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English noun phrase modifiers realized by clauses can be of two types:
modifiers realized by relative clauses and modifiers realized by infinitival and
participial clauses, i.e. by nonfinite clauses. Both types can realize restrictive
and nonrestrictive modification. The paper discusses some issues regarding the
description of relative clauses and NP modifying nonfinite clauses in the
grammar traditions of English and Bulgarian. Also presented are structures with
participial NP modifying clauses in pre-head position in both languages. The
focus of the study is the ing-clause, its position in the sentence, and the
implications this has on its meaning. The analyses are based on authentic
examples from scientific publications in English and Bulgarian in the field of
forestry and landscape architecture, and special attention is devoted to
translation of English ing-clauses in Bulgarian.
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1. Noun phrase modifiers realized by clauses

English noun phrase modifiers realized by clauses can be of two
types: modifiers realized by relative clauses and modifiers realized by
infinitival and participial clauses, i.e. by nonfinite clauses.

1.1. The relative clause

Relative clauses are dependent elements in the structure of noun
phrases. The main structural characteristic of English relative clauses is
that “they are related by their form to an antecedent”, either containing a
that-relative, a wh-relative or a zero relative (Huddleston & Pullum 2002:
1034). Such relative clauses are always finite clauses with one exception:
the infinitival relative clause (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1067).

In [1] below the relative clause is a that-relative; in [2] it is a non-wh
infinitival relative:
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[1] Gymnosperms are plants that produce seeds in the open spaces of cones.
‘Tonocemennume ca pacmenus, KOUumo obpaszyeam cemena Ccu Ha
OMKpUmMuU Mecma 6 wiuuwiapxkume.’

[2] It was the longest avenue of trees to be found in Europe.

‘Tosa bewie nHati-Ovicama anes ¢ Obpeema, Kosmo modiceute 0a ce Ul 8

Eepona.’

In Bulgarian, relative clauses (noouunenu onpeodenumenru
uspeuernus) have two subtypes that distinguish between clauses linked to
the noun phrase head (1) with a relative word, and (2) without a relative
word. Koeva (2017: 197) suggests the terms peramusnu onpeodenumenru or
omnocumennu onpederumennu uszpeyenus (relative defining clauses) for
subtype 1.

Subtype 2 is marked by the presence of interrogative pronouns or
adverbs, the conjunctions danu (whether, if), ue (that) and oda (to) (GSBKE
1994: 305, Koeva 2017: 197):

[3] She will not dispute the fact that the company made profit.

‘Tst wsama 0a ocnopea haxma, ye KOMRAHUAMA e Pearusupana neyaioa.’
[4] They made an attempt to convince her.

‘Hanpasuxa onum da s ybedam.’

In English, clauses as these two examples (as well as the other
realization of subtype 2) are not classified as relative but as content
(nominal) as they function as a complement and not a modifier in the NP
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 439, 964, 1259). It seems logical that such a
distinction should be also made in Bulgarian.

Relative clauses in both English and Bulgarian are classified as
restrictive and non-restrictive on the basis of whether their function is to
delimit the set denoted by the antecedent or add information that does not
have such identifying function.

The relative clauses in [1] and [2] above are restrictive, whereas the
clause in [5] below is non-restrictive:

[S] Gymnosperms, which are the topic of my presentation, are among the
oldest living organisms.
‘'onocemennume, Koumo ca memama Ha MOSAMA Npe3eHmMayus, ca cpeo
HaU-cmapume HCUU OpeaHusmMu.’

Non-restrictive relatives are also termed supplements in English
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1035) i.e. parts that are not as integrated into
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the main clause as the restrictive relatives in the sense that the information
they contain is not identifying. In Bulgarian examples of such non-
restrictive relative clauses are included in the sections on disjuncts

(BMeTHaTH KOHCTpYKIUK) in The Grammar of Modern Bulgarian Standard
Language, vol. 3 Syntax (GSBKE 1994: 243).

1.2. The non-finite clause as an NP modifier

The non-finite clauses in English that can occur as post-head
modifiers in NPs are fo-infinitive, ing-participle and past participle clauses
as shown 1n the examples below:

[6] It is one of the most beautiful flowers to grow in your garden.
‘Tosa e eono om Hali-Kpacusume ysems, Koemo o0a _omeiedcoame 8
epadunama cu.’
[7] Water storage on a grand scale occurs in a few tree species possessing
unusually large trunks.
‘Ckraoupane Ha 6004 6 UKIIOYUMETHU MAuadu ce oCvbulecmssnsa om
HAKOJIKO ObPBECHU U0, NPUMENCABAUU HeOOUHAHO 201eMU CIBoI08e.
[8] Subdominant species enjoy the protection given by their more vigorous
competitors.
Cyboomunanmuume 8udoge ce paosam Ha 3aWumamad, 0CUSypeHa om no-
eHep2UYHO pacmsauume um KOHKYPDEeHmu.

The fo-infinitive clause in [6] is different from the one in [4], in which
the subordinator da /to/ is used in the Bulgarian version. As mentioned earlier
such fo-infinitive clauses are examples of infinitival relatives.

In English grammar books subordinate clauses as these in [7] and [§8]
above are not referred to as relative clauses but as instances of post-
modification in NPs, and they can be both restrictive and non-restrictive
(the examples above show restrictive clauses).

In Bulgarian, participial clauses in the structure of NPs are regarded
as detached parts (o6ocobenu uvactu) (GSBKE 1994: 234-7), which are
defined as modifiers that are intonationally separated from the rest of the
sentence and are semantically and structurally omissible. In Boyadzhiev &
Kutsarov & Penchev (1998) participial clauses are not discussed in the
sections on relative clauses (pp 580-6); an example of a non-restrictive
participial clause is given in the section on detached parts (p 560), and it is
mentioned in passing that participial clauses may occur as pre-head
modifiers in NPs (p 525).

In section 2 below are shown original Bulgarian examples from
scientific texts exemplifying restrictive modification by participial clauses.
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2. Restrictive modification by nonfinite clauses

In the English examples [6]-[8] above and in the two Bulgarian
examples [9] and [10] below the information in the subordinate clauses
limits the set of referents to which their respective NPs refer, i.e. these
clauses are not examples of detached parts, as defined by Bulgarian
grammar books, as they are not semantically omissible.

[9] Cucmemama e nooxooswa 3a mypucmu, NIAHUPAUWU EKCKYP3UOHHU
NHMYSAHUSL.

‘The system is suitable for tourists planning group hikes.’

[10] Hewma wna paspabomkama e Oa ce Yycmamo8u pasiukama 6
NPOOYKMUBHOCMMA HA USTOIUCHUME HACANCOCHUS, Cb30A0eHU U3BbH
ecmecmeenuss UM apean, ¢ masu HA A8MOXMOHAMA ObPEECHA pPAcmu-
menHocm.

‘The study objective is to determine the difference between the
productivity of coniferous plantations established outside their natural
range and that of natural woodlands.’

In Bulgarian such clauses may also be placed in pre-head position:

[11] Koauuecmsomo na nocmvnsawume 8 ekocucmemume omiaeaHusi 6apupa
8b6 8peMemo U NPOCMpPaAHCMEOmO.

‘The amount of sediments entering the ecosystem varies with time and
space.’

[12] Pasnonosicenume 6auzo 0o cervwama 2opu 3a2y66am 6UCOKOCMbOICHUS
CU xapakmep u ce npespvuyam 6 U30bHKOSU.

‘Forests located near urban centers are no longer high forests and
become coppice.’

Placing clausal modifiers in pre-head position ‘enhances their
integrity’ in the NP and emphasizes their identifying function with regard
to the referent of the respective NP.

In English such pre-modification is also possible but is limited
mainly to two-word compounds such as: seed-dispersing animals,
internode-elongating hormone, rapidly closing canopy, spring-grown
varieties, moss-grown cottages. Regardless of the two-word structural
limitation, the pattern is very productive, and in many cases the respective
Bulgarian expression is not that concise because it requires the use of
preposition: moss-grown cottages Vs 00pacHaiu 8 Mbx Kbu{ypKu.

The compounds in English are hyphenated because, if not, they may
be ambiguous:
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[13] The hormone controlling phototropism is named auxin.
‘Xopmonvm, konmpoaupaw, pomomponusma, ce Hapuia ayKCum.’

[14] *The hormone controlling phototropism is named auxin.
*‘Konmpoaupawusim Xopmona (homomponusm ce Hapuia ayKcum.’

In [13] the ing-clause realizes a post-head modifier; if understood as
an NP with a pre-head modifier as in [14], this would be semantically
incorrect.

Subordination by ing-clauses poses difficulties for the non-native
speakers of English and is the focus of the next section.

3. Subordination with ing-clauses in English: position and meaning

Non-finite ing-clauses in English can occur in any sentence position:
initial, mid, and end positions. Such subordinate clauses do not possess an
explicit marker for subordination (complementizer, relativizer or
subordinating conjunction) to signal the type of subordinate clause:
nominal, relative or adverbial. Also, most ing-clauses in English do not
have a subject, and for Bulgarian learners the identification of the subject
may cause difficulties.

3.1. Ing-clauses in initial position

Initial ing-clauses can have two very distinct functions: (1) they can
be predicative adjuncts as in example 0 or (2) other types of adjuncts
(manner, reason, condition, and etc.) as in [16], where the ing-clause is an
adjunct of manner:

[15] Growing up to 150 feet (46 meters), beech prefers moist, rich soil and
tolerates shade.

Jlocmueaw 0o 46 mempa (150 pyma) na eucouuna, 6yKkvm npeonovuma
81LaNCHA, DO2ama noyea U NOHACs CAHKA. '

[16] Using the increment borer, the US Forest Service located some ancient
bristlecone pines (Pinus longaeva) at the treeline of the White Mountains
of east-central California.

‘Uznonzsatiku _npecnepos cepeden, lopckama cayacoa wna CAIL]
JIOKAIU3uUpa HAKOIKo opesHu bopa Pinus longaeva Ha qunusma na copama
6 benume naanunu 6 usmouno yenmpanna Kanugoprus.’

In initial position ing-clauses are regarded as detached parts, and
structurally cannot be part of NPs, though, when functioning as a
predicative adjunct, they supply information about the referent of the NP in
subject function. In some cases, when translating such predicative adjuncts
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in Bulgarian, they may be integrated in the NP as pre-head modifiers as in
example [17]

[17] Living in the soil, decomposers such as fungi free the nitrogen from
the carbon so that it can reenter the cycle.
Kueeewyume 6 nousama pedyyenmu, Hanpumep  2vbOume,
0ceobodicoasam azoma om 6v21epood, maka 4e mou 0a noCmvnu
OMHOB0 8 Kpveospama.’

3.2. Ing-clauses in mid position

In mid position ing-clauses only function as postmodifiers to the NP
realizing the subject. Such clauses can be either restrictive, as in [18], or
unrestrictive, as in [19]:

[18] Two processes taking place at a cellular level contribute to a plant’s
growth.
‘Jlsa npoyeca, npomuuawu HA KIEMBYHO HUBO, OONPUHACAM 3d
pacmedica Ha pacmeruemo.’

[19] The tallest maple species, reaching about 120 feet (37 meters), is the
sugar maple (Acer saccharum).
‘Hau-eucoxuam euo kneH, oocmuzauws 0o 37 mempa (120 ¢yma) na
sUCO4UHa, e 3axapHuam KieH (Acer saccharum).’

3.3. Ing-clauses in end position
Participial ing-clauses in end position may realize restrictive
modification of the nouns:

[20] We recognize beech by its smooth, thin bark and fruit consisting of
nuts enclosed in a bur.
Mooicem 0a paznosnaem 6yka no enadkama my, MbHKA KOpa u niooaq,
CHCMOAW ce OM AHCHABLOU, 008UMU 8 6OOIUBA CEMEHHA KYMULKA.

[21] Roots and shoots are frequently thought of as different entities
growing in opposite directions.
Kopenume u masemnume uacmu uecmo ce pazenexcoam Kamo
PA3IUYHU CUCTeMU, pa3pacmeauju ce 8 NPOMuUBONOL0HCHU NOCOKU.

Now let’s look at examples in which an end ing-clause, occuring after
an NP, is preceded by a comma. In [22] and [23] the respective translations in
Bulgarian realize: a non-restrictive relative clause in (a), a sentential relative
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clause in (b), an adverbial clause with a subordinating conjunction in (c), and
an adverbial clause with a converb (neenpuuactue) in (d).

[22] By 2009, some of these seedlings had grown into saplings, causing
understory light to decline to less than 60% for the smaller oaks.

a. Mo 2009 2. nakou om me3u NOHUYU U3PACHAXA 88 PUOAHKU, KOUHLO
HaManuxa ceemaunama 6 nodieca nod 60% sa no-wankume ovoose.’

b. Mo 2009 e. naxou om me3u nOHUYU U3PACHAXA 8b8 PUOAHKU, KOEHLO
Hamanu ceemaunama 8 nodieca nod 60% za no-mankume ovoose.’

c. Mo 2009 a. nakou om me3u NOHUYU U3PACHAXA 8b8 PUOAHKU, KAMO
HaAManuxa ceemaunama 6 nooneca nod 60% sa no-wankume ovoose.’

d. Mo 2009 2. uaxou om me3u NOHUYU U3PACHAXA 6B GUOAHKU,
HamManA8auKu ceemiunama 8 nooireca nod 60% 3a no-wanrkume
ovbose.’

[23] The preparatory cuts removed the suppressed and smaller intermediate
trees, creating an open understory.

a. *Tlloocomsumennume ceuu npemaxeam noomucHamume u no-
Mankume CpeoHO BUCOKU Obpeemd, KOUMO Cb30a8am OmEOpPeH
cknon.’

b.  ‘lloocomeumennume ceuu npemaxeam noOOMuUCHamume u Ho-
ManKume cpeoHo 8UCOKU Obpeema, KOemo cb30a8a 0MBEOPeH CKIon.’

C. ‘[loocomeumennume ceuu npemaxeam noOMUCHamume U HO-
Mankume CpeoHO BUCOKU Obpeemd, Kamo Cb30a8am _OmeopeH
ckaon.’

d. ‘lloocomeumennume ceyu npemaxeam noOMUcCHamume U HO-
MaAnKume CpeoHo BUCOKU Obp8emd, Cb30a8aiKu 0meoper cKion.’

In [22] all translation equivalents are grammatically and semantically
well-formed whereas in [23](a) the equivalent is semantically incorrect.
The ing-clauses in [22] and [23] do not have an explicit subject. According
to the rules of grammaticality in English, their subject is co-referential with
the subject of the respective main clause'. Therefore, an ing-clause as the
one in the two examples may not realize NP post-head modification. It is
then not surprising that [23](a), though grammatically well-formed, is
semantically incorrect; but it is interesting that [22](a) 1s both
grammatically and semantically acceptable. It is this clause semantics that
permits translation variant (a), more precisely the fact that the subject
(some of these seedlings) and the NP (saplings) share the same referent.

! There are instances in which the subject of the ing-clause can only be inferred
semantically But, judging from their reaction, the decision was a complete surprise to
them. (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1266)

573



Bilyana Ovcharova

As noted above the ing-clauses in [22] and [23] occur after a NP and
are preceded by a comma. Such punctuation is typical of supplementary
(non-restrictive) finite relatives and ing-supplements (Huddleston & Pullum
1064 & 1265-6). As it is typical of such clauses, they do not explicitly
indicate their semantic relation to the main clause, and both sentences may
be re-written as sentences with coordination ([22]...some of these seedlings
had grown into saplings and had caused understory light to decline... and
[23] The preparatory cuts removed the suppressed and smaller intermediate
trees, and created an open understory). Similarly to non-restrictive finite
relatives, the ing-clauses in [22] and [23] have continuative function,
serving to develop the narrative. The text following the sentence in [22]
continues with information about the amount of light available and there is
even a repetition of the verb decline:

[22"] By 2009, some of these seedlings had grown into saplings, causing
understory light to decline to less than 60% for the smaller oaks.
Photosynthetically active radiation will continue to rapidly decline, and in
a few years, understory light levels will be less for the oaks than they are
in the first removal cut treatment.

Translation variants (b)-(d) are more or less semantically equivalent.
The sentential relatives in examples (b) elaborate on the content of the
main clause, making a comment, and may be the only possible translation
variant in certain cases (see example [24] below). It is interesting that, to
account for the semantics of sentential relative clauses, Quirk et al. (1985:
1118-20) discuss them in the chapter on subordinate clauses, after
comment clauses realizing parenthetical disjuncts, instead of presenting
them in the section devoted to the structure of NPs.

Translation equivalents (¢) and (d) are both adverbial subordinate
clauses. In examples (c) the emphasis is placed on the consequence
expressed by the conjunction kamo /as, by, thus/; in sentences (d), in which
converbs are used, the subordinate clauses express not only consequential
but also simultaneous actions, a meaning that is brought to the foreground.
It should be noted that sentential relative clauses in examples (b) have as
an antecedent the predication in the first clause whereas adverbial clauses
do not have antecedents but express the meanings discussed. These
properties of the respective clause type limit the Bulgarian translation
equivalents of English ing-clause in some cases. Such an example is [24]
in which, as shown by its translation equivalents in Bulgarian, the
linguistic means are a sentential relative as in (a) or an adverbial clause
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with a conjunction and an added subject mosa (this) as in (b). Using a
converb as in (c) is semantically incorrect.

[24] Hybrids were chosen for their resistance, and then backcrossed with other
American chestnuts, making them 15/16™ pure American chestnut. (file
16)

a. ‘Xubpuoume 6sxa uzopanu 3apaou yCmoudusocmma um u cjieo
moea 03X 00pamHoO KPbCMOCAHU ¢ Opy2U aMepPUKAHCKU KecmeHU,
Koemo 2u npaeu 15/16™" uucmu amepuxancku kecmenu.’

b.  Xubpuoume 6sxa uzopanu 3apaou ycmouuusocmma um U cieo
mosa 05X 0Opamuo KPpbCMOCAHU C OpyeU AMEPUKAHCKU KeChmeHl,
Kamo moea 2u npaeu 15/16™" wucmu amepuxancku kecmenu.’

c. *Xubpuoume 6sxa uzbpanu 3apaou ycmouuugocmma um u cieo
moea 6sx 06pamMHO KpbCMOCAHU C OpyeU AMEPUKAHCKU KecmeHu,
npaseuxu 2ul5/16™" vucmu amepukancku kecmenu.’

In other cases, a translation equivalent with a sentential relative is
grammatically incorrect, as in [25](a). Using an adverbial clause with the
conjunction kamo (as, by, thus), as in [25](b), or a converb, as in [25](c),
renders correct translations.

[25] This low maintenance, fruit-producing tree withstands heat, drought, and
alkaline soils, growing best in zones 8-11 outdoors. (internet)

a. *'Tosa neszuckamentno, N100OHO ObPBO U3OBPIHCA HA MONIUHA, CYULA
U aIKaIHU NoYeuU, KOemo pacme Haui-0obpe 6 3onume om 8-11, Ha
omKpumo.’

b.  ‘Tosa Hes3zuckamenno, ni10OHO ObPEO U3OBPICA HA MONIUHA, CYUA U
AIKANIHU NOY6U, Kamo pacme Hau-0obpe 6 zonume om 8-11, na
omKkpumo.’

c. ‘Toea Heg3uckamento, NI0OHO 0bPEO U30BPIHCA HA MONIUHA, CYULA U
QNIKAIHU NOY6U, PACHEeNKU Hau-0oope 6 3onume om 8-11, Ha

omKkpumo.’

Examples [22]-[25] show that in English there is successful
disambiguation strategy applied concerning ing-clauses in end position,
following a NP and preceded by a comma. Such clauses are never non-
restrictive relative clauses unless the preceding NP is co-referential with
the sentence subject (example [22](a)). Such coreference is observed in
clauses with the copula verb be:

[26] Fir is the leading dominant softwood species in some forests, often
comprising more than 50% of the basal area of these stands. (file 16)
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a.

‘Enama e sooewusm OOMUHaumen uioiucmer U0 6 HIAKOU 2OpU,
Koumo npeocmasisiea_nao 50% om_kpwvcosama niowi 6 mesu
Hacaxcoerus.’
‘Enama e 6ooewusam OoMuHaumen uioiucmer U0 6 HAKOU 2OpU,
Kamo npeocmasnasa_Hao 50% om kpveosama niowi 6 _mesu
Hacaxcoenus.’
‘Enama e eooewusam O0oMuHaumen uioiucCmer U0 8 HAKOU 2OpU,
npeocmasaaeauku _nao 50% om kpveosama _niou, 6 __me3u
Hacaxcoenus.’

In example [26] the ing-clause is ambiguous as to whether it realizes
nonrestrictive modification of the NP head species, which in the Bulgarian
translation is obvious from the agreement in gender of the relative pronoun
kotimo (which) in variant (a), or the ing-clause is an adverbial clause
allowing a translation with a subordinating conjunction as in (b) or a
converb as in (c).

4. Conclusions

1.

Participial clauses realizing postmodification in NPs can be
both restrictive and nonrestrictive, i.e. integrated in the NP
structure or detached parts.

In Bulgarian, participial clauses may occur in pre-modifying
position; in English, only two-word compounds may be found
in such position, though some predicative adjuncts in initial
position appear to have the similar function as the Bulgarian
pre-modifying participial clauses.

In English, participial ing-clauses in mid-sentence position are
either restrictive or nonrestrictive NP modifiers; they are not
adverbial subordinate clauses.

In English, participial ing-clauses in end sentence position
when occurring after an NP followed by a comma have the
function of a sentential relative or adverbial subordinate clause;
only when the preceding NP is co-referential with the NP
functioning as subject may such clauses realize cases of
nonrestrictive modification.
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