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0. Introduction

In this paper, we are concerned with the semantic proper-
ties of nonrestrictive relative clauses which are thought to
refer to "a whole sentence” or to "a whole thought" (c¢f,
Jespersen (1927: 113)). In section 1, we will consider these
clauses from the viewpoint of modality and proposition. 1In
section 2, we will consider some related topics. Some of the
typical examples which we are concerned with here are the

following:

(1) John made a date with Mary, which pleased her.
{(2) We never stop working on this show, which is great.
(3) He also decided, which was more to his purpose, that

Eleaner did not care a straw for him.
{(Jespersen 1927: 115)
(4) Moreover, which you may hardly believe, the examiners
had decided in advance to fail half the candidates!
(Hornby 1974: 998)

{5} Sophia was not unconscious, as could be judged from her

eyes. (Jespersen 1927: 178)

(6} As might be guessed from its title, and as is made clear
in its preface, Aijmer's book represents an attempt to
explore further connections between  semantic and syntactic

distinctions in English, (Baker 1975: 185)
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(7) Mr. Bunce, as may be imagined, was opposed to innovation.
(Jespersen 1927: 178)
(8) and, what is yet more rare, his knowledge of himself
equalled his knowledge of others. {(ibid., p. 114)
(9) What is even more remarkable, he manages to inspire con-
fidence in the most suspicious people.
{(Quirk et al. 1972: 513)
{10) She invited the famous poet and, what's more surprising,

he was happy to come,

Emonds (1976) claims that sentential relatives (relative
clauses referring to the entire main clause) cannot become parenthe-
ticals (p. 45). But as we see from the examples above and also
in the following, Emonds' claim is incorrect. The fact is that
certain nonrestrictive relative clauses which refer to a sentence
or a clause can occur sentence-internally and sentence-finally.

There might be some objection to our assumption that sentences
(8)={10) include a subset of relative clauses. An alternative inter-
pretation might be that these should be treated as members of
adverbial clauses (cf, Quirk et al. (1972)). But our assumption is
not implausible, when viewed historically. The relative pronoun
what is generally understood as the composite of that which (cf.
Kuroda (1969)). Interestingly enough, examples like the following
are cited in Jespersen (1927; 114}, although he admits that the

relevant combination is obsolete.

(11) our army was but small; but that which was worse,

they had not arms {fregquent in Defoe). [emphasis mine]

In view of this fact, it is not implausible to consider the rele-

vant clauses as a subset of relative clauses from a historical
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point of view.l Thus, we will assume this position hereafter,
The above sentences show that the relative pronoun what,

like the sentential relative pronouns which and as, refers to

the content of the antecedent sentences. What relative clauses

can occur sentence-initially and sentence-medially,

1. Modality and Proposition

In this section, we will consider relevant nonrestrictive
relative clauses (hereafter, NRCs} in terms of modality and
proposition,

Following Makau (1979, 1981}, we assume the meaning of
the sentence as an utterance consisting of two components:
modality and proposition; the modality is the expression of a
mental attitude of the speaker (and, in certain cases, of the‘
hearer) toward (part of) the proposition or the person involved,
at the time of speech, defined as "the speaker's instantanecus
present”; the proposition is the objective statement of a
situation and it may be true oxr false,

A test which is used to show which part of a sentence is
the proposition is tag guestion formation: tag questions
generally conform to the subject and the predicate of the
propositional expression which constitutes the main assertion
of a sentence (c¢f. Hooper {1975) and Nakau (1979}). Compare
the following sentences, cited from Nakau (1979: 231}, where
it is sure is a propositional expression, while I am sure is

a modal expression,

{(12) It is sure that he will succeed, { isn't it?
{*won't he?
{13) I am sure that's right, | *ain't I?
*aren't I?

isn't it?
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In sentence (12), the tag question conforms to the subject and
the predicate of the main clause, while in sentence (13), it

conforms to those of the complement clause. WNotice that when
the speaker's mental attitude is in the past, the tag question

conforms to the subject and the predicate of the main clause.

(14) I was sure that he would succeed,{ wasn't 1? }
*wouldn't he?

{Nakau 1979:; 231)

In sentence (13), the main clause constitutes a modal expression,
while in sentence (14), the main clause constitutes part of a
complex propositional expression.

We can use taq gquestion formation as a test to show whether
a certain clause expresses a proposition which constitutes the
main assertion of a sentence. Let us first examine NRCs that
contain sentential anaphor which as a relative prbnoun. Consider

the following sentences:

{15} Max remained silent, which was unusual with him,
wasn't it?
{*didn't he?l
{16) John suddenly offered to resign his post, which is
surprising,[ isn't it?
{*didn't he?}
The results of tag question formation show that the sentence-
final NRCs express propositions which constitute the main asser-
tion of the entire sentences; they clearly do not express modality.

On the other hand, in the case of NRCs that occur sentence-

medially, we get the following results.

(17} And, which is curious, John courted Mary.
(18) And, which is surprising, most people do not love

themselves.
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(19) And, which is curious, John courted Mary,{ didn't he?
{*isn't it? ]
(26) And, which is surprising, most people do not love
themselves,{do they? }

*isn't it?

Sentences (19)-(20) show that the main clause {the antecedent
sentence) is the mainly asserted part of the sentence, i.e., the
clause constitutes a proposition.

Here we should notice that it is not the case that sentence-
internal NRCs cannot express the speaker's assertion. The following
sentences show that a root transformation (Negative Constituent
Preposing), which can be used to assert the content of a clause,

can apply to a sentence-internal NRC:

(21} ‘This car, which I drove only rarely, is in excellent
condition.
(22) This car, which only rarely did I drive, is in excellent

conditicn. (Hooper & Thompson 1973: 489)

These sentences show that the relative clauses in question can
express the speaker's emphatic assertion under a certain condition.
As we have noted earlier, a proposition is the objective state-
ment of a situation, which may be true or false, and the objective
statement can be emphatically asserted under an appropriate circum-
stance. It can therefore be said that the relative clauses under
consideration express propositions,

Then what about NRCs like those in (17}-(18)? For an expository

purpose, consider the following sentences.

(23) Moreover, which you may hardly believe, the man killed
himself.
{24} *Moreover, which hardly may you believe, the man killed

himself.
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(25) *Moreowver, which you may hardly BELIEVE, the man
killed himself,

[Capitals indicate emphatic stress]

These sentences show that in contrast with sentence (22) neither
Negative Constituent Preposing nor emphatic stress placement can
apply. Since modality expresses the speaker's mental attitude
at "the speaker's instantaneous present", it is expected to be
incompatible with operations which produce emphatic assertions.
Notice also that the NRCs in (17)-(18), which have clausal
structures, show as a whole the speaker's mental attitude and
these are almost synonymous with modal adverbs curiously and
surprisingly, respectively. The NRC in (23), which has a clausal
structure and contains itself a modal auxiliary may, is almost
synonymous with a modal adverb unbelievably. Considering these
facts, we can conclude that the NRCs under consideration fall
under semantic component of modality.

Incidentally, the possibility that the NRCs may express
presupposition is excluded. As the name "mental parenthesis"
{(Jespersen 1927: 113) suggests, NRCs show the speaker's
(writer's} mental attitude toward the content of the antecedent
sentences. The claim that the speaker's mental attitude implies
presupposition is epistemologically implausible; presupposed
semantic contents are generally considered to be immune from
the effect of negation but the speaker's mental attitude varies
according to the content of the antecedent sentence and it cannot
be constant.2

As an illustration of modal expressions, we can give the

following sentences:

(26) and, which is curious, John failed in the final exam.
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(27) And, which is surprising, an estimated 40,000
elephants are killed annually in Africa,
(28} Moreover, which you may hardly believe, the man was
found dead in the lake.
One thing that is of some interest here is that if the subject
NP of an MNRC is changed from the first/second person to the third,

this results in lower acceptability, as in the following:3

(29) ?Moreover, which John may hardly believe, the man was

found dead in the lake.

There are sentences with NRCs that are considered to express

propositions.

(30) And, which was curious, John courted Mary.
(31} Moreover, which was surprising, the president-elect

killed himself.

It is possible to consider that if the tense of an NRC is in
the past, the speaker's mental attitude is no longer the one
at instantaneous present, The NR(C expresses the speaker's comment
in the past on the content of the main sentence; it expresses a
proposition,

The following sentences with NRCs also do not seem to express
the speaker's mental attitude at the instantaneous present; they

fall under the semantic component of proposition:

(32} ... and our men, which was the worst of their fate,
had no advantage in their situations.

(33) He also decided, which was more to his purpose, that
Eleaner did not care a straw for him.

(34) If, which very seldom happens, there are two such

imperious spirits in a family ...
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(35) I very soon persuaded lorna that for the present she

was safe, and (which made her still more happy) that

she was not only welcome, but as gladdening to our eyes
as the flowers of May.

(36) ... we shall flight on the beaches, we shall flight on
the landing grounds, we shall flight in the fields
and in the streets, we shall flight in the hills; we
shall never surrender; and even if, which I do not

for a moment believe, this island or a large part

of it were subjugated and starving, then our Empire
beyond the seas, armed and guarded by the British
fleet, would carry on the struggle untill ...5

[emphasis mine]

Next, let us turn to sentences with NRCs which are introduced
by a relative pronoun as. Consider the following sentences where

tag questions are formed:

{37) As might be expected, this type of construction is

most common in conversaticnal discourses,{isn't 1it?
*mightn't it?

{38y Mr. Bunce, as }night be imagined, was opposed to

innovation,  wasn't he?
{*mightn'_t it?}
(39) Sophia was not unconscious, as could be judged from
her eyes,l was she? }

*couldn't it?

The results of tag question formation indicate that the antecedent
sentence expresses a mainly asserted propositib_n in any position.
In other words, the NRC cannot constitute a main-assertion, unlike

the one introduced by which (cf, (15}—-(1l6)).
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We can consider the following NRCs as nodal expressions,

{40) and the reaction, as is always the case, was inclined
to go too far.

(41) He is a teacher, as is clear from his manner,

(42) At the end of July, the rainy season broke, as is

natural.

PThese NRCs as a whole express, the speakexr's mental attitude at
the instanteneous present toward the proposition expressed in
the antecedent sentences. Wotice that there are a number of
modal adverbs which are similar in meaning to these expressions,

e.qg. naturally, predictably, understandably and so on.

On the other hand, the following NRCs introduced by as do
not seem to be modal expressions but, by definition, propositional

expressions.

(43) One nmight seek evidence to determine whether something
like the notation of familiar predicate calculus plays
a role in IF, as has sometimes been suggested.
{Chomsky 1981: 35)
(44) He is a teacher, as became clear from his manner.

{45) He was a foreigner, as they perceivéd from his accent.

One thing that deserves mention here is that the NRCs
introduced by as cannot contain "emotive predicates" such as be
interesting, be surprising and so on (cf. Kiparsky & Kiparsky
(1970})):

{(486) *As is interesting, John is in India.

{47) As is well-known, John is in India. {ibid., p. 171)

The difference between the. following sentences may: also be traced

back to the point in guestion,

{48) He married her, as was natural.
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{49) *He married her, as was disgraceful.

(Guirk et al. 1972: 874)

according to Kiparsky & Kiparsky, emotive predicates are those
which express the subjective value of a proposition rather than
knowledge about it or its truth value (p. 169)_6

Notice that NRCs introduced by which can contain emotive
predicates, whether they are modal expressions or propositicnal
expressions (cf. (15)~(18)). Compare the following sentences

cited from Quirk et al. (1972).

(50} He married her, which was natural.

(51) He married her, which was disgraceful. (ibid., p. B74)}

By way of contrast, consider the differnce between the

following sentences.

{52} He saw the girl, which delighted him.
{53} *He saw the girl, as delighted him. (ibid., p. 873)

Quirk et al. note only that the relative pronoun as cannot occur
as the subject in this case, and they porvide no account for

why a&s is unacceptable while which is acceptable here. The

crucial difference lies in the fact that, as we have noted above
{ct. (37)-(39)), as relative clauses cannot constitute mainly
asserted parts in any position of a sentence. Which relative
clauses, on the other hand, constitute the speaker's main assertion

parts when they occur sentence-finally (cf. (15)-(16)}). Thus:

{54) He saw the girl, which delighted him, { didn't 1it?
{*didn't he?

Sentence (54) shows that in this case the semantic content

expressed in the relative clause is considered to be the main



49

assertion of the sentence, and this is incompatible with the
semantic property of as relative clauses {cf. (37)-({39)}. Further-
more it is clear that the fact that "emotive predicates" cannot
occur in these Eg_relative clauses is closely related to this
semantic property; a sentence with an enotive predicate is more
likely to bear the speaker's main concern.

rinally, let us turn to another relative clause type which
is introduced by a relative pronoun what. <Consider again the

following sentences.

(55) and if ever, what is even more difficult, we should
come to know ...

(56) and, what is yet more rare, his knowledge of himself
equalled his knowledge of others.

{(57) She is kind, and what is still better, is very beautiful.

(58) He declared it openly, and what is more surprising , he
did it.

(59) He is good~looking, clever, and what is best of all,

is rich.

We find that these relative clauses are similar in meaning to
which relative clauses in that they show as a whole the speaker's
evaluative judgement at instantaneous present. Thus, it can be
said that these relative clauses also constitute modal expressions.
But there is a certain unnegligible difference between the two
clauses, though this does not impair the status of EEEE relative
clauses as modal expressions.

What relative clauses do not occur Sentence-finally in

contrast with which relative clauses.

(60) *She is kind and is very beautiful, and what is still

better.



50

(61) *He declared it openly and he did it, and what is

more surprising.

This may be due to the functions that these relative clauses ful-
fill in a discourse: what relative clauses are used teo introduce
additional remarks or assertions of the speaker; they cannot

independently constitute the speaker's assertion. The occurrence

of the modifying adverbs still, more, or hest proves a point

(cf. {55)-(59)). The following sentences where tag questions are

formed also show the point indirectly.

{(62) a. She is kind, and what is still better, is very
beautiful, {*isn't it?
{isn't she?}
b. He declared it openly, and what is more surprising,
he did it, }*isn't it?
didn't he‘;}

On the other hand, things are different in the case of the

following sentences:

(63) He praised the wine of the country and what was more
to the purpose, give us the opportunity of tasting it.

(64) Fortunately, Mr. Mayfield was at home and, what was
rarer, disengaged. {Zandvoort 1975: 166)

(65) one poor girl who had either drowned herself, or
rather what was more probable, had been drowned by him.

(Jespersen 1927; 114)
(66} She was kind, and what was still better, was very

beautiful,

The speaker's attitude expressed in these relative clauses is not

the one at the speaker's instantaneous Present; these relative
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clauses are therefore by definition not considered to be modal

expressions: they fall under the component of propositional

expressions.

2. Some Related Constructions
In this section, we will consider some related constructions,
and in particular, theilr syntactic derivations and semantic

properties. First, let us see sentences which we are concerned

with here.

(67} Strange, it was she who initiated divorce proceedings.
(68} Most important, his report offered prospects of a
great profit.
(69) More remarkable still, he is in charge of the project.
(Quirk et al. 1972: 255}
(70) More important, leaders of the women's movement vowed
to press their case for equality more rigorously than
ever in the courts and at the polls.
{Newsweek 7/12/1982, 17)
(71} Worst of all, what the White House had hoped would be
a set~piece demonstration of Reagan's glcbal leadership
had turned out to be guite the opposite.
{(ibid. 6/21/1982, 32)
(72) He remarked, 'Strange that the pain has not made her

soft,!

These sentences seem to be traditionally considered to be formed
from it-extraposed sentences through the ellipsis of the subject
and the verb it is. Such a process like this was originally

named "Prosiopesis" by Jespersen (1949: 413 ff), though he does

not cite relevant examples. Let us now consider if this line of
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traditional reasoning is plausible compared with other views.

In view of the following sentences, Quirk et al. (1972)
suggest two possibilities as their source: i) the ellipsis of the
subject and the verb it is in the extraposed sentence, ii) the
ellipsis of the subject, the verb, and the auxiliary verb what is
and is in the pseudo-cleft construction (p. 256 £n.). The

following are the two possible sources.

(73) Strange {that it turned out that way.
{how she still likes him. J
(74) a. It is strange that it turned out that way.
b. What is strange is that it turned out that way.
(75) a. It is strange how she still likes him.

b. What is strange is how she still likes him.

As we will see below, the correct source of the relevant
constructions seems to be the it-extraposed sentence. There are
a number of pieces of evidence for this.

First of all, the following "suppressed" sentences show a

course of elliptical process, suggesting the extraposition source.

(76) 'Sfunny you didn't know.
(77) Funny you didn't know. (Bolinger 1977: 73}

The relevant process may occur in the following way.

(78) a. It is funny (that) you didn't know.
b. It's funny (that) you didn't know.
c. 'Sfunny you didn't know.

d. Funny you didn't know.

On the other hand, the following process seems to be implausible,
because of the ungrammaticality of (79d), which constitutes one

step in the derivation of sentence (76).
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{(79) a. What is funny is that you didn't know.
b. What is funny is you didn't know.
c. What's funny is you didn't know.
d. *What's funny's you didn't know.

e. 'Sfunny you didn't know.

Kuno (1977) and Yasui(1978)note that the identificational use of
be cannot be reduced. The ungrammaticality of (79d) may be due
to this fact. Compare the following sentences cantaining the
modal use of be (the progressive form) with those sentences
containing the identificational use of be: be can be reduced

in the case of the former type but not that of the latter type.

(80) a. John is coming here tomorrow.
b. John's coming here tomorrow.
{8l) a. His hobby is going to parks.
b. *His hobby's going to parks. (Kuno 1977: 97)
(82) a. (?)What he's doing's getting him into trouble.
*What he's doing's getting himself into trouble.
{ibid., p. 98)
Secondly, the elliptical process in question is productive
in that a noun phrase can occur as the remaining element in the
sentence-initial position.
{83) Pity that she is dead.

(84) Curious thing, Mr. Scott, that none of us thought of
glasses. {(Otsuka. 1970: 856)

(85) [it is a] Shame after the glorious weather we've been
having. (Jespersen 1949: 414)
Notice that the pseudo-cleft source of (85) is not acceptable:

(86) *What is a shame is after the glorious weather we've

been having.
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considering these observations, it seems plausible to assume
the it-extraposed construction as the source of elliptical sen—
tences we have examined so far.

Note, however, that not all relevant elliptical sentences
fall under the extraposed constructions as thelir source. We
should differentiate two types: 1) one which can occur with an

adjective as it is, e.g. strange, funny and sc on. 1i) the other

which occur with a premodifying adverb more or most.7

Compare the following sentences again:

(87) = (67) Strange, it was she who initiated divorce
proceedings.
(88) = {68} Most important, his report offered prospects of

a great profit.

The erucial evidence for our position is that while type

(i) can only occur sentence—-initially, type (ii) can occur sentence-

medially as well as sentence-initially.

(89) a. Funny, you should have thought of that.
b. *You, funny, should have thought of that.
(Yasuli et al. 1976:; 225}
(90) The next day, they paid a call on the Butler family
of College Park Woods, Md., bringing along a jar of
gourmet jellybeans —-- and, more important, a message
of Presidential outrage over a Ku Kulux Klan cross-
burning on the Butler's lawn. (Newsweek 5/17/1982, 34)
{91) The MITI project also has set out to build a machine
that will read, write and speak several languages, use
common methods of communication including the telephone

and television, and, most important, learn, think,

and figure out its own way to solve problems.

{(ibid. 8/9/1982, 34) [emphasis mine}
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Since the formation of the sentences we are considering from
it-extraposed constructions must postulate tensed complements,

this approach cannot treat these examples properly; the elements

in question are not tensed complements but NPs or VPs. The following

sentence makes a point.

(92) Worst of all, what the White House had hoped would be
a set-piece demonstration of Reagan's global leadership

had turned out to he guite the opposite.
The it-extraposed construction cannot provide a possible source.

(923) *It's worst of all, what the White House had hoped
would be a set-piece demonstration of Reagan's global

leadership had turned out to be quite the opposite.

In view of these facts, it is necessary to differentiate the
two types among the relevant examples. What then is the source
of type (ii) sentences?

A possible source of type (ii) sentences may be a nonrestric-
tive relative clause with a sentential relative prenoun what, which
we have considered in the previocus section. It is clear that
there are remarkable semantic similarities in the paired examples,

though there may be some stylistic difference.

(94) a. She invited the famous poet and, what's more surprising,
he was happy to come.
b. She invited the famous poet and, more surprising,
he was happy to come.
{95} a. What's most important, his report offered prospects of
a great profit.
b. Most important, his repcrt offered prospects of a

great profit.
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(96) a. What's more remarkable still, he is in gharge of
the project.

h. More remarkable still, he is in charge of the project.

The semantic similarity and analogous surface distributions in
the paired examples lead us to the following derivational process:
as with type {i), the relevant sentences (94b)-{96b) are derived
from the ellipsis of the subject and the verb EEEEVEE_Of a rel-
ative clause. Notice that this process also falls under the
"Prosiopesis" phenomena in that the subject and the verb undergo
ellipsis and in this sense both type (i) and {ii} share a common
property.

Next, let us consider the sentences under consideration in
terms of modality and proposition. The extraposed sentences, which
we agssume to be the source of type (iJ elliptical sentences, consti-
tute a complex proposition: both the main clause and the complement
clause constitute a proposition. Consider the following sen-—

tences.

(97) It is strange how she still likes him, { isn't it? }
*Goesn't she?
(98) It is strange that it turned out that way,{ isn't it? }

*didn't it?

As tag questions in (97)-{98) show, the speaker's main concern
is with the content of the main clause and this constitutes part
of a proposition,.

Then what about the ellipted or "suppressed" part of the
sentences we have beeen concerned with so far? Interestingly
enough, the ellipted part of type (i} sentences has ambivalent
properties: properties of proposition and modality. As an

illustration, consider the following sentences.
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(99) Strange that the president has resigned so suddenly,
isn't it?
Lhasn't he;}
{100} Funny that you didn't know the news, { isn't it?
{fdid you? }

The results of tag question formation show that despite the
ellipsis of the subject and the verb the ellipted part stil}
constitutes the speaker's main concern and therefore constitutes
part of a complex proposition.8

On the other hand, there is good reason to believe that
the ellipted part expresses the speaker's modality. First of
all, the sentences in guestion are considered to be semantically
related to the clauses introduced by what (cf. Quirk et al. 1972:

2£5}. Compare the following sentences.

(1Cl) Strange, it was she who initiated divorce proceedings.
(102} What is strange, it was she who initiated divorce pro-

ceedings. (ibid., p. 255}

As we have discussed in the previous section, relative clauses
like that in {(102) express modality: they express the speake's
mental attitude toward the proposition. Secondly, sentences like
(101) are almost synonymous with the following sentence (cf.

ibid., p.256}.
(103) sStrangely, it was she who initiated divorce proceedings.

Thirdly, the tense of the main verb in the extraposed sentence,
which is assumed to underge the elliptical process, is almost always
present (cf. (76)-(77)). This reminds us of the notion of the

"speaker's instantaneous present" involved in modal expressiors,

These observations show that at least semantically the ellipted
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part constitutes a modal expression,

By way of contrast, let us now consider type (ii) elliptical
sentences which we have assumed to be derived from nonrestrictive
relative clauses introduced by what. Compare the results of tag
guestion formation in the following sentences with those in {99)-

{100)}.

(104} What's more remarkable still, he is in charge of the
project, {*isn't it?
isn't he?

{105) More remarkable still, he is in charge of the project,
*isn't it?
{ isnp't he?}
Contrary to type (i) sentences, neither the original clause nor
the ellipted part can constitutes the speaker's main assertion.
These observations and semantic considerations in the previous
section suggest that the ellipted part expresses modality. The

fact that modal adverbs are used instead of ellipted expressions

also supports this:

{106) Most importantly, he learned that preventive medicine
is more beneficial, as well as far cheaper, than curative

medicine. {Reader's Digest 9/1982, 110)

{107) More importantly, it(=legislation) has given foreign
companies a more secure and clearly defined status.

(PHP 4/1983, 64)

To summarize, we have examined nonrestrictive sentential
relative clauses introduced by relative pronouns which, as, and

what in terms of modality and proposition. It has been noted that

these clauses express modality or proposition depending on the

position in a sentence, the time reference, and the person involved.
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We have also examined some related sentences both syntactically
and semantically. It has been shown that a certain construction
has ambivalent semantic properties —- properties of modality and

proposition.

NOTES

* T am grateful to Minoru Nakau, Masaki Sano, and Katuhiko
Twasawa for their criticism and invaluable comments on earlier
draft and also to Shosuke Haraguchi for his useful suggestions.
I would like to acknowledge the help of Steve Leary in acting as
informant, HNeedless to say, all errors and inadequacies in this
paper are my oOwn.

One possible exceptional case is the following type:

What's more, there is little hope for a substantial recovery

in the foreseeable future. (Newsweek 5/10/1982, 35)

The clause what's more or what is more is a fixed phrase. It is

cited in Longman Dictionary of contemporary English that what is

more means 'more important’,

2 Hereafter, we will refer to the speaker's mental attitude
in relevant contexts in the sense that it covers both the speaker's
and the writer's mental attitude.
3 Kubota (1981l: 7) also observes this point.
It might be possible to consider that these sentences contain
modal expressions. Here we should recall that the "speaker's
instantaneous present" is involved in the definition of modality.
Even if the tense expressed in the NRC is in thepast, however,
it might be considered to be the result of the tense agreement

with the tense in the main clause. In other words, it might be

said that the clause as a whole still expresses the speaker's mental
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attitude at the "speaker's instantaneous present.” But, I do
not take this position in this paper and assume that the relative
clauses like those in {30)-(31) express propositions. At least
sentences (34)-(36) are unambiguous cases of propositional expres-
sions.
> This example is cited from Carden (1979: 15-16}).
We provide a partial list which shows the difference between

emotive predicates and nonemotive predicates.

Emotive Nonemotive
important well-known

crazy clear

odd self-evident
interesting goes without saying
sad natural

suffice

bother

For further details, see Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1970).
The following are adjectives that can occur independently:

curious, funny, odd, strange, surprising. There are also other

adjectives that cannot occur independently without premodifying

adverbs like more or most, e.g. important, remarkable (cf. Quirk

et al. 1972: 255-256. and Yasui et al. 1976: 255).

Compare the following sentences:

(i} Strange, the main killed himself,

(ii) More important, it would strengthen the argument given
earlier,

(iii) *Important, it would strengthen the argument given earlier.

(Yasui et al. 1976: 254-255)})

But this does not mean that type (i) adjectives cannot occur
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in type {ii) sentences. For example, the following sentences are

grammatical.

(iv) It is strange that the man killed himself,
(v) What is strange, the man killed himself,
(vi)={i) Strange, the man kill}ed himself.

The crucial point to decide whether a sentence falls under
type (i) or (ii) lies in the presence or absence of the complemen-

tizers that and how. Consider the following sentences,

(vii}) Strange [that} the man killed himself,
{how j
(viii) It is strange(that) the man killed himself.
‘how l

(ix) *What is strange |that] the man killed himself.
{how

Notice that sentences (iv) and (v) are not equal in status from a
semantic point of view, as we will see below: sentence (iv) as

a whole constitutes a complex proposition; sentence (v) cosists
of a modal expression (= a relative clause) and a prepositional
expression (= a complement clause).

8 This point has been suggested to me by Shosuke Haraguchi.
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