Resumptive Pronounsin LFG’

Yehuda N. Falk
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
Proceedings of the LFG02 Conference
National Technical University of Athens, Athens
Miriam Butt and Tracy Holloway King (Editors)
2002
CSLI Publications

http://cdi-publications.stanford.edu/

T would like to express my thanks to Ash Asudeh, Aaron Broadwell and Mary Dalrymple for comments on
this paper. They should not be held responsible for anything | say here.

154



1. Introduction

Sincethe beginnings of generative syntax, fill er-gap constructionshave attraded agrea
ded of attention. What has attraded significantly lessattentionisthe other type of long-distance
dependency: the resumptive pronounconstruction. In this paper, we will outline an analysis of
resumptive pronours in LFG, based primarily on Hebrew but with consideration d other
langueges.

The mgjor questions that need to be aldressed by atheory of resumptive pronours are
the following:

° In what ways are fill er-resumptive constructions smil ar to fill er-gap constructions and
in what ways are they different? An adequate analysis must accourt for both the
simil arities and the diff erences.

° Why pronours? In other words, how is it that pronours come to be used as a way of
marking the lower end of alongdistancedependency. The importanceof this question
isreinforced by the fad that even inlanguagesthat donat “have” resumptive pronours,
like English, there is a limited marginal use of resumptive pronouns as a way of
circumventing island constraints.

2. Resumptlve pronours vs. gaps

The relationship between filler-gap and fill er-resumptive @nstructions has been
discussed in much of theliteratureonresumptive pronours. It hasled Vaill ette (2007) to analyze
resumptive pronounconstructions as esentialy the same as gap constructions, and Sharvit
(1999 to analyzethem as being dfferent.

The main similarity between gaps and resumptive pronoursisthat both arelinked to a
discourse function a operator.

@ a ha sefer S kara ti oto
the- book that read.PST- 1SG it
b. ha sefer S kara ti

the- book that read.PST- 1SG
‘the bookthat | read’

Thisinvites an analysis in which the two constructions are esentially the same, with asingle
f-structure dement having two dstinct grammatica functions.

(@ e + 0
[PRED ‘book’ 0
B [IFoPic  [PRED ‘PRO’
0 Hgupy “1
[(ADJ  [GPRED ‘read <(T suBJ)(1 OBJ)>’
B Lense  pasT

H

Such an analysis hasthe advantage of beingconsistent withthe strongest versionof the Extended
Coherence Condtion:

= %)BJ
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(3 Discourse Function Clause of Extended Coherence Condition
(strong version)
Discourse functions must be identified with argument or adjunct functions.

Whil e many statements of the Extended Coherence Conditi on have all owed an anaphaic link,
it isnot clea that thisisrequired independently of resumptive pronours, andit istoowedk for
nonrresumptive pronoun languages like English, which require identity. This version of
Extended Coherenceisclealy toostrongfor topic-oriented languages|ike Chinese, inwhich the
sentential topic may beonly loosely related to the arguments of aclause, but Hebrew isnat such
alanguage.

A strong argument for a long-distance dependency analysis of resumptive pronoun
constructions comes from the interadion between that construction and reflexive anapharain
Swedish, asreported by Zaenen, Engdahl, and Maling (1981). The possessvereflexivesinais
anuclea anaphar, boundin the minimal complete nucleus. Asexpeded, areflexivein afronted
phrase has the same anapharic posshiliti es asit would in the dause-internal position.

(4) Vilkenav sing flickvanrer tror du att Kalle inte langre tréffar?
which of self's girlfriends think you that Kalle no longer sees
‘Which of hisgirlfriends do youthink that Kalle nolonger sees?

This follows becaise the f-structure correspondng to ‘which of self’s girlfriends has the
functionof oBJof ‘ se€. Crucialy, thesamethinghappensin aresumptive pronounconstruction.

(5) [Vilkenav sing flickvanner], undade du om det att Kallg inte langre
which of sdf's girlfriends wonder youif it that Kale no longer
fick tréffa henne kunce ligga bakom hans daliga humor.
sees her coud lie behind his bad mood
‘“Which of his girlfriends, do youwoncder if the fad that Kalle nolonger sees her could
lie behind hsbad mood’

Thisonly makes sense under along-distance dependency analysis of resumptive pronours (6a)
or, equivalently (6b).

6 a 0 [DEF  WHICH-OF

Sﬁocus RED ‘girlfriend-of ((1 POSS))’
1 ss [“self’]

[PRED  ‘wonder ((1 SUBJ)(t COMP))’
%U BI [“you’]

0 O [suB) [“Kale’]

OoOoOodood

B %UBJ RED ‘see((t SUBJ)(1 OBJ))

0 0 #0J  {[*nolongr” aia
[£OMP  [J FOBJ %
O 00D  POSSIBILITY

B RED ‘lie (..) =1
i g a8
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b. [Focus— [
Cbrep  ‘wonder ((1 SUBJ)(+ COMP))’ B
%UBJ [“you’]

O O BuBs [“Kale’]

B B RED ‘s?e<(T SUB;])(T 0BJ))’ %
O %UBJ 03 {[*nolonger} il
L O [DEF  WHICH-OF

“bowmp B SDBJ Chrep  “girlfriend-of ((1 POSS)>’D:D]
O O & ss [“sdf’] all]
B [(MooD  POSSIBILITY %
5 RED lie {...) %
B

Under an anapharic analysis of the resumptive pronoun the reflexive would not be boundin its
minimal nucleus.

M o [DEF  WHICH-OF O O
Sﬁocus RED ‘girlfriend-of {(+ Poss))' U B
. ss [“sdf’] ] 0
[PRED  ‘wonder (1 SUBJ)(+ COMP))’ O
%UBJ [“you’] B
0 O suB) [“Kale'] [0
B %UBJ RED ‘see((1 suBJ)(1 OBJ)>’%
%:OMP B [ADJ %[“nolonger”]]} 0

BJ PRED ‘PRO’
B BLAOOD E;ssmw,wv %
0 (PRED ‘lie (...) 0
g g : 5§

Anocther relevant property isthelicensing of parasiti c gaps (Sell s 1984 Shlonsky 1992
Vaill ette 2007). Resumptive pronours do nd license parasitic gapsin adjuncts, but do license
them in subjeds.

B8 a *Elu hasfarim Se Dan tiyek otam bl likro pg.
these the.books that Dan filed them withou to.read
‘These aethe books that Dan filed withou reading.’

b. ?Z0- hi habaxura ¢ haamaSm % teau pg lo hikiru ota hetev.
this- isthegirl that the.people that described  not knew her well
‘Thisisthe girl that the people who described ddn't know very well .’

A full understanding of thiswould require atheory of parasitic gapsin general, and the contrast
between parasiti c gapsin subjeds and thosein adjunctsin particular. However, onthe standard
assumption that parasitic gaps are licensed by long-distance dependencies, the aility of
resumptive pronours to license any kind of parasitic gap indicates that resumptive pronoun
constructions are long-distance dependency constructions.

Another smilarity, which we will not review here, is susceptibility to crosver eff eds
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(Sells1984 Shlonsky 1992 Vaill ette 2007). Sincecrossover eff eds are based onthe operator-

gap relation (Bresnan 1995, this also argues for along-distance dependency analysis.
Another pieceof evidencethat has been cited isthefad that aaossthe-board extradion

is stisfied in structures where one conjunct has a gap and the other has a resumptive pronoun

(9 ha sefer S kaniti  ve % divaxti a- av
the- book that I.bough and that I.reported on- it
‘the bookthat | bough and reported ori

Under the analysis of the acossthe-board phenomenon propased by Falk (2000, this isnat
dired evidencefor an LDD anaysis. Under that analysis, the discourse functionis distributed
between the mnjuncts, so there is a separate dependency in ead conjunct.

Other propertiesof resumptive pronourspoint to diff erencesbetween them andgaps. For
example, in most languages, including Hebrew, resumptive pronoun constructions are not
subjed to idand congtraints.

(100 a Coordinate Structure
ha sefer Se  karati oto/*J ve nirdamti
the- book that I.read it and fell.adeeg
‘the bookthat | read it and fell adeq
b. “Complex NP”
ha- sefer e riayanti e ha isa % katvaoto/*J

the- book that I.interviewed ACC the- woman that wrote it
‘the bookthat | interviewed the woman who wrote (it)’

C. Object of Preposition
ha sefer S8 Samati a-  av /*OD
the- book that |.head abou it
‘the bookthat | head abou’

It is this fad, combined with the approximate complementary distribution o gaps vs.
resumptives that led Shlonsky (1992 to propase that resumptive pronours are alast resort
device, used to circumvent island constraints.

Ontheother hand, it isnot universaly truethat noisland constraintsapply to resumptive
pronours. In Igbo, asreported by Goldsmith (1981), bath gaps and resumptive pronours obey
what Goldsmith identifies as the Complex NP Constraint.

1) a *Nke-a buuno m madu nwoke lulu (ya).
this is howse | know man built (it)
‘Thisisthe howse that | know the man who bult it.’
b. *Nke-abuuno m madu onye lulu (ya).
this is houwse | know who built (it)
‘Thisisthe howse that | know who bult it.’

Similarly, in Palauan (Georgopoudos 1990 extradion from an adjunct isungammaticd, even
with aresumptive pronoun
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(12) *ng- oingerang a mlarngii a betok € 'ad € mle

CLFT- when REAL.PST.be many LNK man COMP AUX
songerenger (se er ngi)
starving when P it

‘“When were there many people who starved (then)?

Sell s (1989 reports that in Swedish resumptive pronours are subjed to most of the isand
constraints to which gaps are subjed. However, this stuation seemsto be relatively unuwsual.

Ancther difference that argues against too close a relationship between gaps and
resumptive pronours has to do with spedal morphdogicd marking on the longdistance
dependency path. In some languages, as discussed by Zaenen (1983, there is eda marking
oneither the verb or the complementizer of every clause between thefill er and gap. Irishisone
such languege, and it is aso alanguage with resumptive pronours (McCloskey 1979. In the
resumptive pronoun construction, the speda marking is only on the main clause of the
construction (the one with the operator), but not on lower clauses.

(13 a an t-Urscéd aL mheas meé aL thuig mée
thenoved COMP.WH though| COMP.WH understood |
b. an t-Urscéd arL mheas mé gurL  thuig me é

thenovel COMP.RESUMP though I COMP understood | it
‘the nowve that | though | understood

On the other hand, Vaill ette (2001) points out that in Palauan resumptive constructions behave
the same as gap constructions as regards marking of the path. It isinterestingto nae, though
that Palauan isone of the few languagesin which resumptive constructions are subjed to island
constraints.

It issignificant that this evidencethat resumptive pronounconstructions diff er from gap
constructions relates to the path between the fill er and gap or resumptive. In the LFG theory of
long-distancedependencies (Kaplan and Zaenen 1989 Falk 2001), properties of the path relate
nat to the dependency itself but rather the nature of thelicensing of the dependency. Idandsare
the result of an illi cit grammaticd function on or adjacent to the path, as defined by the
language-spedfic functional uncertainty expresson defining a well-formed extradion peth.
Spedal marking aong the path, such as the complementizer aL in Irish, is analyzed in
Dalrymple’'s (2001 reworking o Zaenen's original analysis as an off- path constraint in the
functional uncertainty expresson. Thus, thisevidencedoesnaot contradict our ealier conclusion
that resumptive pronounconstructions are long-distance dependencies; it smply requires the
dependenciesto belicensed dff erently from gap dependencies.

3. Pronours

Lying at the heat of the phenomenon of resumptive pronours is the question of why
pronours can be used asthe lower end of along-distance dependency. As observed abowe, this
includes languages li ke English which do na have agrammaticd phenomenon of resumptive
pronours but neverthelessseem to marginally all ow pronoursin placeof gaps (what Sells1984
refersto as “intrusive pronours’) in isands.

Thefad that the use of pronoursin this constructionisnot acadental isemphasized by
observations that have been made from time to time concerning the referential passbiliti esfor
resumptive pronours. The esential observationisthat the referenceof the resumptive pronoun
iswhat one would exped from an ordinary pronoun For example, Sharvit (1999 discusssthe
inability of resumptive pronours to be interpreted as being in the scope of a quantifier in the
same clause, unlike gaps. Note the contrast between the gap, which is ambiguous, and the
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resumptive pronoun which orly has the referential reading.*

19 a ha isa S kol gever hizmin __ hodeta lo.
the- woman that every man invited thanked him
) ‘The [one] woman every man invited thanked him [=one particular
man).’

(i)  ‘For every man X, the woman that x invited thanked x.’

b. ha isa S kol gever hizmin ota hodeta lo.
the- woman that every man invited her thanked him
‘The [one] woman every man invited thanked him [=one particular man].’

Unlike the gap, the resumptive pronounmust be interpreted as referential. Another case that
Sharvit discusses is the distinction between the de re (i) and de dicto (ii) readings in the
foll owing example.

(15 a Danlo yimca e ha%a S hu mexapes .
Dan nat will .find ACC thewoman that he looks.for
) ‘Dan will nat find the [spedfic, existing] woman heislooking for.’

(i)  ‘Danwill nat find the woman heislooking for [who may nat exist].’

b. Dan lo yimca e has S hu mexapes ota
Dan not will .find ACC thewoman that he looks.for her
‘Dan will findthe [spedfic, existing] woman heislooking for.’

The gap al owsbath the de dicto reading, in which theobjed of ‘look-for’ isnat referential, and
thedererealing, in whichit isreferential. The resumptive pronounonly allowsthereferential
reading. That thisistrue of pronoursin general is s1own by the foll owing.

(16) a Dan mexapes i%a
Dan looks.for woman
‘Danislooking for awoman.” (ambiguous)

b. Dan mexapes i%a. Gam Ram mexapes ota.
Dan looks.for woman also Ram looks.for her
‘Danislooking for a[spedfic, existing] woman. Ram is also looking for her.’

Thisexampleclealy showsthat thereferential properties of resumptive pronoursarerelated to
the referential properties of ordinary pronours. Similar effeds have been noted in aher
languages, with the sameconclusion. Thus, in discussngresumptive pronoursin Spanish, Sufier
(1998 358 observesthat “resumptivepronoursinrestrictiverelativesad likeregular pronours
with resped to the antecedent.”

Ancther point that emerges from the literature on resumptive pronouns is that the
antecadent of the resumptive pronoun has some kind of discourse-related prominence,
charaderized by Erteschik-Shir (1992 as “redtrictive focus’ (identificaion as part of a set
defined by thecontext), andby Sharvit (1999 as” D(iscourse)-linking.” Erteschik-Shir contrasts
the foll owing two sentences.

‘Sharvit also observes that the fads are different in spedficaional sentences, and explainsthisin terms of a
theory of pronouninterpretation.
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17 a Hine ha smla S Kkaniti.
here.is the- dress that |.bough
b. Hine ha smla S kaniti ota
here.is the- dress that |.bouglt it
‘Hereisthe dressthat | bough.’

Asdescribed by Erteschik-Shir, (17b) would be used if the hearer knew not only that the speker
went to town to buy adress but also that she had afew spedfic dressesin mind. That isto say,
thereisacontextualy defined set, and this example identifies a particular dressas amember of
the set. Another pieceof evidenceisprovided by Sharvit, whonatesthat whil eit isusuall y stated
that in Hebrew resumptive pronoursareonly used inrel ative clauses, andit istruethat questions
generdly disallow them, some varieties of Hebrew all ow them in ‘which’ questions.

(8 a im mi nifg&a?
with who you.met
‘Who dd youmed with?

b. *mi nifgada ito?
who you.met with.him
‘Who dd youmed with?

C. eyze student nifgasta ito? [grammaticd for some spedkers of Hebrew]
which student you.met with.him
‘“Which student did youmed with?

This fits with Erteschik-Shir’'s description d the situation: in ‘which’ questions there is an
asumed set, presumably defined by the context, and the purpose of the questionisto chocse a
member of the set.

We will not discussall the intricades of pronouninterpretation, nor will we formali ze
our observations in terms of glue-language semantics. (For a glue-based acount of pronours,
see Darymple 2001) However, we will need some informa rudimentary assumptions.
Following such work as Reinhart (1983 and Bresnan (2001), we distingush between the
referential use of pronours andthe boundvariable use. Asargued by Reinhart, boundvariable
pronours are syntadicdly constrained while referential pronours are not. Since syntadic
constraints on binding are based on nations of rank at various syntadic levels, including the
functional level, and the discourse functions are not part of the relational hierarchy of
grammaticd functions, we aaume that a boundvariable acourt of the relation between the
operator and the resumptive pronounis not avail able. We also assume that, sincethe reference
of referential pronoursisessentially governed by pragmatics, that “ D-linking” can beincluded
inafull acount of the referential properties of resumptive pronours.

The esence of (referential) pronoursisreferentiality. A pronounis an element which
refers, but has no inherent reference of its own. Therefore, it must pick upits reference from
something else in the discourse, usually something relatively prominent in the discourse. We
takeit tobeuncontroversial in LFG that referentiality isrepresented at somenon-syntadic level
of representation. For concreteness we will assime ap projedionfrom f-structure, represented
as alist of elements which have entered into the discourse. This referential structure shoud
probably taketheform of aDRT-like representation, but we will useasimplified representation
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here” It ispossblethat thisreferential structure correspondsto what Dalrymple (2001) cdl sthe

“context list.”
Giventhep projedion, the basic referentiality of apronouncan berepresented lexicdly

as.
19 T,

Thisisastatement that the pronounhas areference, withou providing it with areference The
pronounisthusfreeto pick upareferencefromthediscourse. A pronounwill alsotypicdly have

number and gender fedures gedfied lexicdly.
Consider the context in (19a) and the sentencein (19h). Assumingthat thereis no other

context, the f-structure andits p projedionwill be (19c).

19 a Danisrealing abook

b. | seehim.
BuBl [V — — — [
‘ T~ Dan
. %RED see ((+ suBJ)(1 osi) o —"5 book %
[ba; [NUM  SG[] _ — 0 eaker g
E BEND M H §

Thisresultsin the interpretation where himis coreferential with Dan. However, the f-structure
isill -formed: spedficdly, it isincoherent, sincethe oBJlacks aPRED feaure. The usual device
to circumvent thisproblem isthedummy PRED value‘ PRO’ . But under the approach beingtaken
here, [PRED ‘PRO’] isnot an esential property of pronours, merely aformal f-structure device
to alow pronours to satisfy the Coherence Condtion.

Next, consider the relative dausein (20).

(20) ?7the guy) that | denied the daim that Rina likes him

The f-structure and p projedion are & foll ows:

(21
ropic PRED *PRO - _% -
uB) 1]~ — 0 >~
CPRED  ‘deny (...)’ T e—— g TS
O [(PRED ‘claim (...)’ 7= \)apggli/erg
O O suBJ [“Rina’l™ — — = —— 30 gaim U
%BJ %:OMP %’RED ‘like (...)’ ¥ Rina O
0 0 [PRED "PRO'[H
0 0 o) [hum sc !

s H & FGEND M

Thisisan example of an “intrusive” pronoun aresumptive pronounin alanguage that doesn’t

’Actually, much of this characterizes boundvariable pronours as well. They too are characterized by being
identified with something else. Within the framework of the projedion architecure of LFG, it is possble that the
coreferenceof referential pronoursis determined at what | am cdli ngthe p projedion,whil ethe antecedenceof bound
variable pronours is determined at the (semantic) ¢ projedion.
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have resumptive pronours. Under the version of the Extended Coherence Condtion we ae
asauming, thisisungrammaticd. On the other hand, the existence of an anapharic link makes
thisinterpretable, evenif it violatesatednicd requirement of the syntax. Thisseemsto conform
to theinguitive “fed” of asentencelikethis. It isodd but usable sincethereis no aher way to
say this.

The diff erence between resumptive pronours in English and resumptive pronours in
Hebrew isthat in Hebrew thereis an adual long-distance dependency. This can be acourted
for by letting Hebrew pronours have the following spedficaion as an alternative to the
[PRED ‘PRO’] f edure.

(220 fep'(T)A(@FH = T=f

Liketheordinary [PRED ‘PRO’] spedfication, (22) isaredizationof thereferentiality which we
claim isthe essential property of pronours. The fad that the same pronours are typicdly used
for resumptionasfor ordinary pronaminal us&lscaptured here bytaklngT to bethe core, with
universal grammar allowing dfferent redi zations for it.*

In the Hebrew equivalent of (20), thef-structureandp projedionarethefollowingif we
ignare the spedficaionin (22) and also do na assgn the pronounthe [PRED ‘' PRO’] f edure.

(23
Gopic  f{PRED ‘PRO'|— — — — — o
UBJ [P = —_ 0 /\’\
RED  ‘deny (.. T T Row O
DDRED ‘dam (..  B—m— Cﬁ:}kne]:rﬂ
suBJ  [“Rina ~ ————3%Rina -

U

U

EDBJ %:OMP (brep  ‘likef?...)
R & ey 1l

Inthisf-structure, the*T" and*f' of (22) arelabeled. (22) li censes establi shingidentity between
these two f-structure elements, resulting in an ordinary long-distance dependency which is
licensed na by afunctional uncertainty equation bu by (22).

(29 a f-structure +p projedion
[foPic [PRED ‘PRO‘fm— — — —{1—
UBJ [“I”]‘*~~§§
fPRED  ‘deny (...)’
0 DDRED ‘claim (...)’
BuBy [“Rina’}>

U]
g)BJ %ZOMP [brED ‘likeA..)’

R Hoes |

*My nonlinguist wife refers to this as “talking youself into a @rner.”

“*Onthe other hand, nathingin thisacmurt requiresall languages to use the same forms for resumption and for
pronours. It all owsfor amarked situationin which alanguage might have the lexica spedfication(22) onaformwhich
is not otherwise apronoun.It has been pdnted out to me by George Aaron Broadwell (personal communication) that
such asituation obtainsin the Mayan language Kaqchikel. Kagchikel hasaresumptive pro-PPwi, whichisoptional, but
appeasto be more natural with agreaer distancebetween fill er and gap, acommon situation for resumptive pronours.
However, wi is not used as an ardinary anaphar. So it appeasto be aresumptive which is nat a pronoun.
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b. just f-structure

[foPic [PRED ‘PRO’] 0
uBl  [“1"]

CPRED  ‘deny (...)’

0 [(PRED ‘claim {...)’

O O suBs [“Rina’l

SDBJ %:OMP Chrep  “like (...)’

R A ey [ ]

Note that there is no syntadic restriction on the path between the fill er and the resumptive
pronounin Hebrew; in fad, the path is not even mentioned. This acords with the observation
that fill er-resumptiverelationsare not governed by island constraints. Inlanguagesinwhichthey
are so governed, an extraconjunct will be added to the premise of the condtional spedfyingthe
relation between thetwo f- structure el ementsin the form of aconventional inside-out functional
uncertainty equation.

Some of thediff erencesbetweenred resumptivepronoursand“intrusive” pronoursmay
be related to the syntadic link. For example, Sells (1984 claims that in a relative dause
embedded in aquantified nominal phrase, the quantifier can bind resumptive pronours but not
intrusive pronours.

(25 every lingust that Mary couldn’'t remember if she had seen ___ /*him before

(26) a Which of the lingustsdoyouthink that if Mary marries____then everyone will
be happy. [ could be alist]
b. Which of thelingustsdoyouthink that if Mary marries him then everyone will
be happy. [himisasingle lingust]

(27) kol gever ¢ Dina xoSevet ¢ hu ohev et Rina
every man that Dina thinks that he loves ACC Rina
‘every man that Dinathinks loves Rina

We will not pursue this here.

4. Distribution o Resumptive Pronours and Gaps

Wehavenat yet acournted for therelative distributionof resumptive pronoursandgaps.
In Hebrew, subjedsinthe main clause of therelative clause must be gaps, objedsandembedded
subjeds can be either gaps or resumptive pronours, and oblique objeds must be resumptive
pronours. Thisisnealy complementary distribution, but not entirely complementary. (Sincean
oblique objed is unextradable in Hebrew, we hypahesize that oBL, is not allowed on the
extradion peth, and thus that obliques are islands in Hebrew.)

In LFG, it has been proposed that c-structure is constrained by the Econamy of
Expresson principle, which disallows syntadic nodes which are not necessary for ether
f-structure well-formedness or semantic expressvity (Bresnan 200). Interpreted strictly,
Econamy of Expresson shoud all ow resumptive pronoursinislands, becaisethereisno other
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way to license the same f-structure, but not in non-island contexts.” That is to say, it suggests
complete complementarity.® This complementarity is approximately what we find, but not
exadly. We note in passng that Econamy of Expresson can be invoked here only because we
have analyzed resumptive pronours asinvalving long-distancedependencies; if it were Smply
an anaphaic dependency thef-structureswould be diff erent andthetwo typesof relativeswould
nat be in competition with ead aher.

So the question is why we do nat find absolute complementarity.” We propase that
Econamy of Expressonisonly part of the story. Whil e Econamy of Expressoncan acourt for
certain interesting petterns (such as the distribution of relative pronours and complementizers
in English relative clauses, as discussed in Falk 2001), there ae other constructions which
blatantly violate Econamy of Expresson. One particularly striking case isthe complementizer
that (or, more predsely, the CP which it heals) in complements to verbs in English. The
foll owing sentences produceidenticd f-structures:

(28) a | believe [, the world isflat].
b. | believe [ thet [, the world isflat]].

The question is why (28b) is grammaticd, given Econamy of Expresgon. Intuitively, the
complementizer is useful for the heaer: it marks the beginning o the dause, thus making the
sentence easier to parse. We propose that there is another principle (or perhaps family of
principles) in competition with Econamy of Expresson. We will cdl it Sufficiency of
Expresson, and state it informally as foll ows.

(290 Sufficiency of Expression
Syntadic dements which provide dues to parsing are exceptions to Econamy of
Expresson. Such elements include markers of clause boundiries and extradion sites.

Thiswill all ow resumptive pronours where they compensate for parsing dfficulty.

There are several reasonsto think that the presenceof resumptive pronoursin positions
where they are not necessary is condtioned by parsing. For example, Erteschik-Shir (1992
natesthat in many languages distancefrom fill er improvesthe grammaticdity of theresumptive
pronoun asin the foll owing examples from English and Hebrew.

(300 a Thisisthegirl that Johnlikes __ /*her.
b. Thisisthe girl that Peter said that Johnlikes __ /?%her.

°An anonymous reviewer has remarked that my use of Econamy of Expresson differs from that of Bresnan
(2001), in that Bresnan’ s version of the principle assumes fixed lexicd choice However, | donot believethat thisisan
acairate reading of Bresnan. On pp.147—8he discusses pronaminal cliti csin Spanish, which have (at least in dialeds
that all ow cliti cdoubing) lost their [PRED * PRO’] feaureandbecome merely agreement markers. She suggests, assuming
the cliti c is adjoined to the verb, that the higher V nodeis subjed to Econamy of Expresson,andthusthat o vio a Juan
(him s’he.saw ACC Juan) shoud be lesseconamicd than the version withou the diti c: vio aJuan, and then goeson
to suggest ways to circumvent this conclusionfor cliti cs. Itis clea that Bresnan views the two versions of the sentence
asbeingin competition, even thoughthe lexicd choiceis diff erent (includingthe cliti c 1o in one case but nat the other).

*Thisistrue of principlesthat have been proposed in other theoretica frameworks aswell, such asthe “ Avoid
Pronouri Principlein GB.

This question is raised in other theories as well. Shlonsky (1993 is forced to hypathesize two separate
complementizers Sein relative dauses to acmurt for the lack of complementarity.
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C. Thisisthe girl that Peter said that Johnthinksthat Boblikes _ /?her.
d. This is the girl that Peter said that John thinks that yesterday his mother had
given some ckesto? _ /her.
(3) a ?So%ana  hi ha i%a S nili ohevet ota
Shoshana is the- woman that Nili loves her
‘Shoshana is the woman that Nili | oves.’

b. So%ana hi ha i%a S dani dper & mose rixe Se il
Shoshana is the- woman that Dani said that Moshe gossped that Nili
ohevet ota
loves her

‘Shoshanaisthe woman that Dani said that Moshe gossped that Nili loves her.’

Sells (1984 observes that in Swedish resumptive pronouns are used for multiple @ossng
dependencies, anda so when therearetwo clausesbetween thefill er andtheextradionsite. Both
distance and multiple crossng dependencies introduce potential parsing complexity; it is
plausible that the resumptive pronours are used to overcome this complexity. Glinert (1989
explicitly natesthat whil e resumptive pronours are not usually used for objeds, they are used
inlong complex relative dauses.

The general resistance of resumptive pronours to appea as SUBJ in the matrix of the
long-distance dependency can also be explained by an apped to ease of parsing. The SUBJ
function’ isan “overlay” or discourse-like function (Bresnan 2001, Falk 2000. and thus has a
natural affinity to other discourse functions. The matrix suBJisthusthe most natural extradion
site, andtherefore the easiest to parse. Sufficiency of Expressonisinapplicable, and Econamy
of Expresson rules out the resumptive pronoun

There is an exception to the generalizaion that the matrix susJ of the long-distance
dependency cannot be a resumptive pronounin Hebrew. As observed by Borer (1984 and
Shlonsky (1992, it can be aresumptive pronounif thereisatopicdized plhrase.

32 a ha i S rak a kesef hu/?? __ xoSev
the- man that only on money he thinks
‘the man who orly thinks abou money’

b. ha i S da pditika hu/?? __ lo ohev ledaber
the- man that on padlitics he NEG likes to.spe&k
‘the man who daesn't like to talk abou paliti cs

Following the argumentation of this sedion, this shoud be eplained on the grounds of
additional complexity due to thetopicdization. Itisplausiblethat, in asubjed-initial language
like English or Hebrew, pre-subjed materia in the dause would make parsing more difficult.
The dtribution d the resumptive pronounto processng considerations is also suppated by
Shlonsky’ s observation that Hebrew speekers disagreeon the acceptability of the version with
no resumptive pronoun There is independent evidencethat such complexity isintroduced by
topicdizaion. Culicover (1993 observes that the that-traceeffed is suspended in English if
thereisatopicdized adverbial intervening between the cmplementizer and the dause.

®In the framework of Falk (2000, this is the Piv(ot) function. In “syntadicaly ergative” languages with
resumptive pronours, it would be the 0BJin atransiti ve clause that can’t be resumptive. Thisisconfirmed by Mosel and
Hovdhaugen (1992 for Samoan and Chung (1978 for Tongan.
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(33 a Robin met the man that/who Ledlie said that [for all i ntents and puposes] was
the mayor of the dty.
b. Ledie is the person who | said that [under no circumstances] would run for
president.

In these sentences, the bolded complementizer would be ungrammeticd if the bracketed phrase
werenat topicdi zed. Thiskind of effed isunexpeded under dmost any theory of thethat-trace
effea.’ If thereissome conditi onwhich disall owsthe complementizer that from coexistingwith
subjed extradionin the same clause, the presenceof atopicdized phrase shoud be irrelevant.
However, on the assumption that a topicdized phrase introduces additional computational
complexity, the Sufficiency of Expresson principlebecomesrel evant. By markingthebeginning
of the dause, the mmplementizer aids the language heaer in parsing the sentence

Languagesalso may diff er in exadly what constitutes parsing complexity. For example,
Sufer (1998 states that whil e top-level suBJ resumptive pronours are marked in Spanish, they
are not as dispreferred as in Hebrew:

(349 Conmo a un tipo que é me amonsga a mi.
I.Lknow ACCa guy that he meDAT advises to me
‘I know aguy that (he) advises me.’

The contrast may haveto dowith the greaer flexibility of subjed expressonin Spanishthanin
Hebrew.

Aninteresting case of resumptive pronourswhere Econamy and Sufficiency canexplain
an otherwise puzZing distribution is discussed (from a Minimalist perspedive) in Aoun,
Choueri, andHornstein (2001). Thelanguagein questionis L ebanese Arabic. Subjed pronours
are independent words, whil e other pronours are incorporated into the head of which they are
arguments. Econamy of Expresson, which constrains syntadic nodes, istherefore relevant for
subjed pronours but not for nonsubjed pronours. Pronours and epithets can serve &
resumptive pronours. Resumptionis used fairly fredy.

(35 ha |- muttahame Srafto ?onno hiyye nhabasit.
this- the- susped.F know.2PL that she imprisoned.3FSG
‘This susped, you knav was imprisoned.’

However, if thefronted element is quantified, afull resumptive pronoun(or epithet) ispasshble

only if the extradion path crosses an idand boundry and an incorporated pronounis possble
even in anonisland context.

(36) a  *koll muttahame Srofto ?onnoha |-  mazduuke nhabasit.
eat susped.F know.2PL that this- the- idiot.F imprisoned.3FS
‘Eacdh susped, you knaw that thisidiot was imprisoned.’

b. koll muttahame sa?ato  ?0za  ha |- mazduuke nhabasit.
eat susped.F asked.2PL whether this- the- idiot.F imprisoned.3FS
‘Each susped, you asked whether thisidiot was imprisoned.’

°For more on the that-trace &ed in LFG, seeAppendix A to this paper.
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C. koll mozrim  fakkarto ?onnol-  bdigyye la?atu- u.
ead crimina.M though.2PL that the- pdice  caught.3P- him
‘Each criminal, you though that the palice had caught him.’

We do nat exped pronours to be able to resume quantified expressons, since they are not
referential and do not add dscourse referents to the antext (Dalrymple 2001). This use of
pronours looks like the boundvariable interpretation, which is generally not avail able with
discourse-function antecalents. We hypahesize that Lebanese Arabic exceptionally allows
discourse-function guantifiersto hind pronours, and that a long-distance dependency can be
licensed by it. However, perhaps because it is a marked kind of resumptive pronoun abound
variable-type resumptive pronounseems nat to trigger Sufficiency. With this assumption,
Econamy and Sufficiency derive the corred distribution d forms.

(37 a Extradion d nonquantified subjed withou crossngisand
Gap: v
Resumptive: not ruled out by Econamy because the pronounis referential, so it
satisfies Sufficiency

b. Extradion d quantified subjed withou crossngidand
Gap: v
*Resumptive : hasto be aboundvariable pronoun not areferential pronoun so
Sufficiency isirrelevant. Econamy is violated.

C. Extradion d nonquantified norsubjed withou crossngisand
Gap: v
Resumptive: incorporated pronoun so na subjed to Econamy

d. Extradion d quantified norsubjed withou crossngisland
Gap: v
Resumptive: incorporated pronoun so na subjed to Econamy

e Extradion d nonquantified element acossidand
*Gap: not generable (because of idand)
Resumptive: v/

f. Extradion d quantified element acossidand
*Gap: not generable (because of idand)
Resumptive: v/

The resumptive pronounfads concerning quantifiers and islands are thus derived.

What isnat yet clea isthe exad nature of Sufficiency of Expresson, anditsinteradion
with Econamy of Expresson. Unli ke Econamy of Expresson, Sufficiency of Expressonseems
naot to be an entirely competence-based principle; rather, it istied to lingustic performance. It
is not clea whether it is possble to define the relevant notion o computational complexity
formally, andinterspeaker variationsuggeststhat it might not be. A stochastic Optimality Theory
approach may be possble, but we will nat pursue one here.

5. Conclusion

This paper hasargued for an analysis of resumptive pronoursin LFG under which they
participateinlong-distancedependency constructions. Theselong-distancedependenciesarenct
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licensed in the normal way by functional uncertainty equations, but rather by establishing a
referential (anapharic) identity between the two positions. This analysisis able to acourt for
bath the similarities and diff erences between gaps and resumptive pronours. It also crucialy
dependsonthe parall el projedion-based architedure of LFG, andthe analysis of long-distance
dependencies as a static identification of two functions rather than a derivational process of
movement.

Appendix A. That-TraceEffed

One very common use of resumptive pronoursisto circumvent the “that-trace”effed,
asin the foll owing examples from Sell s (1984 from Hebrew and Swedish, respedively.

(39 a Eize xeSbon kol maskia lo zoxer im hu noten ribit  tova?
which acount every investor NEG remembers if he gives interest good
‘“Which acourt does every investor nat remember if it gives goodinterest?

b. Det finns mycket som man onskar att det skulle vara annalunda
there is much that one wishes that it shoud be difficult
‘There is much that one wishes $roud be difficult.’

This poses a problem for the analysis of the that-traceeffed proposed by Falk (2000. This
appendix off ers a solution to the problem.

Theanalysisof thethat-traceeffed in Falk (2000 isbased ontheideathat complementi-
zas which mark functionally more-independent subardinate clauses formalize this greaer
independence by dsallowing their susJ (adualy Piv(ot), but we will use suBJ here for
simpli city) from beingidentified with an element in ahigher clause. Formally, complementizers
like English that and Hebrew im have the foll owing lexicd spedfication:

(39 (T suBjy)=((cF 1) GF)

Consider the resumptive pronourlessversion d (38a).

(40) *Eize xe%hon kol maskia lo  zoxer im noten ribit  tova?
which acourt every investor NEG remembers if gives interest good

‘“Which acourt does every investor nat remember if it gives goodinterest?

The f-structureis;

(4)  Focus  [“whichacourt” O
[suBy [“every investor” | O
BDOL NEG E
PRED ‘remember <(T SUBJ)(1 COM P)>’ 0
O [TYPE Q nl
O - BuBr—— N
%:OMP f: SDRED ‘give <(T SUBJ) (1t OBJ) (1 OBL gy om)/D}’%
e FBJ  [“goodinterest”| H

The f-structure labeled f is headed by the complementizer im, and thus is associated with the
constraint (39). Since(f suBJ) = ((comp f) Focus), the constraint is violated and the sentenceis
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ungammaticad. The problem is that the grammaticd (38a) has the same f-structure.

The diff erence between the grammaticad sentencewith the resumptive pronounand the
ungammaticad sentence withou is that in the grammaticad sentence the suBJ is partialy
represented in c-structureinim’ sclause, whereasin theungrammaticd sentenceit iscompletely
outside of im’s clause. (Note that this only goes throughunder an analysisin which thereisno
c-structure trace in the position d the extraded subjed. This is consistent with either a
completely tracdessanalysis, asin Kaplan and Zaenen 1989and Dalrymple, Kaplan, and King
2001, or amixed analysisin which there is atracefor everything except subjed extradion, as
inFalk 200Q 2001) If weconsider c-structure, then, thereisaway inwhich the (semi-)indepen-
denceof theim clause' ssuBJis till theisaue. The mistakein Falk (2000 wasdoingit entirely
at f-structure.

Semi-formally, we want to replace(39) with something like the following:

(42) If Tisrepresented in c-structure (i.e. if ¢ (1) exists)™, one of the nodesin ¢ *(T) must
immediately dominate one of the nodesin ¢ (T suBJ)

More formally, we can define an f-structure-aware nation of immediate dominance, similar to
such concepts as f-precalence We will cdl thisthef-1D relation.™

(43) For any f-structuresf, andf,, f, f-1Dsf, (f, -, f,) iff there existsanoden, in ¢ *(f,) and
anoden, in ¢ (f,) such that n, immediately dominates n,.

We can now restate the lexicd constraint on that-trace omplementizers:
44 oM = T, (T susy)

Wenow have an acourt of thethat-traceeff ed which retainsthe original insight of Falk (2000
and a so explains the use of resumptive pronours to circumvent the dfed.

Appendix B. PronounFronting in Hebrew

Althoughit is only marginaly related to the question of resumptive pronours, no
discusson d Hebrew relativizaion would be mmplete withou mentioning pronounfronting.
In additionto (45a), (45hc,d) are dso ggammaticd.

(45 a ha- sefer Se ani xo%ev S karata oto
the- book that I  think that you.red it
b. hasefer Se ani xo%ev Se oto karata
C. hasefer e oto ani xoSev Se karata
d. hasefer oto ani xoSev Se karata
‘the bookthat | think youread’

That is to say, the pronouncan be fronted, either partially or completely, andif it is fronted
completely the complementizer can be omitted.
The description in the previous sentence has often been taken to be an acarate

'*This natural conditi on prevents the effec from applyingin the case of “empty operator” LDD constructions,
such as that relativesin English.

“Thank youto Ron Kaplan (p.c.) for help with the formali zation.
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descriptionof thesituation. Borer (1984 223) takesthefronting of the pronounto “demonstrate
clealy that amajor strategy of relative clauseformationin Hebrew involves movement of some
sort.” Glinert (1989 notesthe variable pasitioning of the pronoun andalso natesthat preposing
the pronouncan substitute for having a complementizer.

However, as argued by Vaill ette (2001), there are serious problems with an analysis
which sees the movement of the pronounas part of the processof relativizaionin Hebrew, or
sees the complementizer-lessversion as just ancther minor variation. Vaill ette observes that
Hebrew allows freepartial or complete topicdization independently of relative dauses. The
simplest analysis, then, isto seethe fronting of the resumptive pronounas a case of topicdiza
tion. In fad, pronours other than the resumptive pronouncan be fronted in relative dauses.

(46) ha rofe S otam Salaxti eav
the- doctor that them |.sent to.him
‘the doctor that | sent them to’

Thereisthus noreason to seefronting as part of relativizaionin Hebrew.

The form withou the complementizer is different, though In the first place the
complementizer Seisgenerally obligatory, unlikethe English that. Thisrenders Borer’s (1984
freedeletionanal ysisof theabsenceof Se somewhat dubious. Seaondy, asobserved by Vaill ette,
the fronting of the pronounin the cmplementizerless version kehaves differently from
topicdizaion: the fronting must be all the way to the matrix of the relative dause, and aher
elements canna front instead.

(47) *ha rofe otam Saaxti elav
the- doctor them |.sent to.him
‘the doctor that | sent them to’

This looks more like the fronting d arelative pronounin alanguage like English. Finally, as
observed by Sharvit (1999, the fronted pronounin the complementizerless relative does not
have the referential properties of resumptive pronours.

(48 a Ha i%a ota kol gever hizmin higia ito.
the- woman her every man invited arrived with.him
) ‘The [one] woman every man invited arrived with him [=one particul ar
man).’
(i)  ‘For every man x, the woman that x invited arrived with x.’

b. Ha i%a % ota kol gever hizmin higia ito.
the- woman that her every man invited arrived with.him
‘The [one] woman every man invited arrived with him [=one particular man].’

Thisobservationof Sharvit’ sconfirmsVaill ette’ sanalysis, under whichthetwo fronted-pronoun
variantsarevery diff erent constructions: the one with acomplementizer involving aresumptive

pronoun that happens to be fronted, and the one withou a cmplementizer invalving a
homophonous relative pronoun
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