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APPOSITION AND,X -BAR RULES1

Barbara E. Hollenbach

University of Arizona
and

Summer Institute of Linguistics

O. INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to apply the insights of X -bar syntax,
as developed by Jackendoff (1977), to apposition, a topic that has
received only moderate attention within the framework of generative
grammar, and one which Jackendoff essentially ignores. In Section 1,
I try to capture the intuitive notion that we have of apposition by
defining it as the repetition of full NP's, none of which has either
structural or semantic priority, dominated by the same node in the
tree. I propose a rule that generates such structures"by doubling
N"'. In Section 2, I discuss the difference between restrictive
and nonrestrictive apposition, and I propose that restrictive apposi-
tion consists in the repetition of something smaller than the maximal
projection of N. I therefore modify the rule given in Section 1 by
replacing the triple -prime superscript on N with the variable n, which
allows the rule to generate both kinds of apposition. In Section 3,
I briefly compare the analysis of apposition presented in Sections
land 2 with the approaches to apposition taken by Delorme and
Dougherty (1972), Halitsky (1974), Pesetsky (1978), and Janda (1980).
All of these investigators state or imply that apposition is a kind
of head - modifier construction, a claim with which I disagree. One of
Jackendoff's goals was to search for cross -category generalizations
in syntax; in Section 4, therefore, I explore the possibility of
generalizing my definition of apposition to categories outside of NP.
The paper closes with a brief presentation of some unresolved problems
for future research.

1. THE APPOSITION RULE

Apposition, as I define it, consists of two (or more -see below)
anaphorically related NP's, in sequence, each dominated by the same
node in the tree. In terms of Jackendoff's version of X -bar syntax
(1977), the dominating node is N"', which is the maximal projection
of N, and each daughter node likewise consists of N " '. Note that this
definition does not give either structural or semantic priority to
either the first or the second appositional constituent. I have
deliberately chosen to do it this way because I want to claim that
the parts of an appositional construction are not in a head - modifier
relationship, but rather in a relationship somewhat like coordination.
Because the individual parts of the appositional construction are
full NP's, and not something less, it follows that either appositional
constituent can replace the sequence, or that the appositional con-
stituents can occur in a different order, without affecting the
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(syntactic) grammaticality of the sentence, though such operations
will, of course, affect the semantic interpretation of the sentence,
and also its pragmatics. It also follows from the above definition
that apposition is not restricted to any particular grammatical
functions, but can occur freely in all NP positions, including those
that are embedded. Consider the following examples of appositional
NP's within full sentences:

(1) My friend, the guy in the yellow shirt, won the race.

(2) Bruce bought the tetra, the fish with the blue line down
its side.

(3) We took a hike in my favorite place, that beautiful
mountain park.

(4) You, Paul, go get the crop!

(5) I never met the woman who left the money to Bill, my lab
partner.

Before I discuss the precise form that a rule generating
appositional constructions should take, I would like to comment on
various aspects of this definition.

First of all, NP apposition, as defined above, should not be
confused with so- called appositive relative clauses, which is, un-
fortunately, the current term in the transformational -generative
literature for what are known in traditional grammar as nonrestrictive
relative clauses. Nonrestrictive relative clauses have the form of
relative clauses, but are set off by comma intonation from the rest
of the NP with which they are associated. Both kinds of relative
clause differ from apposition because they have the surface form of
embedded sentences introduced by relative pronouns, while apposition
has the surface form of a sequence of juxtaposed full NP's. The
term "appositive relative" is misleading, partly because of this
genuine difference in structure between nonrestrictive relatives and
apposition (as I define it), but also because apposition may itself
be either restrictive or nonrestrictive. Examples (1) -(5) above all
show nonrestrictive apposition; the difference between restrictive
and nonrestrictive apposition is discussed and accounted for in Sec-
tion 2.

The second point that seems worthy of comment is the notion
"anaphorically related ". Even though this is a semantic notion,
rather than a formal feature, I use it in my definition because it
seems to be crucial to our intuitive feeling about apposition. A
sequence of NP's that does not have this anaphoric relatedness seems
to be coordinate, rather than appositional. Both kinds of NP se-
quence are seen in the following example from Koine Greek (II Timothy
1:2):

(6) Timothéöi A.gapétöi téknói'
Timothy:DAT:SING beloved:I]AT:SING child:IaAT:SING
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It is clear that we do not want to call the sequences Bill the thief
and Bill himself instances of apposition.

Finally, even though I claim that apposition can occur in all NP
positions, there are some in which it is difficult to get an apposi-
tional construction, such as in a possessive determiner with 's, as
seen in sentences (11) and (12):

(11) ?Bill, my lab partner,'s aunt left him a lot of money.

(12) ?Bill's, my lab partner's, aunt left him a lot of money.

Judgments about these sentences differ. I find (12) better than (11),
but some other speakers find (11) better. It seems likely, however,
that the problems these sentences create result from cognitive
limitations on the processing of left - branching structures, rather
than from some constraint on apposition in particular.

I turn now to the problem of how to generate appositional struc-
tures in Jackendoff's version of X -har theory. Even though Jackendoff
does not discuss apposition, it appears to pattern with coordination
as an exception to Jackendoff's universal schema for phrase -structure
rules, given here as (13):

(13)

Jackendoff adopts this schema precisely because it provides a unique
specification of the head as a constituent of the same category as X,
but with its bar level reduced by one (1977, p. 30). Jackendoff
found it necessary, however, to recognize two exceptions to this
universal schema: gerundive nominals and coordination (1977, pp. 50-
53). Gerundive nominals are exceptions because they mix nominal
and verbal features, and coordination is an exception because it has
no head, and the conjuncts on the right side of the rule have the same
number of bars as the element on the left side. Jackendoff therefore
permits conjoined S's to be dominated by S, and conjoined NP's to
be dominated by NP, with no reduction in bar levels. The claim I
wish to make is that apposition is like coordination in that it has
no head, and so therefore there is no reason to reduce the number of
bar levels for any of the appositional constituents on the right side
of the rule. It therefore seems appropriate to generate apposition
by a phrase -structure rule like (14):3

(14) N'" -> N"' N"''

There is, however, one further problem that must be addressed,
which is the fact that appositional constructions with three or more
constituent NP's are perfectly acceptable, as seen in example (15):

(15) Bill Adams, the best skier in the West, the owner of the
Silver Saddle Ranch, the breeder of the best Arabians...

Because phrase structure rules are allowed, by universal convention,
to apply to their own output, rule (14), as it stands, does provide a
way to generate phrases like (15). In my opinion, however, the
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structures it assigns to (15) are incorrect. Because the splits that
rule (14) generates are invariably binary, it will always assign in-
ternal groupings to any sequence of three or more NP's in apposition.
For a sequence of four NP's, as in exemple (15), there are five possible
analyses, as seen in (16)-(20):

(16) NP

NP NP
//\\

,̂ \
NP NP NP NP

(17) NP

NP

NP

NP NP NP NP

(18)

(19) NP

NP

21(1\
NP NP NP NP

(20) NP

N

r-')k\
NP NP NP NP

It seems to me, however, that none of these analyses is correct, and
that the correct analysis of (15) must either have all four of the
appositional constituents at the same level, as in (21), or the last
three at the same level, as in (22) :

(21) NP

NP NP NP NP
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(22)

In order to capture the correct analysis for appositional constructions
with three or more constituents, therefore, it seems necessary to
modify rule (14) so that more than two constituents can be generated
by a single application of the rule. This can be accomplished by
adding a star to the second part of the output of the rule, as in (23):

(23) N"' s -> N"' N"'*

2. RESTRICTIVE VERSUS NONRESTRICTIVE APPC$ITICN

As mentioned in Section 1 above, apposition can be either restric-
tive or nonrestrictive. The parts of restrictive apposition are not
separated by comma intonation, while the parts of nonrestrictive
apposition are so separated. The difference between the two kinds
can be seen in the following examples: sentences (24) -(26) show
restrictive apposition, and sentences (27) -(29) show nonrestrictive
apposition:

(24) My brother the lawyer arrived.

(25) The planet Venus was visible.

(26) My friend the mayor finally made a speech.

(27) My mother, the best cook in Wayne County, arrived.

(28) One planet, Venus, was visible.

(29) My best friend, the mayor, finally made a speech.

Very little attention has been given to the distinction between re-
strictive and nonrestrictive apposition in the generative literature.
There are, however, at least two exceptions. Halitsky (1974) assigns a
structural difference to the two types, even though he does not use
these particular terms to describe it. Janda (1980, p. 329), on the
other hand, explicitly mentions the terms restrictive and nonrestric-
tive appositive constructions, though he remains neutral on the
question of whether the two should be structurally differentiated.

I would like to capture the difference between the two types of
apposition by assigning each a different structure: I propose that
nonrestrictive apposition consists in a doubling of N " ', which is the
maximal projection of N in Jackendoff's framework, and that restric-
tive apposition consists in a doubling of something less than the
maximal projection, either N" or N', or perhaps even N alone in some
instances. It is not at present clear to me either how many of the
nonmaximal projections of N, nor which one(s), are found in restrictive
apposition in English, and I postpone discussion of the problems in-
volved in such a decision until below. Let us assume for the moment
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that, for universal grammar, the best form of any rule is the most
general one that can be written, providing that instantiation is
found for a reasonable spread of the possibilities that it generates.
In the case of a rule for apposition, therefore, the best form of the
rule appears to be the one that allows all projections to be doubled.
The triple prime of rule (23) can therefore be replaced by the
variable n, as in rule (30):

(30) Nn ---> Nn Nn*

This rule corresponds to the following revised definition of apposition:
two or more anaphorically related projections of N, at the same har
level, in sequence, each dominated by the same node in the tree, which
consists of a projection of N at the same bar level as the daughter
nodes. Nonrestrictive apposition includes cases in which n is equal
to three, which is the maximal projection of N, and restrictive appo-
sition includes cases in which n is two or less.

In the following discussion, I first consider the distinction
between restrictive and nonrestrictive apposition in greater detail,
and I try to show in what ways the structural distinction I have
suggested captures it. I then return to the claim that the apposition
rule should permit any of the theoretically possible nonmaximal
projections of N.

The first piece of evidence I would like to offer in support of
the claim that restrictive apposition involves a nonmaximal projection
of N is the fact that it fits in well with a generalization that
Jackendoff makes. He claims (1977, pp. 62 -63) that complements at
the X"' level are usually set off by coma intonation, and that this
distinguishes them from complements at the X" and X' levels, which
are not so set off. The examples Jackendoff gives of X " ' complements
are parentheticals, which are complements at V"', the maximal pro-
jection of the sentence, and nonrestrictive relative clauses, which
are complements at N"', the maximal projection of N (in contrast with
restrictive relative clauses, which are complements at N")4 Even
though appositional constructions are not, according to my definition,
complements within another structure, an analysis that distinguishes
nonrestrictive apposition from restrictive apposition by means of bar
levels, as I have done, allows the statement of further generalizations
about bar levels, namely, that the use of comma intonation is associated
with the treble -bar structure.

The second kind of evidence I would like to offer in defense of
my distinction between restrictive and nonrestrictive apposition
concerns the different expansion possibilities of the two. In non-
restrictive appositional constructions, any of the constituents can
take all sorts of modifiers, including nonrestrictive relative clauses.
This is, of course, precisely what my theory predicts: since the
constituents are each N"', they permit all possible modifiers of N
to occur within than. Consider the following examples:

(31) my mother, who won the contest, Lillian Erickson

(32) my mother, Lillian Erickson, who won the contest
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The tree structures that correspond to (31) and (32) are (33) and (34) ,

respectively:

(33) N"'

(34) N "'

N "' N" S

Note that a structure that the theory excludes is (35):

(35) *N'''

N "' N"' S

This is excluded because rule (30) makes no provision for the
apposition rule to introduce any constituents other than the apposi-
tional ones; the theory rather claims that noun phrase modifiers are
introduced by ordinary noun phrase expansion rules, which produce
headed structures, as seen in the lower expansion of trees (33) and
(34). If, however, the nonrestrictive appositional construction in
example (32) is replaced by its restrictive counterpart, as seen in
(36), the nonrestrictive relative clause must be analyzed as modify-
ing both parts of the appositional construction, as seen in tree (37),
or perhaps (38):

(36) my mother Lillian Erickson, who won the contest

(37)

(38)

N"

N" N"

N"'

N"'

From other examples of restrictive apposition, such as (39) -(41), it
is clear that determiners, adjectives, and at least certain PP's can
occur in the individual parts of these structures, but that restrictive
relative clauses seem to be excluded, as seen in (42):

(39) our son the great mechanic
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(40) that famous connoisseur of sausages Fritz Wunderlich

(41) your wonderful therapist from Omaha Bill Green

(42) *the therapist who loves sausages Bill Green

These examples provide enough data so that we can begin to inquire
which bar level is relevant for restrictive apposition in English.
In that at least some noun modifiers can occur with the individual
parts of a restrictive appositional construction, it is clear that,
for English at least, it is not the bare N that is being doubled,
and so it must be either N' or N". The fact that restrictive rela-
tive clauses are excluded seems to lead us to the conclusion that it
must be N', since Jackendoff treats restrictive relative clauses as
an N" complement (1977, p. 62). The matter is not, however, quite
as simple as that. Jackendoff treats PP's with of, as in (40), as
N' complements, and PP's with from, as in (41) , as N' ' complements
(p. 58), yet both seem to be acceptable in restrictive appositional
constructions (though of phrases may be a bit less heavy than from
phrases). The confusion becomes even greater when we look at the
bar level that Jackendoff assigns to NP specifiers, as opposed to
complements. He claims (pp. 40 -41, 104) that determiners are an N'''
specifier, yet it is clear that they occur freely with the individual
parts of restrictive appositional constructions. Clearly, the facts
about restrictive apposition do not dovetail neatly with Jackendoff's
assignment of bar levels to various modifiers. Much more research
is needed before we can say with any degree of certainty just which
bar levels are involved in restrictive apposition in English.

Now that I have presented some examples of restrictive apposition
and have tried to show that they represent some nonmaximal projection
of N, it is necessary to return briefly to my formulation of the
apposition rule, which allows all possible projections of N in univer-
sal grammar. First of all, let me state clearly and frankly that I
am unable to defend this claim in detail in the present paper. I
rather propose it as a tentative solution, with the understanding
that further research may require us to limit restrictive apposition
to only one or two of the possible nonmaximal projections of N.
One reason I am unable to resolve this problem at present involves
the impasse between Jackendoff's assignment of bar levels to various
NP modifiers and the facts about restrictive apposition, as described
in the above paragraph. A solution must await refinements in X-
bar theory, and perhaps also the application of the theory to a
variety of languages beside English.

I return now to some additional comments on restrictive
apposition. First of all, many examples exist in which the second
part of the appositional construction appears to be expanded in
various ways that are not possible for the first part, and such
examples seem to point toward a basically asymmetric structure for
apposition. I want to show that the theory I advocate is capable
of handling such examples. Some examples of this type, like (36)
above, are best analyzed as having the modifier that follows the
second part go with the entire construction, rather than with the
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second part alone. Exarrples (43) and (44) also fall into this
category:

(43) my son Bill, who is a lawyer

(44) my son the lawyer who won the case

The nonrestrictive relative clause in (43) and the restrictive one
in (44) modify the entire preceding appositional construction. This
seems clear and obvious in the case of (43). Even though (44) is
harder to get, it is possible if we imagine the speaker to have two
sons who are lawyers and who represented opposing parties in a partic-
ular case. Compare (45), which is an example of nonrestrictive
apposition, and in which the restrictive relative clause modifies
only the second part of the appositional construction:

(45) my son, the lawyer who won the case

A second problem with same cases of restrictive apposition is that
they appear to fail the reordering test because they sound more
natural with the heavier appositional constituent in second position,
as in (46) and (47):

(46) my son the doctor from Omaha

(47) my friend the inventor of the pretzel maker

When these examples are compared with (40) and (41) above, however,
it becomes clear that a heavy constituent is acceptable as the first
part of a restrictive appositional construction, and that the problem
of reversibility in (46) and (47) must lie elsewhere. In (47) it
seems to be the case that the second appositional constituent alone
serves to uniquely specify the referent, which tends to make the
reordered counterpart of (47) sound more natural with comma intona-
tion, which then makes it an instance of nonrestrictive apposition.
In (46) the problem seems to involve some cultural preference for
giving kinship terms before other appositional constituents; it does
not appear to be an issue of grammaticality. In my opinion, far
greater problems are introduced into our grammars if we abandon
the symmetrical view of apposition on the basis of such examples
than if we allow the syntax to generate certain odd sequences that
are later filtered out by the semantic interpretation rules.

Further evidence for restrictive apposition as the doubling of
something less than the maximal projection of N is found in the way
that the two kinds of apposition behave when they are the possessive
determiner of another noun. In the case of restrictive apposition,
the sentence is grammatical only if the 's formative occurs only
once, while in the case of nonrestrictive apposition, the sentence
is grammatical, though somewhat heavy (see the discussion in Section
1 above), if the 's formative occurs either once or twice. Consider
examples (48)-(51):

(48) My son Bill's boss fired him.
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(49) *My son's Bill's boss fired him.

(50) ?My husband, Bill Brown,'s boss fired him.

(51) ?My husband's, Bill Brown's, boss.fired him.

The crucial factor here is that 's must go on a full NP, i.e., the
maximal projection of N. The fact that the individual parts of a
restrictive appositional construction do not constitute full NP's
explains the ungrammaticality of (49). In each of the other cases,
the 's occurs at the end of a full NP: in (50) and (51) both an
entire nonrestrictive appositional construction and its parts are
full NP's by definition, while in (48) no further material happens
to follow the restrictive appositional construction.

One further factor that may be relevant to the difference between
restrictive and nonrestrictive apposition is the fact that coordina-
tion, which shares certain basic structural similarities with
apposition, also clearly occurs at various projections of N. Consider
the following examples:

(52) the boy from Tucson and the girl from Phoenix, who are
getting married to each other

(53) the tall basketball player and short jockey who are coming
here tonight

(54) our cats and dogs from the pound

It is of interest that coordinate conjuncts can share a determiner,
but the parts of an appositional construction cannot. The two construc-
tions are therefore clearly not identical, but it seems certain that
both can operate either at the maximal projection or at at least some
nonmaximal projection.

Before leaving the topic of restrictive apposition, I would like
to discuss briefly two kinds of constructions that are superficially
similar to it (and which may be historically derived f curl it) , but
which have different properties. The first of these constructions is
titles, and the second is sequences beginning with a pronoun and pro-
nounced without ccmna intonation.

Consider sentences (55) and (56), which contain titles:

(55) Bishop Jones went to Australia.

(56) I went to see Uncle Joe.

Such sequences are extremely close knit, as shown by the fact that
virtually nothing can intervene between the two parts. Furthermore,
these sequences do not meet the replacement and reordering tests for
apposition given in Section 1 because the first part cannot occur
alone unless a determiner is added (at least not in my speech), nor
can the parts be reversed in order. It therefore seems to me that
titles are not instances of apposition, though I make no claim at
present about the proper structure to be assigned to them.
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As for sequences beginning with a pronoun, consider sentences
(57) and (58), which are taken from Pesetsky (1978, p. 355):

(57) We linguists abhor a vacuum.

(58) Us linguists abhor a vacuum.

Like the titles given above, these fail as instances of apposition
because they do not meet the replacement and reordering tests. It
is particularly significant that the pronoun us, which is in
objective case, is grammatical as part of the subject in examples
like (58), though ungrammatical when it occurs alone. Pesetsky argues
that the pronouns in such sequences should be analyzed as determiners,
rather than be considered to be in apposition with the following noun,
and I believe that this claim is correct.

3. CONTRAST WITH EARLIER VIEWS

In this section I discuss two views of apposition that have been
taken in the generative literature, but which appear to me to be
mistaken. The first of these is the position taken by Delorme and
Dougherty (1972), in which the second NP in an appositional construc-
tion is considered to modify the first one in some way. The second
view is that taken by Halitsky for restrictive apposition, in which
the second NP is considered to be a complement within the first one.6

The rule that Delorme and Dougherty give for apposition is
formally similar to my rule (30) above; it is (1972, p. 9):

(59) NP -> NP (NP)

There are, however, at least three ways in which this rule differs from
mine that are worthy of comment. First of all, even though Delorme
and Dougherty believe that, as it stands, the rule is adequate to
handle both sequences with canna intonation and sequences without it
(pp. 8 -9, fn. 4), the rule accounts only for the doubling of full NP's,
and it therefore cannot handle the difference between restrictive
and nonrestrictive apposition in an insightful way. I will not,
however, pursue this point further because it hardly seems fair to
criticize Delorme and Dougherty for not using X -bar syntax at a time
when it had not yet been developed. Secondly, Delorme and Dougherty's
view can handle sequences of three or more NP's in apposition only
by applying more than once, which, as I have argued above, sometimes
leads to assigning incorrect structures to such sequences. Since
Delorme and Dougherty nowhere mention the possibility of apposition
with more than two parts, however, it would be unfair to belabor this
point. The third difference between Delorme and Dougherty's rule
and my rule is the most significant: both the form of their rule
and the prose describing it imply that the first NP in a two -part
appositional construction is the head, and that the second part modi-
fies it in some way. The asymmetric head - modifier relationship is
shown in the form of the rule by the parentheses around the second NP.
Since the beginnings of generative grammar, parentheses have been used
to signal optional constituents, and optional constituents are never
heads.
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The asymmetrical head- modifier relationship implied by the
parentheses is strongly reinforced in the. prose by referring to the
second part of the appositional construction by the following terms:
"appositive modifiers" (p. 9, fn. 4), "the appositive NP" (p. 10),
"the appositive" (p. 10, fn. 5), "appositive noun phrase complements"
(p. 11), and "appositive elements" (p. 11, fn. 6). In contrast,
Delorme and Dougherty nowhere refer to the first part of the apposi-
tional construction by such terms, though they use terms like
"appositive constructions" and "appositive (structures)" (p. 11, fn. 6)
to refer to the entire construction. I may seem to be belaboring
this point, but I feel that it is significant because Delorme and
Dougherty established a precedent in this paper that was followed,
perhaps uncritically, by later investigators. For example, Halitsky
(1974) adopts their view and refers to the second parts of
appositional constructions as "appositive NP's" (p. 451, fn. 8)
and to the relationship between the second part and the first part
as "modifying" (p. 452). Pesetsky (1978) is even more explicit than
Delorme and Dougherty; he calls the first NP "the head" and the
second one "an appositive modifier" (p. 351), and he talks about "an
appositive modifying a ... head" (p. 352). Janda (1980), in spite
of the fact that he refers to apposition as a kind of NP NP juxta-
position (p. 329), implies earlier on the same page that one part is
"the head" and the other a "modifier ", even though he does not commitit
himself as to which is which.

In all fairness to Delorme and Dougherty, however, it must be
emphasized that, in spite of the fact that they started the tradition
of considering apposition to show a head- modifier relationship, they
sometimes seemed to be saying precisely the opposite. For example,
they state, "It seems to us that appositive modifiers modify the entire
NP inclndìng the determiner, quantifiers, etc., and for this reason,
we would like to keep all appositive modifiers outside of the modified
NP" (p. 9, fn. 4). In spite of the three references to modification
in this statement, they correctly grasp the notion that apposition
does not involve structural modification, which is shown by the fact
that they want to keep the second part of the appositional construction
outside of the NP that forms the first part. In accord with this
view, their rule assigns a labeled bracketing to appositional construc-
tions that is in precise agreement with my view of apposition, as
seen in their example (a) (p. 8, fn. 4), repeated here as (60):

(60) (MAgp my friend) ( the student) )

Clearly, therefore, what Delorme and Dougherty mean by modification
cannot be structural modification, because none shows up in the
labeled bracketing. The view of modification that they are taking
for appositional constructions must therefore be a kind of semantic
or pragmatic modification. When, for example, the first NP a speaker
uses is perceived to be insufficient to carry out his communicative
intent, and another label for the same entity is added on; speakers
may have some vague notion that the second NP modifies the first.
(See the brief discussion of afterthoughts in Section 5.) Struc-
turally, however, it would be just as plausible to say that the first
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NP modifies the second one as that the second one modifies the first
one. Only Janda (1980), of all the investigators mentioned above,
appears to have even considered this possibility.

Halitsky (1974) is the first investigator to distinguish between
restrictive and nonrestrictive apposition by proposing a different
syntactic structure for each of them. For nonrestrictive apposition,
he accepts Delorme and Dougherty's rule, repeated above as (59). For
restrictive apposition, however, he advocates a rule mentioned by
Delorme and Dougherty (1972, pp. 8 -9, fn. 4), but rejected by them.
This rule is repeated here as (61):

(61) NP --> (Det) N (NP)

Halitsky calls this rule the complement NP rule. Note that it
handles restrictive apposition as a phenomenon generated within the
bounds of a single NP. This shows that Halitsky considers restrictive
apposition to be an asymmetrical relation, both structurally and
semantically. It is structurally asymmetrical because it clearly
sets up the first N in the structure as the head, and because it makes
different claims about the expansion possibilities for the two parts.
This formal asymmetry clearly implies a semantic asymmetry, and this
is confirmed by the fact that Halitsky uses the term "modifying" to
describe the relationship of the second one to the first one (p. 452).

While I am, of course, in sympathy with Halitsky's desire to
make a clear structural distinction between restrictive and non-
restrictive apposition, I believe that the way he has chosen to do so
obscures certain important facts. The most significant criticism I
have of the complement NP rule is that it completely misses the point
about apposition, which is that apposition consists in the doubling
of a structure. This is the insight I have tried to capture in my
apposition rule based on variable bar levels (rule (30) above). From
this general principle there follow two specific criticisms of
Halitsky's rule. First, it overly restricts the number and kinds of
modifiers that can occur with the first head N. His rule limits them
to determiners, but adjectives and at least some PP's can also occur
tyre, as seen in examples (39) -(41) in Section 2 above. The second
specific criticism I have of Halitsky's complement NP rule is that it
does not restrict the number and kinds of modifiers in the second
NP. As I argue in Section 2, some PP's can occur in either the first
or second part of restrictive apposition because they modify either
the first or second N alone, while relative clauses can follow only
the second N because they modify the entire appositional construction,
not because the second N permits more modifiers than the first one.

There is one further point worthy of mention. In languages with
rich surface case - marking systems, such as Greek, appositional
constituents, restrictive and nonrestrictive alike, invariably share
the same case, as-seen in example (6) in Section 1 above. The
analysis of apposition that I propose, which consists of a doubling
of projections of N at the same bar level, dominated by the same
node, provides a principled explanation for this case agreement. It
would in fact be surprising if two nouns generated in this way did
not agree in case. In Halitsky's analysis, however, the second part
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of the appositional construction is treated as an NP complement, and,
in a language like Greek, such adnominal complements typically take
the genitive case. Some sort of ad hoc statement would therefore
be needed to show why the appositional type of adnominal complement,
as generated by a rule like (61), agrees with the preceding N in case,
while other types of adnominal complement take the usual genitive
case.8 Clearly, Halitsky's rule is incapable of handling the facts
about case marking in appositional structures in an insightful way.

4. APPOSITION OUTSIDE OF NOUN PHRASES

The main thrust of Jackendoff's work on X -bar theory was a
search for syntactic generalizations that would extend to various
categories. It is clear that coordination, which shares with apposi-
tion the property of having no head, generalizes at least across the
major lexical categories (see Jackendoff 1977, pp. 50 -51). It there-
fore seems logical to ask whether the apposition rule also generalizes
to categories other than NP. Consider the following examples, which
show structures that can plausibly be considered appositional in
AP's, PP's, QP's, AdvP's, and S's, respectively:

(62) that cute, absolutely adorable, baby

(63) He hid in the woods, among the trees.

(64) fourscore -- eighty --years ago

(65) Look over there, down below!

(66) He hunted elephants last week; he followed them day and
night.

Apposition is defined above as: two or more anaphorically related
projections of N, at the same bar level, in sequence, each dominated
by the same node in the tree, which consists of a projection of N at
the same bar level as the daughter nodes. When we attempt to broaden
this definition to categories other than NP, we find two problems.

The first problem is that it is far from clear just what the
concept "anaphorically related" means when it is applied to categories
outside of NP. Perhaps the best way to express my intuition on this
subject is to say that two expressions are anaphorically related
if they present the same concept in two different ways, rather than
introducing a new concept. It should, of course, be obvious that such
a notion is extremely slippery and difficult to apply. I will not
attempt to make it more precise in the present paper, but I will
tentatively retain " anaphorically related" in the definition because
it seems to me that without it something crucial to the intuitive
notion of apposition is lost. (See fn. 2 and Section 5 for further
discussion of the role of semantics in defining apposition.)

The second problem is whether the difference between restrictive
and nonrestrictive apposition that is relevant for NP's, as shown in
Section 2 above, is also relevant outside of NP's. Examples (62)-
(66), which show apposition outside of NP's, all have comma intonation
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between the parts and are therefore instances of nonrestrictive
apposition. It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to get
examples of restrictive apposition outside of NP's in English. On
the basis of English, therefore, it may appear that apposition
outside of NP's must be restricted to maximal projections. A cross -

category apposition rule in universal grammar will be simpler and
more general, however, if it applies to any projection of any lexical
category, even if there exist languages that do not exploit the
full potential of the rule, either because they lack apposition in
some lexical categories, or at some projections of various categories,
or both. It is useful, therefore, to look for examples of restric-
tive apposition outside of NP's in languages other than English. If

any such examples can be found, it seems fair to generalize the rule.

At least two such restrictive appositional constructions appear
to occur in Copala Trique,9 one in AdvP's and the other in sentences.
Restrictive apposition in AdvP's is seen in sentence (67):

(67) ka2na 21 gwaa4 yatah3 ko3
?ngo2 a32.

will -come John within -a- few -days Monday declarative
'John will come next Monday.'

The phrase yatah3 ko32ngo2 consists of two temporal adverbs, the first
one deictic and the second one nondeictic. That neither is a noun is
shown by the fact that neither can be expanded by any noun modifiers.
That the phrase is truly appositional is shown by the fact that
either word alone produces a grammatical sentence, as does the re-
verse sequence, koi?ngo2 yatah3. That it is truly restrictive is
shown both by the lack of pause and by the fact that neither word
alone zeroes in on one specific day: yatah3 covers a range from two
days in the future to about a week, while ko3 2ngo2 covers any Monday.
(Because of the heavy functional load carried by lexical tone in
Copala Trique, there are no pitch phenomena that correspond to comma
intonation in English.) In that neither of the two words can be
expanded in any way, either in this example or when they occur alone,
there is, unfortunately, no way to know precisely which nonmaximal
bar level is being doubled in this sentence.

The restrictive appositional construction that occurs in sen-
tences in Copala Trique is much like example (66), which may not have
struck the reader as appositional at all, at least not on the first
reading. In Copala Trique, however, compound sentences in which two
independent sentences are joined paratactically (without conjunction)
are extremely common and are used to express a wide variety of
relations between the two parts. Many such sentences totally lack
anaphoric relatedness between the parts and so are not appositional.
A sizable group of them, however, express restatement or paraphrase,
i.e., they show anaphoric relatedness, and so they fit my definition
of apposition. Often a verb and its subject are repeated (or the
subject is replaced by an appropriate pronoun), and the rest of
the sentence is changed; the combination of the two sentences serves
mainly as a way of including more NP's or adverbials than one simple
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sentence can include without becoming too heavy. Examples of this
type are seen in (68) and (69):

(68) ka?áh32 gwaa4 ngah32 kii3 ka?ah32 gwaa4 ga2
went John Putla yesterday went John with

tinuu5 zo?3 a32.

brother-of him declarative

'John went to Putla yesterday; he went with his brother.'

(69) nago?3 gwaa4 sa?áh32 ko ?ngo2 nago?3 zo?3 má3 to ?nu?3
repaid John money Monday repaid he body -of uncle -of

zo?3 se
?e4

skuh5
a32.

him base -of ox declarative

'John paid the money back Monday; he paid it back to his
uncle for the ox.'

Other sentences with anaphoric relatedness show a looser formal relation-
ship between the parts, as seen in (70) and (71):

(70) kano4 tuwi23 rohl guwee3 kunu ?3 roh' 0 ?3

grabbed companion the -two dog fought the -two it

a32 .

declarative

The two dogs lunged at each other; they fought.'

(71) till nikú?3 zo?3 ne ?yah3 zúä32
?3 a32.

still stands he not does work he declarative
'He stands still; he doesn't work.'

Longacre (1966, pp. 245, 249) describes structures similar to (68)
and (69) in the related Chicahuaxtla dialect of Trique, which he calls
recapitulation sentences, and structures similar to (70) and (71),
which he calls paraphrase sentences. He groups the two together as
appositional sentence types, thus becoming the first linguist, to my
knowledge, to recognize the possibility of apposition at the sentence
level.

That these sentences are appositional is shown by the fact that
either part of the above sentences alone constitutes a grammatical
sentence when followed by a32 'declarative' (the sentence -final Aux
particle), and by the fact that the parts can occur in reverse sequence,
though adjustment of pronouns is sometimes needed. That these
sentences show doubling of less than the maximal projection of S and
so qualify as restrictive apposition can be seen from three facts.
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First, they show no pause at the break between the two parts. Second,
only one sentence -final Aux particle occurs for each pair. And third,
the individual parts of such sentences cannot take loosely -knit
sentential modifiers, like subordinate clauses introduced by conjunc-
tions.

The above Copala Trique examples, therefore, lead us to the
conclusion that restrictive apposition does indeed occur outside of
NP's, and so we are justified in generalizing the definition given
above for nominal apposition to all projections of major lexical
categories. The cross - category definition of apposition is therefore:
two or more anaphorically related projections of any category, at the
same bar level, in sequence, each dominated by the same node in the
tree, which consists of a projection of that category at the same bar
level as the daughter nodes. The rule that corresponds to such a
definition is:

(72) Xn -> X7 x7*

5. PANDORA'S BOX: SOME ISSUES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

In this section I would like to discuss briefly four problems:
mixed- category apposition, the relation between apposition and paren-
theticals, the functions of apposition, and semantic versus formal
definition of apposition.

Not only may apposition be broadened to include categories outside
of NP, as shown in Section 4 above, but it is also possible to have
sentences in which the different parts of an apparently appositional
construction belong to different categories. In sentences (73) and
(74), we see apposition between an NP and a PP, and between an AdvP
and a PP, respectively:

(73) His hiding place, in the corner, is where they found him.

(74) Look here, on the shelf!

That these examples are very much like apposition can be seen from the
fact that the sentences are equally grammatical with either part of
the appositional construction alone or with the two parts in reverse
order. If, however, we permit the apposition rule to insert a category
on the right side of the rule that does not appear on the left side,
the only constraint on the constructions such a rule could generate
would be that all the constituents have the same bar level.

Perhaps this dilemma can be resolved by appealing to either
the notion of grammatical function in the sentence, or the notion of
referential function. I am indebted to Richard D. Janda (personal
communication) for suggesting the latter approach to me and for
pointing out that places can be viewed as things, which explains why
AdvP's and PP's that refer to places can be used in NP positions.
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Before leaving the subject of mixed- category apposition, I would
like to point out that many examples that can be viewed as instances
of this phenomenon have been discussed in detail in the transformational
literature. I refer to such well -known sequences as the fact that
the world is round, which are usually treated as having an embedded S
within an NP (see, for example, Akmajian and Heny 1975, pp. 266ff.).
It would, however, be plausible to view them as mixed- category
apposition consisting of an NP followed by an S, and Delorme and
Dougherty do, in fact, refer to nouns like fact as taking an "apposi-
tive sentence complement" (1972, p. 8, fn. 4).

The subject of mixed- category apposition leads naturally to a
further question that would be profitable to examine: the relation-
ship between apposition and parentheticals. Most treatments of
apposition restrict it to NP's, and most treatments of parentheticals
restrict them to S's and PP's (see, for example, Emonds 1976, pp.
7 -8, 43 -64). It is possible, however, that apposition and parenthet-
icals are nothing more than the two ends of a single worm. Maybe
the parenthetical class should be expanded to encompass any major
lexical category, not just S's and PP's, and maybe most, if not all,
instances of at least nonrestrictive apposition are nothing more than
a special case of parentheticals, i.e., the case in which the
parenthetical expression belongs to the same category as (or at
least has the same syntactic or referential function as) an anaphor-
ically related element of the sentence that immediately precedes it.
Note that parenthetical expressions are almost always set off by
comma intonation, just as nonrestrictive apposition is. A parenthet-
ical analysis of apposition would easily handle problematic examples
like (7) and (8) in Section 1 above, which appear to show discontinuous
apposition.

Another area in which research is needed concerns the functions
that apposition fills for speakers of a language. Such functions
range from the clearly pragmatic to the purely syntactic. Perhaps
the most obviously pragmatic cases of apposition are afterthoughts,
in which the speaker adds a new NP to supplement or replace the first
one, often because the addressee's reaction convinced him that his
communicative intent had been unsuccessful. Such cases are closely
related to parentheticals. At the opposite extreme are cases where
the syntactic structure requires the use of apposition in order to
include extra material, as seen in the Copala Trique sentences (68)
and (69) in Section 4 above. In Copala Trique, it is also impossible
to have both a possessive determiner and an adjective modifying the
same noun head, and the usual way to express this combination of
elements is to use an appositional construction, as seen in example
(75) :

(75) ze -ma gwaa mi3ste4 za
?1

POSSESSED- machete John machete good
'John's machete, the good machete'
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In between the cases which are clearly pragmatic and those which are
clearly syntactic are cases in which the use of apposition is
premeditated, but not required, such as (76):

(76) I would like to introduce my mother, Lillian Erickson.

In addition to the pragmatic versus syntactic factors involved,
any complete study of the functions of apposition should consider the
interaction between apposition and the rate of information flow in
discourse. When the verb and subject are repeated, or the noun head is
repeated, as in Trique, apposition seems to serve as a way of slowing
down the rate of information flow. When, however, new head nouns are
used, as is often done in English poetry, apposition seems to serve to
speed up the rate at which new information is introduced.

The fourth- -and final- -area that I want to suggest for future
research concerns the usefulness of a purely formal definition of
apposition versus a definition that also considers semantic factors.
In particular, should the semantic notion "anaphorically related"
that I use in my definition of apposition be retained, or should it
be eliminated in favor of such purely formal considerations as the
lack of a conjunction (even though this would lead to classing the
sequence 'grace, mercy, peace' in example (6) in Section 1 above as
apposition, against my intuition)? Perhaps the dilemma can be
resolved by combining coordination and apposition into a single rule
schema, with optional conjunction. The distinction between the two
notions based on considerations of anaphoric relatedness would then
be captured by the semantic interpretation rules, rather than by the
syntax.

FOOTNOTES

lI would like to thank Adrian Akmajian, Ann K. Farmer, Richard
D. Janda, and Esmralda Martin -Callejo- Manandise, all of whom read
earlier drafts of this paper and made various helpful comments on it.
Undoubtedly, each of them would prefer to see further revisions in the
manuscript, and I dutifully take upon myself the customary blame for
its remaining faults.

2An interesting problem is found in cases that are coordinate in
form, i.e., have a conjunction, yet also share anaphoric relatedness.
For example, my friend and neighbor uses and to link two terms which
have different senses but only one referent; and wildebeest, or gnu
uses or to link two synonyms. I choose to call such constructions
coordinate, rather than appositional, reserving the label "apposition"
for constructions that both lack a conjunction and show anaphoric
relatedness. See, however, the discussion in Section 5.

3In earlier versions of this paper I tried to build the notion of
anaphoric relatedness into the rule by having it introduce coindexing
of the parts on the right side. I abandoned this idea, however,
partly because the theory does not permit phrase structure rules to
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introduce indices, but also because the indices were an oversimplification
of the facts. I am grateful to Adrian Akmajian (personal communication)
for pointing out some of the problems that such an approach would create.

4Even though there is agreement among generative linguists that
restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses are different in various
important ways, not everyone agrees-with Jackendoff's treatment of
nonrestrictive relatives as the N " ' complement (1977, pp. 57, 62 -63,
169 -199). Emmmonds, for example, argues that nonrestrictive relative

clauses should be derived from parentheticals and that there is no need
for three levels of bar notation (1979). If Emonds' proposal should
ultimately prove superior to Jackendoff's, some modifications in the
theory of apposition adopted in the present paper will undoubtedly be
necessary. See the discussion of the relationship between apposition
and parentheticals in Section 5.

5Perhaps Jackendoff's desire to capture cross - category generaliza-
tions led him to give too much weight to the parallelism between the
possessive determiners of nouns and the subjects of verbs. Because he
wanted to capture the notion that both of these categories are subjects,
he assigned both of then to the treble -bar level, but perhaps determiners
are, in fact, best treated at a lower bar level. Consider, however,
the fact that determiners are often shared in coordinate structures,
as discussed below.

6There are, of course, other views of apposition that have been
taken in the literature beside the ones I discuss, for example, the
position taken by Smith (1964), in which the second part of appositional
constructions is derived from nonrestrictive relative clauses by the
deletion of the relative pronoun and BE. For some arguments against
this position, see Delorme and Dougherty (1972, pp. 3, 27 -28).

7Given the fact that punctuation was not marked in early manu-
scripts, nor was pause indicated in any other way, it is sometimes
difficult to determine whether a given instance of apposition is
restrictive or nonrestrictive. In spite of the fact that we are there-
fore sometimes forced to make an educated guess based on semantic
factors, case agreement is nevertheless an invariant feature of both
kinds of apposition in Koine Greek.

8An interesting related problem, which is beyond the scope of
this paper, is found in English phrases like that crook of a president,
in which pairs of nouns that are intuitively appositional in relation-
ship, i.e., that show anaphoric relatedness, are linked by of in a
construction that appears to contain a PP. Even though the first
noun seems to be the head in such constructions, however, there are
compelling reasons for not treating of and the second N as a PP. For
a discussion of this phenomenon, see Janda (1980, pp. 327 -334).
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9Copala Trique is an Otamanguean language spoken in Oaxaca,
Mexico. The data on which this statement and the examples below are
based come from my unpublished field notes, gathered during various
periods of fieldwork over the past twenty years under the auspices
of the Summer Institute of Linguistics. The symbols used in trans-
cribing Trique examples include superscript numbers that represent
tone levels from low (1) to high (5).
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