptguiji, as in (16), and the presence of the adverb
disambiguates to the non-restrictive reading.

(15) a. [Kaoshihui bu jigé de]cp néi xie xuéstengyinggai géngntili.
test will notpassDE thatfew student should moretry.hard
‘The students that won'’t pass should put in more effort.’
# ‘Those students, who won't pass, should put in more effort.’
b. #] Guji k&oshihui bu jigé de]cp néi xie xuéskengyingaai . ..
reckontest will notpassbE thatfew student should
Intended #1: ‘The students that | reckon won’t pass should ..
Intended #2: ‘Those students, who | reckon won't pass, shaul
(16) a. Neixie [ kaoshihui bl jigé de]cp xuéstengyinggai géngnuili.
thatfew test will notpassDE student should moretry.hard
(i) ‘The students that won't pass the test should put in méfaete
(i) ‘Those students, who won't pass the test, should putameneffort.’
b. Néixie [guji kaoshihui bu jigé de]cp xuéskengymgaai . ..
thatfew reckontest will notpassbE student should
‘Those students, who | reckon won't pass, should put in mticete
= ‘The students that | reckon won’t pass should put in morergffo

3.1.3 The Singleton Anchor Test

In general, proper names and other singleton-denotingesgfmms can take appos-
itive modifiers, but resist restrictive modification, as17). Based on this diagnos-
tic, Lin (2003), who otherwise accepts the claim that Mamdkcks appositives,
presents examples like (18) to argue that Mandarin rekate@ be appositive, just
in case the modified expression is a pronoun or proper name.

(17) a. Einstein, who had early speech difficulties, wasaalyea top student
by elementary school.

b. *Einstein that had early speech difficulties was ...

(18) Shwyé qiguai,[ bt ai chiniupaide]cp Zhangsanjingran  yé
say alsostrange notloveeatsteak DE  Zhangsarsurprisinglyalso
dian-le niupai.
orderPFv steak
‘Strangely, Zhangsan, who doesn't like steak, actuallyeogd steak too.’

By contrast, Del Gobbo (2003: 142—-144) maintains that evanddarin clauses
modifying entity-denoting names are restrictive in somesge claiming they can

SDel Gobbo (2003: 53-54) takes the inability sifinbianshuy the way’ to occur in Man-
darin relative clauses as evidence that Mandarin lackssijyes. However this expression patterns
more closely with English interjections than with adverike frankly, and is nearly always set off
prosodically at the begin of the utterance. Thus it may baegi@ unembeddability rather than a
semantic clash that prevents this expression from ocaumirelatives clauses.



be bound into, and resist root-level adverbs. However thiesas are not convinc-
ing. When considering the binding facts, it is important émtcol for cases where
appositives appear to allowing binding, as in (19). In gaitr, this example could
be a case of the “illusory binding” that Fox (2000: 56) dises agelescoping

(following Roberts 1987).

(19) [Each contestaht was asked ten questions abdbts]; wife, who had to
sit behind the scenes and couldn’t hftpm] ;.

To avoid this complication, Potts (2003: 107), in running binding test on En-
glish appositives, is careful to use downward entailingqifiars, which Fox (2000)
cites as ruling out the option of telescoping (Evans 198MeWive test Mandarin
guantifiers in the scope of negation, the result is a solidnpuent that binding into
an appositive is impossibfe:

(20) #Ban-li  méi-ybu rén; yuanyihé
classtoc not-havepersonwilling with
[ jingchangou ta; de  dongxide]cp Lisi zuoyiq.
often stealhe possthing DE  Lisi sit together

‘Nobody; in class wants to sit with Lisi, who often steals jhtisings.’

3.2 Inapplicable Diagnostics that Rule Out Restrictives

The presupposition test, root-adverb test, and singlatocha test provided highly
suggestive evidence that Mandarin possesses apposiatieas, and furthermore,
that these clauses occupy the post-demonstratived@§ition, as Chao (1968) had
originally hypothesized. In this section, | look at two tethat seem to give the
opposite result. | resolve the conflict by arguing that thdisgnostics depend on
language-specific particulars in the syntax of relativaatnd the availability of

specific movement and type-shifting operations. Thus,ettiests are not good
candidates for diagnosing appositivity cross-linguatic

3.2.1 The Relative Clause Ordering Test

According to the relative clause ordering test, restretiappear closer to the noun
than appositives, as in (21). This diagnostic, adapted ffackendoff (1977: 169),
is plausibly grounded in the fact that restrictives arersggetive property modifiers,
whereas appositives can only attach to individual-degotixpressions, higher up
in the nominal.

(21) a. The girl that | saw, who John dislikes, is beautifuDe( Gobbo 2003)
b. *The girl, who John dislikes, that | saw is beautiful.

5Note, a minimally different example binding into a restiietis possible. If the singleton anchor
in (20) is replaced with a property-denoting expressioadén ‘person’, the result is acceptable and
means ‘Nobodyin class wants to sit with someone who steals tigngs.’



We have already seen that Mandarin appositives typicaltyiom RG,, closer
to the noun than restrictives occurring in REurthermore, in examples containing
both types of relative clause, we see overt evidence thatgpesitive is closef:

(22) ... [zui zAo béi jieshao daozhonggudde]cp,
mostearlyPAssintroduceto China _DE
[wéishi  bu duo de]cp, ji mingOu-M&i gexng
be numbemotmanyDE  severalcL Europe-Americgop.star
‘As one of| those Western stars [ who were known to China earlygn ]
[who are not many in numbegg, ]Dp, Richard Marx has ...

Given these facts, it is worth reconsidering Jackendofiéguostic. It is rea-
sonable to suppose that the tendency for appositives taappgher in the syntax
arises from a real difference in how restrictive and appasinodifiers are inter-
preted. However | propose that this correspondence beteygawsitivity and syn-
tactic height is no less overridable than any corresporelehmeaning with (sur-
face) syntax. Specifically, if a restrictive relative weeesed from its underlying
position, and interpreted via reconstruction, nothing ldqarevent it from surfac-
ing further from the noun than appositive modifiers. Sintylaf an appositive were
able to take scope higher than its surface position, notiwogid prevent it from
appearing closer to the noun than a restrictive modifier.sTthe only defensible
ordering generalization is the more conservative versioeingas follows:

(23) An appositives will surface higher than a restrictivdessone or both of
the clauses is interpreted as having scope different fresuitface position.

In fact, we already have evidence for both types of mismatohfEnglish.
Emonds (1979: 222) discusses exceptions to Jackendoffriag principle in-
volving extraposition of a restrictive around an apposiiivto a sentence-final po-
sition, as in (24). This is clear evidence that restricteatives can surface higher
than where they scope. Conversely, we find examples of emiigifiers embedded
within NP, as inindustriousin (25). This shows that individual-modifying seman-
tics do not imply DP-modifying surface syntax.

(24) We found the movie, which cost plenty, that you so higelyommended.
(25) The industrious Greeks built the parthenon in onlydiftgears.

3.2.2 The Non-Nominal Anchor Test

The basic observation underlying the non-nominal anchsbywehich traces back to
Ross (1969), is that English appositives can attach to asdi@ny syntactic cate-
gory, whereas restrictives can only modify nominal expoess For example, (26)

"This attested example from the Penn Chinese Treebank hagdlatives in RG, which is
surprising on the present view that appositives are fixed@. RHowever, if the quantifier and
classifierji ming ‘severalcL’ are removed and speakers are given a choice (in the cortéxeo
original article) of where to insertéi xi €those few’, the preference is to make the restrictive, RC
and the appositive RC This suggests that quantifiers liféseveral’ need to be distinguished from
demonstratives in the syntax, and that the positioninglafives is sensitive to this difference.



shows an appositive can anchor to the @&Rirageouswhereas a restrictive cannot
directly modify AP (cf. “the kind of courageous...”). Thisagnostic has been a
regular player in discussions of appositivity, includingrw by Jackendoff (1977),
Sells (1985a), Potts (2003), De Vries (2006) and others.

(26) a. Mary ig courageou$ap, which | will never be.
b. *Mary is [ courageou$ap that only a fool would be.

One way of looking at these data is as a remarkable fact alppas#tives—
that they are free to attach to various syntactic categofiesther way of looking
at the same data is as a remarkable fact about English nomalsm-that they
are able to denote individuals. Crucially, as Sells (198Bits (2002), and Del
Gobbo (2003: 152) have argued, this second remarkable tammanust hold for
appositives like (26a) to be licensed. This general abdftiznglish non-nominals
to covertly shift to typee) is reflected in their ability to stand as arguments, and to
be resumed with pronomin#hat, as in (27). However the shift from property to
individual isn’t freely available. As (28) shows, AP modiean’t be picked up by
that, and fail to license appositives.

(27) a. Courageous is a good thing to be.
b. Mary is courageoysThat; is something that | will never be.

(28) a. The courageoyson trainers opened the cage.
*That; is what | want to be.
b. *The courageous, which is what | want to be, trainers oge¢he cage.

This raises the larger issue of what, in a given languagerasrwhich expres-
sions can freely shift t¢e) and thereby introduce discourse referents. | will not
explore this issue further here, but merely observe thatowit a clear answer to
this question, we should not have any expectation abouthehet language will
permit non-nominally anchored appositives.

Turning to Mandarin, Del Gobbo (2003: 51-52) shows thattireta cannot
modify non-nominals, and | will not dispute this. However gan also observe that
unambiguously non-nominal constituents seem to résitvel uses more gener-
ally. For example, (29) shows that the B& chuang xiamiarunder the bed’ is
unable to stand as a subject equated with a nominal predieateed bydifang
‘place’® Thus, if previous research is correct in saying that apjpvesitneed to
attach to expressions of tyge®, we predict that Mandarin, even if it allows apposi-
tives, will lack non-nominally anchored appositives.

(29) ?9 zai chuangxiamian]pp shimaozui xihuande difang.
at bed underside be cat mostlike DE place

‘Under the bed is the cat’s favorite place.’

Lin (2003: 226) provides another line of thought on the latkandarin non-
nominally anchored appositives. For Lin, the problem lireshe simple fact that

8With respect to PP specifically, Li (1990: 29-35) presergsitated finding that Mandarin PP’s
are unable to occur in Case positions.



Mandarin relatives use the linking elemeig which is lexically restricted to occur
with nominals. While this explanation may feel overly stgtive, it is worth con-
sidering that a clause’s inability to modify a non-nominaymeduce to a trivial fact
of how relatives are built in a given language. If this is tlase, the non-nominal
anchor test for appositivity loses its weight.

Finally, Cinque (2006: 17) shows that in Italian, syntaaitic “non-integrated”
appositives can attach to non-nominal anchors, but a sedasd of “integrated”
appositives are restricted to DP anchors. Based on tharntédicts, we can con-
clude that the ability to attach to non-nominal anchors magmbse non-integrated
syntax, but cannot be directly correlated with apposite/@antics. Indeed, it is not
clear how we would begin to derive this syntactic anchorielgdvior from the core
notion of appositives as supplements.

3.3 Additional Tests for Supplementing Meaning

Potts (2003: 147-160) lays out the formal properties of eatienal implicature or
“supplementing” meaning as in (30). Beyond the presupjoostest from above
(corresponding to Potts’ anti-backgrounding), the propsrof independence and
undeniability confirm that Mandarin relatives can convegamenting content.

(30) a. anti-backgrounding can’t repeat backgrounded information (or is re-
dundant)
b. independenceat-issue meaning can be calculated independently from
conventional implicature meaning
c. undeniability can’t be denied or questioned with epistemic riders
non-restrictivenescan’t be used to restrict

e. scopelessnesslways interpreted with widest scope, regardless of em-
bedding

Q

Sentence (31) is a case of a relative clause that is fundafhemdependent
from the meaning of the sentence it embeds in. Here, thesaéisontent is just the
proposition “The teacher thought that Lisi had done the Igtamhich can be eval-
uated independently of the supplementing content “Lisi atalsome”. Crucially,
the supplementing content can’t be construed as embeddisd the teacher’s be-
liefs. The sentence commits the speaker to the claim thatais at home, without
making any commitment about where the teacher believesalasi This kind of
speaker-orientation is another hallmark of conventiomglicature meaning.

(31) Laosh yiwéi shiyizhi  zaijia-li de Lisi zuo-le ézuoju.
teachethink.wronglybe all.alongat home+oc DE Lisi do-PFV prank
‘The teacher thought that it was Lisi, who had actually betemoae all

along, who had done the prank.

In recent work, Del Gobbo (2009) applies the term “appositio Mandarin
relative clauses anchored to singletons, but maintairsethee unlike typical ap-
positives in contributing at-issue meanihgdowever the interpretation of (31) is
not compatible with this claim. The fact that the relativat@mnt fails to interact se-



mantically with its embedding context speaks strongly agfanot only an analysis
as a restrictive, but also the possibility that the relativetributes at-issue meaning.

Finally, the property of unquestionability separates apa@s from restrictives.
As (32) shows, restrictive content can be questioned bytexpis riders, while
appositive content can't.

(32) a. Ifthey hosted a party, then the party that they hossesiquiet.
b. #If they hosted a party, then the party, which they hosted, quiet.

The following examples give parallel cases in Mandarin.38)( the content of
a restrictive is called into question by the precedingntecedent. By contrast, the
relative clause in (34) is unquestionable, which is what wmeeet from appositives.

(33) Yaoshitamenlia you yi gérén bu ai chirou,
if they two haveonecL persomotlike eatmeat
[bO ai chirou de]cpnéi gérén  kéyi chi zhége su-cai.
notlike eatmeatbe  thatcL personcan eatthis cL vegetable-dish

‘If one of the two of them doesn't like to eat meat, then the thra
doesn't like meat can eat this vegetable dish.’

(34) (#YaoshiLisibu ai chirou,)[bu ai chirou de]cp Lisikéyichr...

if Lisi notlike eatmeat notlike eatmeatpbe  Lisi can eat
‘(If Lisi doesn't like to eat meat, then) Lisi, who doesnké meat, can eat
this vegetable dish.’

With the addition of these tests, we now have a total of fivgyuetics that
succeed in demonstrating that Mandarin has appositiveeselkests either get
directly at properties of supplementing meaning, or in thsecof the root-level
adverb and singleton anchor tests, plausibly derive froch guoperties.

4 Towards an Account of Mandarin Relative Clause Positioning
Having shown that Mandarin possesses appositive relaueses, we can take a
fresh look at Chao’s problem of relative clause positionifige problem, in its most
general form is: given a Mandarin relative clause with aipakdr meaning, within
a particular nominal phrase, where in that phrase will it mpunced? On the one
hand, we have made real progress on this question. We haveregeappositivity
is reliably diagnosable, and that with few exceptions, iflause is appositive, it
will appear in the post-demonstrative R@osition, as Chao predicts. On the other
hand, we seem to have taken a step backward. We have seen@&daobbo’s and
other examples that appositives are not alone in occuphp®RG position. What
then controls the positioning of restrictives?

| will not solve this general problem here, but | can offer éaator that | believe
will have a role to play in any solution. Across a wide rangecases, speakers

°Del Gobbo (2010: 414) also refers to an underlying semaiigiindtion between “canonical”
appositives and Chinese appositives, although what tfiereince amounts to is not spelled out.



agree that when a restrictive relative clause is used csiiviedy, it must be in RG
as in (35). In fact, the push for contrastive material to @ppe RG is enough to
override the constraint Del Gobbo (2005) postulates aghasng individual-level
modifiers in this position, as shown by (36).

(35) Context: This shop only has one flavor that | like, and thra Lisi likes.

a. [ Woxihuande]cp néi gé weidaoshigiaokeli (de).
| like DE thatcL flavor be chocolate DE
‘The flavor thatl like is chocolate.’
b. #Nei gé [ wo xihuande]cp weidaoshigiaokeli (de).
thatcL | like DE flavor be chocolate DE
(36) Context: They have two girls. One has brown eyes, andhaadlue.
[ You hei yanjingde]cp néi gé niihair shijigjie.
haveblackeye @ DE thatcL girl  be older.sister
‘The girl with brown eyes is older.

These facts suggest an analysis whereby restrictives frase RC, to RG,,
driven by the presence of contrast, and possibly by othéofa@s well. Such an
analysis is sketched in (37), where ContrP is intended alusstrative device, not
a claim about a specific projection within the nominal peeigh

(37) ContrP

-

Contr DP

RC, DPee)
Appositive D NP

=
RC, NP<e,l>
—_— =

Restrictive
[+contr]

Initial support for a raising analysis of R€an be found in scope ambiguities
of ordinals. If we accept that the low-scope reading of (3&)arived by raising the
ordinal leftward out of the relative, following Bhatt (20087, 69), then the fact that
the relative clause surfaces leftmost implies it has moweolss the raised ordinal.

(38) [ Tashwo womenyinggai kan de]cpdi  yI  bénxidoshw shiHué-zhe.
he say we should readDE = ORDonecL novel be live-DUR
‘The first novel he said we should readTis Live’

(a) He said we shoulfirst readTo Live(and then read other novels).
(b) Hefirst said we should reatio Live(then recommended other novels).



But even if such a raising analysis is motivated, there iEatmystery as to
why Mandarin appositives appear so low within the nominpke&ically, if appos-
itives modify DP, why do DP-internal classifiers surfaceveird of appositives?
One mechanical solution to this problem is to posit suceedsead-raising of the
classifier across the appositive, as in (39). | will not explturther here whether
this type of movement is in fact justified.

(39) ContrP

/4 Contr DemP
/
/ /\
/! Dem DP

RC, DPe)
. —
Appositive D CIP

///’—}\\\

/7 RGN\ ClPey
i
| Restrictive ! Cl NP
_>_ [rcontr]

-

An alternative to the syntactic account above is to develgeraantics that
is able to interpret the surface structure as is. Supposeakeethe radical view
that appositives are propositional, rather than propeetyeting, with the missing
argument already saturated by a contextually determinsel Wariable. On this
view, sketched in (40), the appositive does not combine amsitipnally with its
surroundings at all, and thus can be interpreted in-sitm evebedded within the
DP it anchors to. The challenges for such an account aretbrstplain why the
appositive shows up where it does, as opposed to anywhereasld second, to
determine the constraints on how the free variable findseftsrence. At a first
pass, we might say that this variable anchors to the neasestudse referent.

@ ope
/\

D CIP
/\
RC, ClPe,t
. —
Restrictive Cl NP
/\
RC, s NP

— =
Appositive

Aw [ P(J;c)(w)] “Free variabler, satisfies property.”



5 Conclusions

We've seen there is a wealth of evidence supporting the diaahMandarin has
appositives, and furthermore that these are “typical” afp@s in terms of their
semantic contribution. This finding goes against varioaént$ that prenominal
appositives are ruled out on principled grounds. Howevesaw that arguments
for banning prenominal appositives were not convincingfalket, work on Turk-

ish (Kan 2009: 123-133) and Japanese (Kameshima 1989: 49¥ir@licates that
Mandarin is probably not alone in possessing prenominabsitipes.

With respect to the appositivity diagnostics employed @nliterature, we found
an underlying inconsistency. Some of the tests succeeddgmosing the pres-
ence of Mandarin appositives, and these tests plausibiyedieom the definitional
notion that appositives convey supplementing meaning. é¥ewother traditional
diagnostics failed to correlate with Mandarin apposijivitThis second class of
tests may diagnose non-integrated syntax, but cannot ieel i@h to diagnose ap-
positivity. Thus, contra Del Gobbo (2009), Mandarin appwess do not represent
a new sub-class of appositive, but rather motivate a reslud¢ti core appositivity
diagnostics that are viable cross-linguistically.

Finally, while predicting Mandarin relative clause plaearis still an open
guestion, | hope to have shown that the appositivity of thes¢ has a role to play.
In particular, we saw that Mandarin appositives occur deepibedded within the
nominal, below demonstratives, classifiers, and restactlatives. This surprising
fact suggests either that restrictives and classifiersagged in the syntax but inter-
preted via reconstruction, or else that appositives shbeldllowed to anchor at a
distance. Sorting out these and other possibilities is blpno for future work.
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