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ABSTRACT 

This thesis proposes that wlz-operators in (headed) restrictive and non-restrictive 
relatives are resumptive chains. A resumptive chain can have +wlz-features 
or -wlz-features. If it has -7vlz-features, it can be either a null pronoun or an overt 
pronoun. It can have either of the two interpretations that pronouns have. Thus, 
in restrictive relatives, it has a bound variable interpretation. In appositive 
relatives, it is a referring pronoun (or what Evans (1982) calls an E-type pronoun). 
This resumptive chain can be created at S-structure or at LF. In particular, it is 
argued that what has been called (misleadingly) in the literature a 'resumptive 
pronoun' in languages like Hebrew or Irish (i.e. a pronoun that freely alternates 
with gaps in certain positions) is an instance of in-situ relativisation: an overt 
-wh-pronoun in-situ at S-structure creates an operator-variable chain at LF. It 
does not have the same range of interpretations as a trace created at S-structure 
because it is not a variable at S-structure. In contrast, the wlz-operator in 
appositive relatives never has a bound variable interpretation. An analysis of 
appositives is proposed based on Emonds' (1979) Main Clause Hypotlzesis. It is 
argued that appositive clauses are lifted at kF out of the matrix clause cs~~taining 
their antecedent. The relation between the appositive pronoun and its 
antecedent is treated on a par with anaghora across discourse, except in one 
respect: anaphora is obligatory precisely because of the wlz-features of the 
pronoun. Finally, it is argued that, zmder the abgve proposal, the (C1itic)Left- 
Dislocation corlstruction discussed by Cinque (1991) must be a wh-movement 
construction. 'The clitic-pronoun is a -wh-operator in-situ at S-structure, on a par 
with the pronoun that appears in Hebrew relatives. However, it has the syntactic 
properties and the interpretation of the +wh-operator in appositive relatives. 
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Organisation of the Thesis 

In Chapter I, I propose that resumptive pronouns in languages where their 

distribution is not restricted to Islands are an instance of in-situ relativisation. 

These pronouns have been analysed in the literature as S-structure operator- 

bound pronouns. In contrast, I propose that a resumptive pronoun in these 

I -nguages is an operator-variable chain created by wlz-movement at LF. A chain 

headed by an overt pronoun differs from a chain headed by a null operator or by 

a +wh-operator in one respect: i.t is derived at LF. 

In Chapter 11, 1 show that this proposal derives the apparent immunity of these 

pronouns to Weak Crossover; 2) their co-occurrence with gaps in coordinate 

stnuctures 3) their ability to licence Parasitic Gaps; and 4) why they can serve as 

the loci of Reconstruction. 'The assumption that these pronouns ares not 

variables at S-structure explains why they do not have the same range of 

interpretations as a gap in the same position Further, I propose a Theory of 

Weak Crossover based on Stowell (1991) and S2.fir (1986) that derives the 

distribution of gaps and pronouns in Across The Board constructions. 

In Chapter 111, I argue that all wtz-operators in (headed) relatives are 

resumptive chains. Resmptive chains are pronouns with wlz-features. These 

pronouns can have +-rulz-features or -wit-features. If they have -wh-features, they 

can be either phonologically null or overt. Just like any pronoun, they can be 

bound pronouns, as in restrictive relatives, or referring pronouns, as in 

appositive relatives. 

I then develop an analysis of appositive relatives based on Emonds' (1979) 

Main Clouse Hypothesis (MCH). I argue that appositives are interpreted at LF as 

independent clauses. The anaphoric relation between the appositive pronoun 

and its antecedent is treated on a par with the anaphoric relation established 



across discourse between a pronoun and its antecedent in a separate clause, 

except in one respect: the pronoun must resume a constituent in the matrix 

clause from which the appositive was lifted b the mapping between S-structure 

and LF. This is precisely the function of the wlz -features of the pronoun. 

The idea that the appositive clause is lifted out of the clause containing its 

antecedent at LF together with the assumption that the relative pronoun is a 

resumptive chain explains why quantifiers cannot be modified by an appositive 

relative; why a quantifier in the clause containing the antecedent of the 

appositive cannot bind a pronoun in the appositive clause; why indefinites under 

the scope of a quantifier cannot be modified by an appositive; why any predicate 

under the scope of negation cannot be the antecedent of an appositive; and the 

well known 'opacity' of appositives. Finally, I argue that whenever the 

antecedent of an appositive is non-referential, the appositive pronoun does not 

have the interpretation of a bound variable, but that ~f an E-type pronoun. 

In Chapter 4, I extend the proposal that resumptive pronouns are 

zolr-chains to the resumptive clitic-pronouns that appear in the clitic-left- 

dislocation construction (CLDL) discussed by Cinque (1990) and analyse CLDL 

as a wlz-movement construction. I argue that CLDL is derived by LF-movement 

of an overt -mh-operator and that this operator has the syntactic properties and 

the interpretation of the +wli-operator in appositive relatives. In fact, under the 

proposal developed in this thesis that resumptive pronouns are pronouns that 

have wli-features, CLDL must be a w1z-movement construction. Finally, I propose 

zn analysis of the Island effects in CLDL. 



Chapter 1 

Resumptive Pronouns 

1. Introduction: An Asymmetry Between Relativisation and Question 
Formation. 

Levels of representation are related by iterated applications of Affect-a. There is 

parametric variation across languages with respect to the level of .epresentation 

at which a given instance of Affect-a is required to apply. Thus, a given instance 

of Move-a, be it NP-movement or wh-movement, will be required (by some 

principle of UG) to apply at the level of S-structure in certain languages, but after 

S-structure, at the level of Logical Form (LF), in other languages. Thus, for 

instance, NP-movement of the VP-internal subject to Spec IF is required by Case 

Tharj. It applies at §-skuctxre ia English, yielding SVO word order, but applies 

at LF in Arabic, yielding VSO order'. Likewise, English questions are derived by 

wh-movement applying at S-structure whereas Chinese questions are derived by 

wh-movement applying at LF. However, this holds only for one subcase of wh- 

movement, namely question-formation. Thus, although relativisation is assumed 

to be another instance of wh-movement (see, for instance, Chomsky 1997), there 

is no & s m i o n  in the literature as to whether there is parametric variation across 

languages with respect to the level of representation at which wh-movement 

1 See Koopman & Sportiche (1988) amongst others for an analysis of VSO vs SVO 
languages in terms of whether or not NP-movement applies at Sstructure. kF 
NP-movement was proposed in Chomsky (1989). 



derives a relative clause.2 Movement of a zolz-operator in a relative clause 

(whether it is a wh-word or an empty operator) always takes place at §-structure. 

Thus, there is no counterpart to wh-in-sib in relativisation. 

I want to examine whether this alleged asymmetry between question- 

formation and relativisation is t r u ~ .  To this effect, I make the following 

assumption: if relativisation is derived by move*, then the in-situ option should 

also be available, and languages should vary parametrically with respect to the 

level of representation at which relative clauses are forrn(2d. In particular, I will 

argue that resumptive pronoun sti-ategies in relative clauses are instances of in- 

situ relativisation3. This chapter and chapter II will be devoted to the syntax of 

resumptive pronouns in restrictive relatives. I will claim that what has been 

called in the literature Tlre Resumptive Prono~ln Strategy in languages where 

resumptive pronouns o c w  'freely' (that is, not exclusively within islands) are 

relative pronouns in-situ at S-stmcl'ure. 

2 More precisely, the literature is silent on the question of whether or not 
languages vary parametrically with respect to the level of representation at 
which roll-movement of a +/-rulz-pronoun takes place in relative clauses. Head- 
internal relatives (that is, relatives where the lexical FJP denoting the semantic 
class of the restricted noiln appears internal to the relative clause; i.e in the D- 
structure position of a relative pronoun in head-external relatives) have been 
analysed as involving LF-movement of the head noun, see Culy (1990) and 
Williamson (1987). Thus, the question which has not been addressed (to my 
knowledge) is whether there is an in-situ option for 7ulr-operators in relatives. 
3 Setting aside head-internal relatives which have been analysed as instances of 
in-situ rela tivisation (see the above footnote). 



2. What are Resumptive P~snsuns ? 

2.1. Clmo & Sells (1983) and Sells' (1984) analysis. 

Resumptive pronouns4 in relative clauses are pronouns that occupy the position 

that a gap created by S-structure movement of a irulr-pronoun would. C h a ~  and 

Sells (1983) and Sells (1984) distinguish between two types of languages using 

resumptive pronoun strategies: 1) ?a~~guages in which the interpretation of a gap 

and of a pronoun occupyirlg the position of that gap is the same and, 2) 

languages in which the pronoun does not receive the interpretation that a gap 

occupying the same position would. Hebrew is an example of the former type of 

language whereas English is an example of the latter type. 

Resumptive pronouns in Hebrew have the following properties: a) they 

are not restricted to islands, as shown in (1); b) they alternate freely with gaps in 

certain positions, as (1) and (2) show, and c) they have the interpretation that a 

gap in the same position would receive; namely, that of a bound variable. This is 

shown in (3) by the fact that resurnptive pronouns in Hebrew relatives can be 

bound by an operator whose antecedent is a quantifier expression 7. 

- 

4 For the present, I restrict my discussion to resumptive pronouns in restrictives 
relative clauses. I will discuss resumptive pronouns in questions, non-restrictive 
relatives and left-dislocation further on, 
5 In the following examples, S e  is the equivalent of the c6rnplementizer that. It 
introduces both complement clauses and relative clauses. I will discuss relative 
complementizers in Hebrew in Section 3 of this chapter. 



(1) ze l'lit-%$ [Bi [ ra?iti ?ehnol ]I 
Chis the-man that him saw-I. yesterday 
'This is the man that I saw (*him) yesterday.' 

(2) ze ha-?i$ [q [ ra?iti ei 3etmol I] 
this the-man that saw4 yesterday 
'This is the man that I saw yesterday.' 

(316 kol geveri [& [k dina x&evet 
every man that Dina thinks 

tie hui ?ohev et rina I] 
that he loves Rim 

'Every man that Dina thinks loves ICina.' 

In English, resumptive pronouns are marginally possible in relative 

clauses, as in the following example taken from Ross (1967). 

(4) ? I just saw a girli [whq long John's claim that s k i  was a Venusian] 

made all the headlines. 

In coi~trast to Hebrew, resumptive pronouns in English have three 

properties: a) tlaey are restricted to islands (a complex NP irl (4)); b) thcy cannot 

alternate with a gap (when a gap is substituted for the pronoun in (4), the 

sentence becomes ungrammatical) and, c) as argued by Chao & Sells (1983) and 

Sells (1984), they do not receive the interpretation that a gap occurring in the 

same position would. 

Chao C3r Sells argue as follows. A'-traces are not referential, they are 

construed as variables bound by an operator. Resumptive pronouns, on ;. a :lr 

6 This example is taken from Sells .(1984), page 16, and (1) and (2) are taken fro= 
Chomsky (1977), page 80. 



with gaps, are pronouns bound by an operator in an A'-position and, t h u ,  also 

have the construal oi a bound variable. This is, in fact, Sells' definition of a 

resumptive pronoun ("A resumptive pronoun is "a pronoun that is operator- 

bound", from Sells (1984), page 14). Chao & Sells then argue that the prenouns 

that appear in English relative clauses are never bound pronouns but E-type 

pronouns (following Evans 19X0I7, on the basis of the following contrasts8: 

(5) a. ? I'd like to meet [the h @ t i  []Di [that Mary c o d h ' t  remember 
if she had seen himi before I]. 

b. * I'd like to meet [every linguisti [Q fthat Mary couldn't 
remember if she had seen himi before I]. 

a. ? [That guyi [q [that I really hate hisi sister ]I 

b. * [Every guyi [& [that I really hate hisi sister 11 

7. Evans (1980) distinguishes between bourld pronouns and E-type pronouns. 
Both have quantified NPs as antecedents. However, they are semantically quite 
different in that the former. but not the latter are bound by those quantifiers. In 
particular, whereas pronouns bound by quantifiers do not refer to anything, E- 
type pronouns "...refer to the object(s), if any, which ~;erify the antecedent 
quantifier-containing clause. If this is the role of these E-type pronouns, we 
explain whv the truth sf the clause containing them req~ires that all the relevant 
objects satisfy the predicate, and we explain why these pronouns cannot have a 
No quantifier as antecedent." (Evans 1980, page 340). Thus, iur Evans, replacing 
the antecedent of a pronoun with the Quantified NP No-NF is a test for 
determining whether the pronoun is bomd or not. 
8. In fact, Sells presents three arguments that resurnptive pronouns in English are 
not bound pronouns. I will only summarize the first argument because the other 
arguments involve questions. 



a. ? [That booki [4 [that when I 'd read iti 

I was even nore confused I] 
b. " [NO b o ~ k i  [Bi [that when I'd read iti 

I was even more confused I1 

The abo re contrasts show that resumptive pronoui~s are marginally 

possible in English relative clauses where the head NP is referential but 

impossible in relative clauses with a non-referring head. Sells (1984) argues that 

the ungrammaticality of the b-sentences shows that these pronouns are not true 

resumptive pronouns since they cannot be bound (via an operator) by 

quantifii-ational noun phrases like Every lingrtist or No linguist. That is, 'true' 

resumptive pronouns are pronouns that can have the ifitergsetation of an A'-trace 

(i.e a b ~ u n d  variable interpretation). He then argues that pronouns in English 

can be 'anaphorlc~!ly-bound' (following Sells' terminology) by a quantificational 

NP, as illustrated in (8) below; but not 'operator-bound' by a quantificational W, 

as was illustrated in (%), (6b) and (7b). An 'anaphorically-bound' pronoun is a 

pronoun A-bound at S-structure. An 'operator-bound' pronoun is a pronoun A'- 

bomd at S s t m m e .  

(8) Every linguisti thinks that Mary hates hirrti. 

For Sells, a sesumptive pronoun is a pronoun that is operator-bound. 

English, thus, lacks resmptive pronouns since it does riot allow operator-bound 

pronouns. According to Sells, the pronouns that appear in the site 3f 

relativisation in English are 'intrusive' pronouns (or E-type pronouns, following 

Evans 1980). Hebrew, on the other hand, is a language which has resurrtptive 

pronouns since these pronouns can be operator-bound. 



2.2. The proposal. 

I will assume the distinction between resumptive pronouns and intrusive 

pronouns, made in Sells (1984). Thus, there are languages like English witl~out 

resumptive pronouns, where the so-called resumptive pronouns are in fact E- 

type pronouns. And there are languages like Hebrew with resumptive 

pronouns. 

However, Sells makes a further distinction between two types of bound 

pronouns. For Sells, the pronoun in the English sentence in (8) is 'anaphoricallly- 

bound' (i.2. has an antecedent in an A-position at Sstructure) by the Qk Every 

linguist; whereas in the Hebrew sentence in (3), the pronoun is 'operator-bound' 

(i.e. is A'-bound at S-structure via an empty operator base-generated in the 

specifier of the relative clause) by the QP kol gever ('every man'). These are the 

two ways in which a pronoun can be construed as a bound variable. Further, 

Sells claims that all languages allow anaphorically-bound pronouns but vary 

parametrically as to whether they allow operator-bound pronouns. In contrast, I 

will assume that there is only one way in which a pronoun can be construed as a 

bound variable; namely, when it is A'-bound by a quantifier expression at LF . 

This interpretation is available for pronouns in all languages. Further, I will 

argue against the existence of operator-bound pronouns. The asswnption that 

pronouns can be operator-bound is problematic in many respects. In particular, 

all analyses of resumptive pronouns as operator-bound pronouns must asskame 

that flie pronoun is A'-bound at S-structure (This is in fact Sell's definition of a 

resumptive pronoun.). Thus, Chao & Sells (1983), Georgspoulos (1983, 1984a, 

1984b,1989), Engdahl (1980, 1983), Engdahl, Maling and Zaenen (1981), 

McCloskey (1979, 1983,1990) and Sells (1984) assume that resumptive pronouns 

are bound at the same level as gaps (S-structure) in order to explain why they 



license parasitic gags, appear izt Across-The-Board constructions, and can serve 

as the loa of Reconstruction9. The assumption that resumptive pronouns are 

bound at S-structure entails the free indexing of A'-positions at S-structure (since 

the null operator base-generated in Spec CP must have an index a t  S-structure). 

This in turn allows the base-generation of island violations. bland violations will 

then need to be constrained by conditions on binding and for Engdahl(1980) and 

Maling & Zaenen (19821, by processing strategies. On the other hand, the 

assumption that resumptive pronouns are operator-bound after S-structure (at 

LF) fails to derive the fact that they license parasitic gaps, occur with gaps in 

Across-The-Board constructions, and serve as the loci of reconstruction. 

For Sells, it is precisely because a resurnptive pronoun in Hebrew, on a par 

with an A'-trace in English, is 'operator-bound' by S-structure that it has the 

interpretation and the behavior of an A'-trace. Now, if resumptive pronouns are 

not operator-bound pronouns, then why do they behave like A'-traces? I propose 

that a resumptive pronoun behaves like a gap because there is an A'-trace in the 5. 

strui:tur-e position of tlze pronoun at the level of LF. In particular, I propose that, at 

this level, there is a trace in the site of relativisation and, that this trace is created 

by movement of the pronoun to an operator position. This LF-movement of the 

resumptive pronoun, in Hebrew relatives for instance, is exactly on a par with 

syntactic movement of wh-words or empty operators, in English relatives for 

instance. Thus, the English S-structures shown in (9) are on a par with the 

This holds only of languages like Hebrew where resumptive pronouns have 
certain properties: they occur freely and obligatorily in certain positions where 
gaps are disallowed (i.e. within an NP and in any oblique position). In other 
words, this holds of languages with resumptive pronouns and not of languages 
with intrusive pronouns. 



Hebrew W-rlepresentation in (101, (the bold e stands an empty Comp, and 0 for a 

null operator). 

(9) a. The girl who lives here. 

S - s b w e :  [ fCp whi fCO el [p ti]]] 
LF [ PdI' whi fCO el f p  till1 

b. The girl that lives here. 

Sstructure: [ W [Cp 0i ICO that] [p ti]]] 

LF [ NP [cp & [cO that] [p till] 

ha-%+ & pagagti 7otoi 

the-man that met4 him 

The man that I met'. 

S-structure: [ NF ICp [c" &I tIP ?atoll 
LF : [ NP [cP '0tq dCo &I [IP till] 

For Sells, the difference between languages with true resumptive 

pronouns and languages with intrusive pronouns is stated in terms of a 

parameter: whether or not a given language allows pronouns to be operator- 

bound. It is a fact that there are languages where resumptive pronouns 'freely' 

alternate with gaps and behave like gaps, and languages where the pronoun in 

the relativised position is used only as some kind of saving device (to overcome 

an island violation, for instance), and this difference should be stafable in terms 

of a parameter. However, it seems to me that the above parameter is suspicious. 

If languages can vary according to whether or not they allow the bound variable 

construal of pronouns to arise via operator-binding, they could just as well vary 

according to whether or not they allow pronouns to be anaphorically-bound by 

quantifiers. h d  as Sells points out, this option is available in all languages. In 

contrast, I have proposed that the parameter which derives the difference 



between languages with and without resurnptive pronouns is a well-known 

parameter. Namely, whether or not wh-movement is required to apply at S- 

structure. 

I have proposed that resumptive pronoun strategies are instances of in-situ 

relativisatiom. That is, a resumptive pronoun is a relative pronoun in-situ at S- 

structure. It then moves to an operator position at LF leaving an A'-bound trace 

in the site of relativisation. Now, in Hebrew, the covert LF-movement of the 

pronoun that I am postulating can actually also take place overtly at §-structure. 

This is shown in the following examples, where we see S-structure movement of 

a resurnptive pronoun originating in an embedded clause. 1 

(H) a. ha-?i+ 5e ?ani x&ev k 7arnarta & 
the-man that I think that said-you that 

sara katva Sir 
Sarah wrote about-him poem 

'The man that I think that you said that Sarah wrote a poem about.' 

10. These examples are taken from Sells (1984), pages 92-3. 
11 In (11) and in previous or following examples, co-indexing between the head 
noun and the resumptive pronoun has no theoretical status other than signaling 
referential dependency. Note that it is not clear what the A/A'-status of the 
position of the head noun is. Assuming it is an A'-position, it has no index at 5- 
structure. The anaphoric connection will be established at LF via the rule of 
Predication which gives an interpretation to relative clauses. 



b. ha-?i+ k ?ani x&ev k 7amarta & 
theman that I think that said-you that 

? d a ~ i  katva sara Sir 
about-him wrote Sarah poem 

c. ha-%$ i Timi x&ev Se ?amarta Se 
the-man that I think that said-you that 

?amarta & sara katva gir 
about-him yousaid that Sara wrote poem 

d. ha-%$ k ?alavi ?ani x&ev & 
the-man that about-him I think that 

7martcl k Sara katva sir 
yousaid that Sarah wrote poem 

e. ha-%$ '7alawi ?ani x&ev Se 
the-man about-him I think that 

?amarta k Sara katva sir 
you-said that Sarah wrote poem 

As we see in (1la)-(lld), the pronoun moves by successive cyclic 

adjunction to IP al l  the way up to matrix clause. In (lle), we see that it appears 

in the position of the complementizer 5 e. 

S-structure movement of resumptive pronouns is also found in Swiss 

German, standard Arabic and Irish restrictive relative clauses (see Riemsdijk 

1988, Fassi Fehi 1983 and McCloskey 1990, respectively), In these languages, 

restrictive relative clauses have many of the properties of Hebrew relatives. 

Namely, I) the distribution of resumptive pronouns is not restricted to islands; in 

fact, resmptive pronouns are required in certain positions (within an MP and in 



any oblique position); 2) there is no S-structure wh-movement (i.e. no fronting of 

a wh-word to Spec CP); and, 3) relative clauses are introduced by invariant 

particles (i.e. complementizers). In (12), we give an example of a Swiss German 

ielative clause in wMch the site of relativisation is obligatorily occupied by a 

resumptive pronoun. In (13), we see that resumptive pronouns in Swiss German 

can optionally cliticise to a 'post-complementizer' position1 2. Note that the 

fronting in (13) is strictly clause bound. Finally, in (14)-(151, we give a similar 

paradigm in Standard Arabic: in (151, the pronoun is fronted at S-structure. 

(12) de m d  wo ich immer mit em gang go suufle 
the friend that I always with them go(ts) drink 
'The friend that I always go drink with.' 

(13) s auto wo du gsGt hasch das es sich 
the car that you said have that it himself 

de Peter nod chijnti l&chtev 
the Peter not codd afford 

'The car that you said that Peter codd not afford.' 

(14) rajaca rrajulu llaifii zurtu-hu 
returned the-man that visited-I-him 
'The man that I visited has returned.' 

(15) rajaca rrajulu lla& 7iyyahu zurtu 
returnctd the-man that ACC-him visited4 
'The man that I visited has returned.' 

'2. The examples in (12)-(13) and (14)-(15) are taken from Riemsdijk (1988) and 
Fassi Fehri (1982) (respectively) and those in (16) are taken from McCloskey 
(1990). 



In Irish, S-structure movement of resurnptive pronouns is restricted to PPs 

and occurs only in questions. MsCloskey (1979) and (1990) has argued that 

constituent questions, relatives and clefts in Irish all have the same structure and 

the same properties. In particular, questions are not derived by wh-movement of 

an interrogative phrase to the specifier of CP. For McCloskey, constituent 

questions have exactly the structure of a relative clause in Irishl3. That is, a wh- 

phrase is base-generated in the position of the head-noun of a relative clause (i.e 

in a pre-CP position), an empty operator is sitting in Spec CP, and Comp is 

occupied by the same complementizer as in relatives (and clefts). The null 

operator is either base-generated in Spec CP, in which case it binds a resumptive 

pronoun; or has been fronted to Spec CP via wh-movement, leaving a trace in its 

original position. In (16), we give examples of Irish questions with PPs 

containing an obligatory resumptive pronoun. In (Ma), we give an example of 

PP fronting 1 4. 

13. Except that they are not dominated by an PIP node but by a Q node, which 
stands for interrogative clause. 
14. In questions, relatives and clefts, there are basically two possible 
complementizers. The choice of the complementizer is determined by the 
occurrence of a gap YS a resumptive pronoun in the clause. The complementizer 
aN appears when the clause contains a resumptive pronoun whereas the 
complementizer aL appears when the clause contains a trace. A very interesting 
fact is that when a PP containing a resumptive pronoun is fronted, there is 
dialectal variation in the choice of the complementizer. Thus, the northern Irish 
dialects select the complementizer aN whereas the southern Irish dialects select 
the complementizer aL (which is associated with the occurrence of a trace in the 
clause). 



(16) a. c6 leis a raibh hi agcaint? 
who with-him Comp were you  talk-^^^^ 
'Who were you talking to?' 

b . c 6  a bhhil fiitk aige ? 
who Comp is reason at-him 
'Who has a reason?' 

Thus, we see that the claim that resumptive pronouns undergo covert wh- 

movement a; LF is supported by the fact that these pronouns can undergo overt 

wlz-movement at S-structure in Hebrew, Standard Arabic, Swiss German and 

(albeit, marginally) in Irish. Overt pronoun fronting In these languages has 

diferent properties. First, it is it restricted to PPs in constituent questions in Irish. 

An interesting hypothesis is that S-structure pronoun fronting is always 

restricted to PPs. This is the case in Irish. Toto in Hebrew, and ?iyya-hu in 

Standard Arabic could be analysed as PPs. Indeed, 7iyya in Arabic is merely an 

empty morpheme that provides a base for an orphan (accusative) clitic. Both 

aiyya-1214 and 7010 could be analysed as pronouns adjoined to accusative case 

markers (i.e. prepositions) 5. Second, S-structure pronoun fronting is not clause 

bound in Hebrew but strictly clause bound in Swiss German. This will be 

discussed in the next section. 

3. The Landing Site of the Wesumptive Pronoun. 

In this section, I want to address the question of where the pronoun lands when 

it moves at LF. I will argue that the ultimate landing site of the pronoun is not 

Spec of CP, as is the case with S-structure relative operators (i.e. null operators 

' 5  Note, also, Dutch has r-movement (pronominal PP fronting), see (Riemsdijk, 
1978). 



and wh-phrases) but Comp by which I mean CO). There are two arguments in 

favor of movement of the resumptive pronoun into Comp. Both arguments are 

based on the distribution of the relative comglementizers in Hebrew. There are 

two complementizers that appear in Hebrew restrictive relatives: 9 e and ?a5 er. 

The former is the -zoh-csmplernentizer which introduces both sentential 

complements and (restrictive or free) relatives. The latter occurs only in 

restrictive relatives. Deletion of Be is impossible in free relatives and sentential 

complements. Deletion of either ?d er or9 e is possible only under certain 

narrow conditions in restrictive relatives, as we are about to seel6. 

First of all, recall. that resumptive pronouns can be fronted at S-structure, 

as in the examples give11 in (11) and repeated below. In all these examples, the 

relative complementizer 2 e is always obligatory except when the pronoun is 

fronted all the way up to a position immediately following the head noun of the 

relative clause. Thus, only in (17d), can j e  be missing. 

(17) a. ha-%+ *(&) ?ani xdev k Tamarta & 
the-man that I think that said-you that 

sara katva ?alavi Sir 
Sarah wrote about-him poem 

'The man that I think that you said that Sarah wrote a poem about.' 

b. ha-?i+ ( ?ani x&ev she Tan~arta & 
the-man that I think that said-you that 

?alavi katva sara Sir 
about-him wrote Sarah poem 

l 6  In what follows, whatever I say about relativese also holds for ?a9 er . 
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c. ha%$ *(&) ?mi xdev k ?marfa & 
the-man that I think that said-you that 

?amarta & sara katva gir 
about-him said-you that Sara wrote poem 

d. ha-%$ ?alavi u x&ev k 
the-man about-him I think that 

Tamarta & sara katva sir 
said-you that Sarah wrote poem 

In fact, there is only one environment which licenses deietion of relative 

3 e , as the following paradigm (taken from Borer (1984), page 234) clearly shows. 

(18) a. *ze ha-?& ra?iti ?eta101 
this the-man saw-I yesterday 

b. *ze ha-% ra?iti ?ots aetmol 
this the-man saw-I him yesterday 

C. ze ha-% ?oto ra7iti ?etmol 
this the-man him saw-I yesterday 

'This is the man that I saw yesterday.' 

To capture the distribution of relative S e  Borer assumes a) the surface 

filter in (19) which requires Comp to contain phonological material and b) that 

the fronted pronouns in (17b), (17c), (17d) and (18c) are in Comp. Further, she 

analyses S-structure pronoun fronting as successive cyclic Comp to Comp 

movement. 



I assume the basic insight of Borer's analysis to be correct: relative 9 e can 

be missing only when a resumptive pronoun is sitting in C*. However, I will not 

assume that the absence of s e  , in (18c) for instance, is the result of free deletion 

from Comp at S-structure; but rather that (18~ )  is derived from a D-structure in 

whichge was absent. When Comp is base-generated empty, something along 

the lines of (19) will force movement of the resumptive pronoun into Comp at S- 

structure (17d) and (18~). If there is no resumptive pronoun (as in (18a)), or if the 

pronoun remains in-situ at S-structure (as in (17a) and (I%)), or if it is not 

fronted all the way up to the relative Comp (as in (17b) and (lTc)), the relative 

clause is ill-formed and filtered out by (19). 

What requires that Comp have phonological content? I suggest that (19) 

could be made to follow from the predication relation holding between the head 

of a relative and its CP. The reflex of a subject-predicate relation is Spec-Head 

agreement. This Agreement relation is overt in some languages'7. In particular, 

in Standard Arabic, the relative complementizer ?alZaai is distinct from the 

cornplementizer that introduces declaratives (3inna). It agrees in gender, number 

and case with the head noun. That this complemenfizer agrees with the head 

noun (and not with the null operator in Spec CP) can be seen clearly when the 

head noua and the null operator do not bear the same morphological case (e.g. 

the former is accusative and the latter is nominative). This overt agreement 

between the reiative NP and the Comp of the relative CP can be explained if 

agreement is the reflex of the relation holding between the head NP and the CP 

that is predicated of it. Then, perhaps, this Spec-Head relation requires the head 

of CP to have lexical features. Comp in Hebrew will have lexical features when it 

l7 This is true of all agreement relations. Thus, subject verb agreement is overt in 
say Basque but invisible in Chinese. 



is filled by a complementizer or by an overt pronoun. On the other hand, the 

Comp of a restrictive relative where the relative pronoun is a null-operator will 

have to contain a lexical complementizer. As for free relatives, they are formed 

by movement of a +wh-?hrase to Spec CP. % n e s e  rdz-words cannot move into 

Comp to satisfy (19) because, as I am about to show, movement into Comp is 

restricted to XOs. Hence, if the Comp of a free relative is empty at D-structure, it 

will remain so at S-structure and the free relative will be ill-formed. 

Borer argues that the S-structure landing site of a resumptive pronoun is 

always Comp. In particular, the fronted pronouns in (1%) and (17c) are also in 

Comp. Contrary to Borer, I will not assume that Comp can be doubly filled in 

Hebrew. Jzi particular, the fronted pronouns in (17b) and (17c) are not in Comp 

but adjoined to IP; that is, they are in a topic position. To see why, consider the 

following paradigm. 

(20) a. kol gever (k) 7oto rina 7ohevet 
every man that him Rina loves 
'Every man that Rina loves.' 

b. kol gever (Se) ?it-o rina rakda 
every man that with-him Rina danced 
'Every man that Rina danced with.' 

c. kol gever *(&) ?et ?ax-iv rina aohevet 
every man that ACC brother-his Rim loves 
*'Every man that Rina loves his brother.' 

18. Free relatives do not allow resumptive pronouns in the relativised position. 
Free relatives in Hebrew will be discussed in Section 4. We will see why wh- 
relative pronouns are incompatible with the resumptive pronoun strategy. 



d. kol gever *(&) ?eta ve ?et ?ax-iv rina Tohevet 
e17ery man that him and ACC brother-his Rira ioves 
"Every man that Rina loves him and his brother.' 

As we see in the above examples, there is a further restriction on the 

distribution of2 e: it can be absent from Comp only w h m  pronouns like ?of0 

'him' or pronominal PPs like Tit-o 'with-him' occupy Comp. If we assume that 

pronouns and prepositions are XOs19, then only XOs and not maximal projections 

Qke ?ax-iv 'his brother' in (ZOc), or ?of0 we ?et ?ax-iv 'him and his brother' in (2061, 

can move i n t ~  CO. Thus, I ;onchide that movement into CO i s  structure 

preserving: it is restricted to pronominal heads20. Finally, the assumption that 

the fronted constituents in (17b), (17c), (20~)  and (20d) are not in Comp ( i.e. 

cliticised to Comp) but topicalised is independently supported by the fact that 

topicalisation is possible within a relative clause in Hebrew, as shown in (21) 

(from Borer 1984). 

(21 1 ?eyle ha-?an5irn & ?et david Salaxti ?eleyhem 
these thepeople that ACC David sent-I to-them 

"'These are the people that David, I sent to them.' 

In fact, I will analyse S-structure pronoun fronting as taking place in two 

steps. The first step is XP-movement: the resumptive pronoun (or the category 

dominating it) is adjoined to IP (topicalised), yielding (lf/b), (17c), (17d), (I&), 

19. That pronouns are XOs was hist proposed by Postal (1966). 
20. Tanya Reinhart pointed out to me that there are PPs in Hebrew with the 
structure [PO+FO+DO]. These complex heads can move into Comp at S-structure, 
as shown below. 

(i) ha-% (b) me-?axor-av yaSavti 

the-man that from-rear-him sat-1 
'The man that I sat behind.' 



and (20). The operator adjoined to IP A'-binds a variable in an argument 

position. The last step is XQ-movement (i.e. cliticisaEon): the pronoun adjoined to 

the matrix IP subsequently moves into Comp iff a) it is an Xo (in order to satisfy 

Structure Preservation), and b) Comp is empty (since Comp cannot be doubly- 

filled); thus, yielding (17d), (18~1, (20a) a1.d (20b). In this view, resumpiive 

pronouns are like clitics: they oi,ginate in XP positions and end up in Xo 

positions. This two step derivation explains why pronoun fronting is not clause 

bouniied in Hebrew: the firs: step is topicalisation which is not clause bound and 

permissible within relative clauses in Hebrew. In Swiss German* 1, on the other 

hand, topicalisation within relative clauses is not possible. Hence, pronoun 

fronting is movement of an XO into Comp (cliticisation of this XO onto Comp) and, 

consequently, is strictly clause bound. 

Note that there is a derivation that this analysis does not rule out. 

Namely, what prevents an embedded (i.e. declarative) Comp, in (13, from being 

empty at D-structure and filled at S-structure by movement of the resumptive 

pronoun (via adjunction Is IP). The ill-fom~ed 5-structure is schematized in (22) 

(where P stands for the resmptive pronoun). 

This structure is ill-formed because e can neucr be omitted from a 

declarative Co~mp. This is also a problem for Borer's analysis. She merely 

stipulates that free deletion from Comp is restricted to the uppennost Comp of a 

restrictive relative. I conjecture that the ill-fonnedness of (22) is exactly on a par 

with :hat of (23) in which a wh-phrase originating in an embedded clause is not 

21. For Riemsdijk (1988) also, pronoun fronting in Swiss German is cliticisation 
(Xo-movement). 



fronted all the way up to the spcdfier of the mahix [+wh] Comp, but lands in a 

[-wh] embedded Comp at S-structure. 

(23) *You think what John bought? 

(24) Tornp, unless its specifier contains a [+wh] element. 
[+whl 

Easnik & Saito (1991) rule out the above example as a violation of the S- 

structure constraint in (24)*2. The problem with ruling out the hypothetical 

Hebrew example in (22) is ths.! there is no way of distinguishing declarative from 

relative Comps since they are both [-wh]. Rizzi (1990) proposes the following 

feature system and typology of complementizers precisely in order to 

differentiate relative Comps on the one hand,from declarative and interrogative 

Comps on the other23: 

(25) a. [+wh -pred] (I wonder) what [Co [you saw t] 
b. [+wh +pred] The thing which [=o [YOG saw t] 
c. [-wh +pred] The thing O [ C ~  that [you saw t] 

d. [-wh -pred] (I know) [Co that [you saw 1 

Once we adopt (25), we can derive the ill-fonnedness of (22) in terms of an 

S-structure constiqint which requires all -zolz-operators (i.e. null operators and 

22 (24) is a reformulation of the filter proposed by Lasnik and Saito. In 
particular, they do not assume that Coma has a Specifier (i.e. they do not assume 
the extention of X'-theory to non lexical categ~ries like S proposed in Chomsky 
(1986). Hence, their filter does not refer to Spec CP but merely to Comp. 
23. "A [+pred] C must head a CP which is predicated of a "subject of predication"; 
a [-predl C heads a clause which cannot be predicated. ... the [+predJ 
specification is the distinctive property of relatives.", from Rizzi (19901, page 67. 



pronouns) to be in the specifier of [+predl CornpZ4. It seems to me that we also 

need this constraint in English ( or rather, we need a version cli (25)) which 

requires +/-wh relative operators to be in a Spec-Head relation with a [+pred] 

Comp), to rule out the following structure, where O stands for a null operator. 

In (26), the null operator and the wh-relative pronoun have landed in the 

specifier of an embedded declarative Comp at S-structure. (26a) is just as ill- 

formed as ( 2 3 ,  except that we cant hear it.25 

There remains one question to be answered. Where does the resumptive 

pronoun in-situ at Sstruclure land when it moves at LF? The null hypothesis is 

that it has the same landing site at S-structure and at LF. Namely, Comp. I have 

argued that the S-structure in (27) is possible becailse relative 9 e can be missing 

at D-structure. How do we derive the parallel LF representation in (28b) below? 

24, Note that (25) gives us the following typology of complementizers in Hebrew, 
where e stands for an empty Comp. 

(i) a. [+wh - p d l  [camp el (questions) 

b. [+wh +predl g e )  (free relatives) 

c. [-wh +pred] 722 er/g c ]  (restrictive relatives) 

d. [-wh -predl Se] (declara tives) 

25. Other options for ruling out (22), (23) and (26) would be to impose a strict 
locality condition on either i) the binding relation between the head noun and the 
relative gap (which Safir (1986) calls 'R-binding), or ii) the predication relation 
holding between the CP and the head noun, since both these relations are 
mediated through the relative operator. 



The LF in (28b) will be derived derived from the Sstructure in (28a) because s' e 

deletes at LE That is, Se has no semantic content. Hence, the principle of Full 

1nterpretation26 allows it to be absent at LF. Deletion ofd e at LF will then 

trigger @-movement of the resumptive pronoun into Comp. 

(29) S-structure. 

ze ha-% [p  ?otq [ra?iti ti ?etmol]] 
this the-man him saw-I yesterday 
This is the man that I saw yesterday.' 

(28) a. S-structure. 

ze ha-% k [ra?iti 3oto ?ehnol]] 
this the-man that saw-I him yesterday 

This is the man that I saw yesterday.' 

b. LF. 

ze ha-?iS [p ?otq [ra?iti ti ?etmol]] 
this the-man him saw-I yesterday 

This is the man that I saw yesterday.' 

Thus, the LF representation in (28b) is identical to the Sstructure in (6)27. 

26 The principle of Full Interpretation (proposed in Chomslcy 1986) requires that 
every element of an LF representation receive an interpretation. 
27. We can ask what forces LF-movement of the reswnptive pronoun altogether. . 
First, under my proposal, a resumptive pronoun relative does not contain a null- 
operator base generated in Spec CP; then, unless the pronoun moves to an A'- 
position where it has scope over IP (either at S-structure or at LF), there will be 
no operator-variable relation, and the relative will fail to receive an 
interpretation, (there is no open sentence to be predicated of the head). Second, 
since the resumptive is an operator, it must move to an A'-position in order to 
bind a variable like any other operator, assuming a ban on vacuous 
quantification. Thus, it must adjoin to IP. From this position, it moves into Co 
since it is an Xu . 



4. The Question Marker in Egyptian Arabic. 

Finally, support for the claims that a) pronouns can move to a pre-IP position 

(Comp) and, b) that they can function as operators binding a variable comes from 

the syntax of questions in Egyptian Arabic. Egyptian Arabic allows wh-in-situ in 

question formation. In constituent questions and yes/no questions, pronouns 

appear in a pre-IP position and have the function of an overt Q-morpheme, (see 

Wahba (19$4), for a detailed discussion). These pronouns are the independent 

(i.e. non-clitic) subject pronouns: hiyyn 'she', lr uwwa 'he' and lr urnma 'they'28. 

They have the following distribution. They appear obligatorily in the Comp of a 

yes/no question, as shown in (29). They appear optionally in the Comp of a 

28. Note that these pronouns agree in gender and number with the following 
subject NP, as shown in (29b) and (29d). Presumably, then, these (subject) 
pronouns originate in Infl (specifically, A@) and then, raise to Comp. There is 
a lot of evidence that subject pronouns in Egyptian can be base-generated in 
AgroS (i.e- can 'spell-out' subject-agreement features). For instance, these 
pronouns are required in equational sentences and, when these sentences are 

negated, the discontinuous negation morpheme ma.2 affixes onto them, as 
shown in (i). 

(i) Laila ma-hiyya-5 ilduktuura 
Laila NEG-she-NEG the-doctor 
'Laila is not the doctor'. 

(ii) Hiyya ma-hiyya-5 i!duktuura 
She NEG-she-NEG the-doctor 
'She is not the doctor'. 

Finally, note that there is another yes/no question marker in Egyptian 
which is also an inflectional element. Namely, a contracted form of the 
discontinuous negation morpheme: B . 



direct question, as shown in (30). They are obligatory in a matrix Comp when a 

wh-word in-situ in an embedded clause has matrix scope. Thus, (31a) without a 

question marker in the matrix Comp can only have the reading of an indirect 

question; whereas (31b) is a direct question. Thus, these pronouns have a dual 

function. They serve as a question marker in (29) and further, they define the 

scope of a wh-in-situ in (30) and (31;. The following examples were taken from 

Wahba (1984, pages 117-120). 

(29) a. Mona 7ablit il-talamiiz 
Mom met the-students 
'Mona met the students.' 

b. hiyya Mona 7ablit il-talamiiz ? 

She Mona met the-students 
'Did Mona meet the students?' 

c. il-talarniiz ?ablu Mona 
thestudents met Mom 
'The shdents met Mona.' 

A. hutnuna il-talarniiz 7ablu Mona ? 

they the-students met Mona 
'Did the students meet Mona?' 

(30) (hiyya) Mona raahit feen? 
she Mona went where 

'Where did Mona go?' 

(31) a. Mona %fit Ali raah feen? 

Mona knew Ali went where 
'Where did Mona know that Ali went?' 



b. hiyya MOM %fit Ali raah feen? 
she Mona h e w  Ali went where 
'Where did Mona think that Ali went?' 

Thus, we have seen two situations in which pronouns appear overtly in 

Comp to fulfil the role of operators: a) in Hebrew, Swiss German and Irish 

relative clauses, a resumptive pronoun is sitting in Comp at LF (or optionally 

before LF, at S-stmchue) and binds a variable in the site of relativisation; and b) 

in Egyptian questions, a pronoun sitiing in the matrix Camp at S-structure, and 

acts like a Q-morpheme unselectively binding a wh-phrase in-situ at LF; thus, 

defining its scope. 

I will now recapitulate and then discuss the properties of languages with 

(and without) resumptive pronouns. 

5. Class 1 and Class 2 languages. 

We have now identified two classes of languages. Class 1 languages do not have 

wh-in-situ relativisation. Relative pronouns are always fronted at S-structure. 

This is the case in English. Class 2 languages have wh-in-situ relativisation. 

Relative pronouns are in-situ at S-structure and are subsequently wh-moved at 

LF. This is the case, for example, in Hebrew, Arabic, Irish, Welsh, Breton, Swiss 

German, Belauan, I g b ~  and Swahili. Thus, on a par with languages that allow 

the in-situ option in question fomation (Chinese, for instance) and languages 

that do not (Italian and Berber for instance, see Calabrese (1984,1987,1990) and 

Rtzzi (1982)), there are languages that allow the in-situ option in relativisation 

and languages that do not. The basic tenet of this proposal are that the pronouns 

in class 2 languages are the overt equivalent (or spell-out) of the null operator in 

English tllal restrictive relatives. 



Support for this analysis comes from Icelandic and Dutch. According to 

Smits (1988, page 161), the pronoun that appears in left-dislocation structures in 

Icelandic is a pronoun that "has itself been moved to Comp", as in the following 

examples: 

(32) a. pessi hring-ur, 6lafur hefur lofa8 Man'u honum 
this ring-DAT 0. has promised to M. it-DAT 

ahis ring, 8. has promised it to M.' 

b. pessi hringur, honumi hefur 66lafur lofa8 Mm'u ti 
this ring-DAT it-DAT has 0. promised to ha. 
This ring, 0. has promised it to M.' 

In (32a), the pronoun is in-situ at Sstructure whereas in (32b), it has been 

fronted to Comp at Sstructure. Finally, the pronoun in left&location structures 

can be a special pronoun, what Smits calls a 'd-pronoun' (for demonstrative 

pronoun). He gives the following two examples from Dutch. Again, the d- 

pronoun is either in-situ or in Comg at S-strudure. 

(33) a. dat boek, ik denk niet dat hij dat gelezen heeft 
that book I think not that he that read has 
'That book, I don't think that he has read that.' 

b. dat boek, dati denk ik niet dat hij ti gelezen heeft 
that book that think I not that he read has 
'That book, I don't think that he has read that.' 

Thus, the covert LF-movement of resumptive pronouns that I have 

postulated in relativisation can also take place overtly at S-structure in left- 

dislocation. The paradigms in (32) and (33) are exactly parallel to S-structure and 

LF pronoun fronting in Hebrew relatives. If this analysis is on the right track, 

then there is always two options for A'-movement: a) S-structure vs LF wh- 



movement and b') §-structure vs LF operator-movement (i.e. movement of a 

pronoun or of an empty operator). 

5.1. How are relatives fonned in class 2 languages. 

The proposal makes the follovring prediction. In dass 2 languages, we will never 

find a relative clause with a +wh-phrase is in Spec CP and a resumptive 

pronoun is in the site of relativisation, as shown in (34).29 

Under my analysis, the above relative clause is impossible in class 2 

languages because it contains two operators. The wh-phrase base-generated in 

Spec CF and the resurnptive pronoun inside the clause are both operators with a 

[+/-wh] feature specification. If the resurnptive pronoun in-situ does not move 

at LF, (34) will be ruled out because of the ban on vacuous quantification. 

Suppose it raises at LF, then (34) will ruled out either because the trace left 

behind is bound by two different operators or because the wh-phrase in Spec CP 

does not bind a variable. 

The prediction that (34) is impossible in class 2 languages holds (to my 

knowledge) for (11endeed) restrictive relatives. No class 2 languages have +wh- 

operators (i.e. relative operators identical with interrogative operators) in 

restrictive relatives and have resumptive pronouns in the relativised position. 

.Free rellztivcs (relatives without a head) by contrast, fall into three categories. In 

29 I have specified that a resumptive pronoun will never co-occur with a rwh- 
operator in Spec CP (i.e. a wh-phrase with overt wh-features) for the obvious 
reason that we cannot test this prediction with a -wh-operator since -wh- 
operators (i.c. O) have no phonological content. 



some languages, they have +wh-operators and disallow resumptive pronouns in 

the relativised position. In other languages, they lack +wh-operators and have 

resumptive pronouns in the relativised position. Finally, in Egyptian , we find 

+wh-operatorsand resumptive pronouns in free relatives but they never co-occur. 

To establish that (34) holds for class 2 languages, I will briefly discuss the 

relevant properties of relative clauses in some of these languages. I will first 

discuss Hebrew. 

In Hebrew, restrictive relatives and free relatives are formed differently. 

There are two types of restrictive relatives: those where the site of relativisation is 

occupied by a gap and those where the site of relativisation is occupied by a 

resumptive pronoun. In both cases, however, no interrogative word appears in 

Spec CP. In (35a), I give an example of a gap-relative, and in (35b), I give an 

example of a resurnptive pronoun relative. These examples are from Chomsky 

(1997) .N 

the-man that met-I 
'The man that I met' 

the-man that met-1 him 
'The man that I met.' 

I will analyse (35a) as involving S-structure movement of a null pronoun 

(i.e. El) and (35b) as LF-movement of an overt pronoun. S-structure movement is 

sensitive to islands, LF movement is not. 

- - - --- 

30. The complementizer in restrictive relatives is either a&r or the declarative 

complemen tizer &. 



Free relatives, on the other hand, have interrogative relative prononns, 

take only the co~.plementizer &, do not allow resumplive pronouns in the site of 

relativisation, and obey Island Constraints. In (36), taken from Borer (1984), 1 

give an example of a kee relative. 

(%I kaniti ?et mi h / * a h  ra%t *?0toi / ti 
bought-1 ACC what that saw-you him 
'I bought what you saw.' 

Thus, Hebrew relatives fall into three classes: a) restrictive relatives 

formed bv S-structure movement of a null -wh-operator , as in (35a); b) restrictive 

relatives formed by EF movement sf an overt -wh-operator , as in (35b); and c)  

free relatives formed by §-structure movement of a +wh-operator movement, as 

in (36). S-structure movement obeys Island Constraints, LF-movement does not. 

h Swiss German restrictive relatives, there are no +wh-relative pronouns, 

the complementizer is an invariant marker ZDO, and the relativised position is in 

most cases occupied by a resurnptive pronoun. Free relatives, in contrast, have 

relative pronouns derived from the interrogative paradigm, and lack resupt ive 

pronouns. , 

In Irish, Welsh and Breton, there are no +zvlz -relative pronouns. The well- 

known property of these relatives is that the the choice of cornplementizer is 

determined by whether there is a gap or a raumptive in the relativised position. 

Thus, in Irish, the complementizer aL is required whenever there is a gag, and the 

complementizer aN whenever there is a resumptive pronoun. (I have no data on 

free relatives in these languages). 

In Standard Arabic, Egyptian and Palestinian restrictive relatives, there are 

no +wh-relative pronouns, resumptive pronouns appear in the relativised 



position, and the complementizer is invariably iili in Egyptian or Palestinian, and 

alla 8 i in Standard Arabic. 

Let us recapitulate what we have established up to know. All the above 

dass languages have restrictive relatives with resumptive pronouns and without 

+wh-relative pronouns, and free relatives with +wh-relative pronouns and 

without resumgtive pronouns. I will now briefly discuss free relatives in 

Egyptian 3 1 .. As we shall now see, two strategies are available for forming free- 

relatives in Egyptian 

In Egyptian. the categorial status of the relativised position determines the 

structure of the relative. When an NP is rela.tivised, there is no +wh-operator, the 

complementizer illi is obligatory and there is a resumptive pronoun inside the 

clause, as shown in (37). When a PP or an adverbial is relativised, the relative 

pronoun is a +wh-operator, the complementizer illi is obligatorily absent and no 

resumptive pronoun is allowed, as shown in (38). 

(37) a. ?arfah illi Laila ?ayzah tistiri-ih 
how-I  that L d a  wants to-buy-it 
'I know what Laila wants to buv.' 

b. *?arfah illi Laila ?ayzah tishtiri 
know-I that Lads wants to buy 

c. *?arfah Laila Tayzah figtiri-ih 
know4 Laila wants to-buy-it 

31 I have no data on free relatives in Palestinian but I think they pattern like 
Egyptian relatives. The data on Egyptian free relatives and interrogatives (in 
sectio114.2) comes from Wahba (19801, pages 18-19 and pages 21-22, respectively. 



(38) a. hamuh matrah-mai Ali J T I I . ~ ~  ti 
tarill-go-I wherever M i  goes 
'I will go wherever Ali goes.' 

b. *harut& matrah-mai Ali ymuh khaki 
will-go-I wherever Ali goes there 

c. *haruuh matrah-mai illi Ali yruuh fi 
will-go-I wherever that goes 

Thus, there are two types of free relatives in Egyptian: a) those where the 

relative pronoun is a +wh-operator in Spec CP at S-structure, as in (38); b) those 

where the relative pronoun is a -wh-operator in-situ at Sstructure, as in (379.32 1 

will analyse these two types of free relatives as in (391, respectively. 

3* Note that both types of fpee relatives can have either of the two interpretations 
that free relative have. Thus, in both (38) and (i), the free relative can have a 
universal interpretation paraphrasable as 'wlzatever' .  Likewise, (37) and (ii) 
below have a definite interpretation paraphrasable as 'tlre place ' in (ii) below. 

(i) Tigtiri illi Eaila ?ayzah-ki ti5 tiri-ik 
buy that Laila wants-you to-buy-it 

'Buy whatever Laila wants you to buy.' 

--l (ii) matrah-mai Laila rayzah truuh heyya il-qahirah 
where L d a  wants to go she Cairo 
'The place that Laila wants to go is Cairo.' 

Note also that (ii) is an equational sentence, hence the occurrence of the 
subject pronoun Ileyyn in the position of the copula in English; see Section 4 and, 
in particular footnote 28, for a discussion of subject pronouns in Egyptian. 

I thank A.R. Demirdache for the data in (i) and (ii). 



c.  $+structure and LF of (38a133: 

~ X P  fcP +whi fCo I IIP --.ti-- IIII 

(39a) is not a free-relative but a semi-relative: it is headed by an empty 

pronoun with arbitrary reference34. It is formed by wh-moveme1 t at LF. The 

operator will then be co-indexed with th. head noun by the rule of predication. 

(39b), in contrast, is formed by S-structure wh-movement. The bold e stands for 

the empty head. Thus, in Egyptian, we find both +wh-operators and resumptive 

pronouns in free relatives but they never so-occur. 

5.2. Resumptive pronouns in interrogatives. 

Finally, what about interrogatives? Is the following Sstructure possible in class 2 

langilages? 

There arE class 2 languages where resumptive pronouns are impossible in 

questions. However, there are also languages where resumptive pronouns 

appear in questions. Since I claim that resumptive pronouns are not S-structure 

33 XP in (39c), can be either a PP or an adverbial. 
34 Is this pronominal pro or PRO? There are two arguments against analysing 
this pronominal as PRO. First, the existence of PRO in Arabic is controversial 
because there are no infinitivals. Second, the relativised NFs in (37) occur in 
governed positions (i.e in object position for instance). 



operator-bcm-icl pronouns, I will argue that whenever we find +whropertors co- 

occurring with resumptives in questions, then either 1) the pronoun is not a 

resumptive pronoun but the spell-out ~f a trace created by S-structure movement 

(in which case the pronoun cannot occur in an I s l d ) ,  or 2) the +wh-operator is 

not in Spec CP. In particular, I will show that interrogatives with +wh-operators 

and resumptive pronouns are either clefted-questions or left-dislocation of a 

+wh-phrase. These interrogatives will, thus, Cave the following LF- 

representations (resgectively)35 . 

In what follows, I will merely present data from some class 2 languages in 

support sf either a clefting or a left-dislocation analysis of int?rsc;?tives where 

+wh-opepators co-occurr with rwumptive pronouns. 

In Standard Arabic, there is a lot of evidence that whenever thr!re is a 

clitic-pronoun coreferent with a +wh-phrase, either the +wh-phrase is le2- 

dislocated, or the clitic is not a resurnptive pronoun but the spell-out of a trace. 

Consider the following paradigm take from Ayoub (1981). 

(42) a. mmi raqayta ti? 

who saw-you 
'Who did you see?' 

b. maq ra?ayh-hui? 
who saw-you-him 
'Who did you see?' 

35 (41a) is merely an adjunction structure and not a tnve cieft structure. This 
sefladare is proposed by Addaskey (1979) for 'rec'. -zed clefts' in Irish. 



c. 'mani ra7ayta 1-fataata llatii hrabat-hui? 
who saw-you the-girl that hit-him 

"'Who did you see the girl that hit him?' 

In (42), we see that when the object of a verb is questioned, there is either a 

gap or 3 pronoun inside the clause. However, this pronoun is not a resumptive 

pronoun since it is sensitive to islands, as (42c) shows. As Ayoub points out, the 

pronoun in (42c) behaves like an A'-trace created at S-structure and miike the 

clitic-pronouns that appear in relatives when the relativised position is 

embedded within an island. Thus, the pronoun in (43) is insensitive to the 

Complex Noun Phrase Constraint, unlike the pronoun in (42).% 

36 This is also the case in Egyptian (see Wahba (19801, for an extensive discussion ' 
of wh-constructions in Egyptian). That is, there are two options for forming 
questions. First, the interrogative word can appear in s i b  at S-structure. Second, 
it can be fronted at S-structure. Further, when an PP or an adverbial is 
questioned, resumptive pronouns are impossible. In contrast, when an NT is 
questioned, a clitic pronoun is required in the position of the argument. Wahba 
argues that this pronoun is not a resumptive pronoun but the spell-out of a trace 
because it does not licence island violations. Thus, in both Standard Arabic and 
Egyptian, the pronoun that appears in questions is the spU-out of an A'-trace 
created by S-structure movement of a +wh-operator, whereas the pronoun that 
appears in relatives is a -wh-operators that moves at LF. 



qara?tu 1-maqaalatai llatii saafara bhabu 
read-I the-article that travelled the-y oung-man 

Ua& kataba-hai 
that wrote-it 

There are, however, two types of interrogatives that allow true resumptive 

pronouns (i.e clitic-pronouns h a t  are insensitive to islands). Namely, clefted 

questions, as in (44), and which-NP questions, as in (451.37. First compare (44) 

with (42). 

(44) a. mani *(lla&) ?aqnaCta-'(hui) bi-haaaaa ? 

who that convinced-you-him with-t his 

'Who did you convince with this?' 

who that saw-you the-girl that hit-him 
"'Who did you see the girl that hit him?' 

The pronoun in (44) is a resumptive pronoun (and not the spell-out oh 

trace) since it licenses island violations. Further, we see that in (44), the 

complementizer llaaii which appears in relative clauses is obligatory. In conhast, 

it cannot occur in (42). Thus, resumptive pronouns appear in questions that have 

the internai structure of a relative clause. We capture this by analysing 

questions such as (44) as having the kternql structure of a relative clause (except 

for the identity of the node dominating the wh-clause). Thus, (44) is clefted 

questions: the +wh-operator is base-generated adjoined to CP. The resumptive 

37 The following examples are taken from Fassi Fehri (1982) and Mouchaweh 
(1986), respectively. 



pronoun is a wh-operator in-situ at Sstructure. Now, consider the following 

paradigm. 

(45) a. ?ayyu r a p h i  ra?ayta-hu i? 
which-NOM man-GEN saw-you-him 
'Which man did you see?' 

b. ?ayyu r a p h i  raaayta ti? 
which-ACC man-GEN saw-you 

which-ACC mm-cEN saw-you-him 
'Which man did you see?' 

d. "ayy-u r a p h i  ra?ayta t i? 
which-NOM  man<^^ saw-YOU 

(4) ?an77J r a p h i  raqayta 1-fataata llatii habat-*(hui)? 
w h i c h - ~ o ~  man-GEN saw-you the-girl that hit-hion 
*'Which inan did you see the girl that hit him?' 

h (45), we see that if the head of the wlzich-phrase (?ayyu) is nominative, 

then a resmptive pronoun is required (as in (45a)T and a gap is impossible (as in 

(45d)). On the other hand, if the head of the which-plu-ase puyyu) is accusative, a 

resumptive is impossible (as in (45d)) and a gap is required (as in (45~)). There 

are four arguments that support the claim that (45) is left-dislocation of a which- 

phrase. First, nominative case is the case of left-dislocated W s .  Second, left- 

dislocated Ws must be associated with a clitic-pronoun inside the clause. Third, 

left-dislocation is insensitive to islands (cf. (46). Finally, the option of left- 

dislocation is restricted to wlziclz-phases; this follows f r ~ m  the face that only 

specific NPs can be left-dislocated. We conclude that (46a) is a left-dislocated 

question; hence, the obligatoriness of the pronoun inside the clause, and of 



nominative case on the head of t l~e  which-phrase. In contrast, (46b) is derived via 

wh-movement. This explains why the head of the wh-phrase bears its original 

accusative case, and why, in this case, only a gap is possible in the object position. 

The above paradigms show that questions in Standard Arabic are either 1) clefted 

or left-dislocated, in which case a resumptive pronoun is required inside the 

clause; or, 2) formed by wh-movement at S-structure, in which case only a gap is 

possible inside the clause. 

Borer (1984) has arguedcd that resumptive pronouns are impossible in 

questions in Hebrew, as shown in (47). 

(47) a. *mii ra?iti ?otq? 

who saw-I him 

b. ?et.mii ra?iti t i? 
who saw-I 

'Who did I see' 

c. +mii rahdti  ?it-oi ? 

who danced-I with-him 

d. ?im nnii rakadti t i? 
with-whom danced-I 
'With whom did I dance?' 

e. *mii 7a~ot-o~ ?imca kelev.? 
who sister-his adopted a-dog 

E ?axot. mii ti 3imca kelev ? 

sis ter-who adopted a-dog 
'Whose sister adopted a-dog?' 

According to Shlonsky (19901, however, resumptive pronouns are 

required in certain positions; namely, when (and only when) the site of extraction 



is the preverbal subject position under a complementizer like ?itn 'whether'. In 

partidar,  he argues that resumptive pronouns must appear in positions that are 

not properly governed (for Shlonsky, ?im is a complementizer that induces that- 

trace effects in Hebrew) but that they cannot appear in positions that violate 

subjacency. Further, he notes that interrogatives with resumptive pronouns 

must be headed by a which-phrase. This f ad  is consistent with a left-dislocation 

analysis. of these interrogatives. However, I have no idea why the distribution of 

resumptive pronouns in left-dislocated interrogatives is restricted to one 

position. 

Lets now turn to Irish, McCloskey (1979, 1990) has argued that wh- 

questions, relatives and clefts all have the same structure (except for the identity 

of the category dominating them). In particular wh-questions have the structure 

shown in (41a): the +wh-operator is base-generated adjoined to CF. McCloskey's 

analysis carries over to Welsh (see also Harlow 1981). Firmally, in Swiss German, 

whquestions lack resumptive pronouns altogether. 

In the above discussion, I have tried to establish first, that resumptive 

pronouns and +wh-pronouns do not co-occur in relatives; and second, that 

interrogatives with resuwptive pronouns are clefted or left-dislocated structures. 

6.  A Resarmptive Pronoun is an operator-variable chain aeated by 

wh-movement. 

In the literature, resumptive pronouns in Class 2 languages have been analysed 

as pronouns bound at S-structure by an empty-operator base-generated in the 

specifier of the r dative clause. The motivation behind the 'operator- bound' 

analysis of resumptive pronouns was the following: a resumptive pronoun has 

the interpretation and the syntactic properties of an A'-trace created at 



S-structure. Below, I summarise in what respects resumptive pronouns in 

restrictive relatives do or do not behave like A'-traces. 

(a) Resumptive pronouns don't behave like A '-traces: 

They are not sensitive to Weak Crossover effects 

(4.99 ResurnpPive pronouns behave like A'-traces: 

a. They license parasitic gaps. 
b. They. co-041m with gaps in Across-the-bard constructions. 
c. They can serve as the loci of Reconstruction. 

In contrast, I have proposed that a resumptive pronoun behaves like an 

A'-trace because there is an A'-trace in the S-structure position of tlze pronoun at the 

level of LF. Under this proposal, a resumptive pronoun in a restrictive relative, 

just like any wlz-pronoun in a restrictive relative, is an operator-variable clzain 

created by wh-movement. This is why restrictives relatives with a gap in the 

relativised position have the syntactic properties (listed in (49)) of restrictive 

relatives with a gap in the relativised position. A chain headed by an overt 

pronoun differs from a chain headed by a null operator or by a +u~h-operator in 

one respect: it is created at LF. 

In the following chapter, I will discuss the properties listed in (489 

through (49) in terms of the proposal that what has been called in the literature a 

resumptive pronoun is an operator-variable chain created at LF. I will start with 

(49). I will claim that resumptive pronouns in restrictive relatives do, in fact, 

trigger weak crossover effects, as do empty operators and +wlz-operators in 

restrictive relatives. The LF-movement analysis will explain the apparent lack of 

weak crossover effects. 



Chapter II 

Weak Crossover, Parasitic Gaps and Across The Board 

Conshcti~ns. 

In this Chapter, I will show that the proposal that resumptive pronouns in Class 

2 languages are -wh-chains created at LF explains their syntactic properties. 

Namely, 1) the apparent lack of Weak Crossover in restrictive relatives ( or in Irish 

questions) with resumptive pronouns; 2) their co-occurrence with gaps in 

cmrdination structures, in violation of Ross' (1967) Constraint on Coordinate 

Structure; 3) their ability to licence Parasitic Gaps; and 4) why they can serve as 

the loci of Reconstruction. Under this proposal, a resutnzgtive pronoun is a 

pronoun at S-structure and an operator-variable chain at LF. The assumption 

that a resumptive pronoun is a pronoun at S-structure will explain why 

raurrpptive pronouns under the scope of a quantifier embedded in the relative 

clause does not have the same range of interpretations as a gap in the same 

position (as was first discussed by Doron 1982). Further, this assumption will 

also play an important role in deriving the restrictions in the distribution of gaps 

and pronouns in Across 77ze Board constructions 

Following Stowell (forthcoming), I will argue that if the principle that 

determines Weak Crossover is not stated in terms of a strict-c-command 

requirement between A'-traces and pronouns bound by the same operator, then 



we can extend the explanation of Weak Crossover to a much wider array of data. 

In particular, we cam derive the directional restrictions on the distribution of gaps 

and resuptive pronouns in Across Tlre Board constructions and the conditions 

under which these restrictions are suspended. I will then propose a Theory of 

Weak Crossover based on Stowell (forthcoming) and Safir (1986). In particular, I 

derive Weak Crossover from the difference between the two types of variables 

involved: pronouns, on the one hand, and traces (be it S-structure or LF A'- 

traces), on the other. I propose that these two types of variables are subject to 

different locality conditions: whereas traces must be locally A'-bound, 

pronominal variables need not be. Under this proposal, Weak Crossover will 

arise whenever a trace is indirectly-bound (In the sense of Haik (1984)), in violation 

of 27ze Condifions on Variuble Binding, proposed in Section 4.3. 

2. Resumptiye Pronouns and Weak Crossover Effects. 

2.1. TIze lack of Weak Crossover with resumptive pronouns. 

Consider the following contrasts taken from Sells (1984, pages 76-77) and 

McCloskey (2990, page 236) respectively. 

a. Hebrew. 

*ha-?i+ & Tohevet ti 

the-man hat  mother-his loves 
'The man who his mother loves.' 

b. Irish. 

*feii~i a d'fhi4g ai bhean 4 
man Comp left his wife 
'A man that his wife left.' 



b-?iG & ?ohvet 'Ofsi 

the-man that mother-his loves him 
'The man who his mother loves.' 

b. Irish. 

feari ar f i g  ai bhean Ci? 
man Comp left his wife him 
'A man that his wife left.' 

The relative clauses in (1) are derived by syntactic wh-movement of a null 

operator. Movement of the empty operator crosses a pronoun bearing the same 

referential index. This yields a standard Weak Crossover violation (henceforth, 

WCO). For concreteness, I will assume, for the moment, that the examples in (1) 

violate the Leftness Condition proposed in Chomky (1976), and stated below. In 

Section 3, I will address the question of what principles derive this descriptive 

generalisation. 

(3) Leftness Condition. 

A variable cannot be an antecedent for a pronoun to its left. 

Consider now the paradigm in (2). We see that wRen the site of 

relativisation is occupied by a resumptive pronoun, there is no Weak Crossover 

violation. Note that this lack of Weak Crossover is not restricted to relatives, as 

illustrated by the following Irish questions 1 (quoted from May 1985, due to 

MKloskey) . 

1 Recall that Irish questions allow resumptive pronouns, contrary to Hebrew. 
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(4) a. Cen fear a sibhid a mhiiithair 6 ? 
Which man that saved his mother him 
'Which man did his mother save?' 

b. T6n  fear a shibhiiil a mhiiithair t? 
Wch man that saved his mother 
'Wch man did his mother save?' 

2.2. Why are resutnptive pronouns i~nmune to Weak Crossover? 

In the literature, gap/resmptive pronoun asymmetries have been explained on 

the basis of the nature of the binding relation involved in these operator-variable 

constructions. Whereas the binding relation between a gag and its ogerator is 

established via movement, the binding relation between a resumptive pronoun 

and its operator is assumed not to be established by movement, b,ut by co- 

indexation of the pronoun with a null-operator base-generated in the specifier of 

CP2. 

2 Chomsky (1982) proposes that operator/trace and operator/resumptive 
pronoun relations are established at different levels of representations. In 
particular, he proposes that A-positions are indexed at S-structure whereas A'- 
positions are indexed at LF. This assumption allows him to derive the fact that 
resumptive pronouns do not license parasitic gaps. The binder of a resumptive 
pronoun is a null-operator base generated in Spec 0'. Hence, it lacks an index at 
S-structure, and the binding relation between a resumptive pronoun and a null- 
ogerator c a m ~ t  be established before LF. This, in turn, entails that resumptive 
pronouns will not licence parasitic gaps, since parasitic gaps must be licensed by 
S-stmcture. This analysis is problematic because in Class 2 languages, 
resumptive pronouns do license parasitic gags, as we shall see shortly. This is 
one of the reasons for rejecting the hypothesis that gap/resumptive pronoun 
asymmetries in Class 2 languages derive from the nature of the binding relation 
involved (i.e. movement versus binding ). Chomsky' s analysis, however, can be 
maintained for Class 1 languages since resmptive pronouns in these languages 
do not licence parasitic gaps. 



Salk's (1984) ParaJIeiisrn constraint on Operafor Binding (PCOB) captures the 

idea that this gap/resumptive pronoun asymmetry is due to the nature of the 

binding relation. The PCOB (informally) requires that local operator binding be 

uniform: an operator either Urpifody binds gaps or uniformly binds pronouns. 

Thus, the relatives in (1) will be violations of the PCBB since they involve mixed 

binding whereas those in (2) will satisfy the PCOB since the binding is uniform. 

There is, however, independent evidence that the PCOB is not the constraint 

which explains this gap/resumptive pronoun asymmetry in Class 2 languages. 

T.il particular, since the PCOB d e s  out mixed binding, it predicts that resumptive 

pronouns can never occur in Across T71e Board (henceforth, Am) constructions 

and can never license parasitic gaps. As we shall see in Section 3.3., resumptive 

pronouns occur in ATB constn~ctions and license parasitic gaps in Class 2 

languages. 

2.3. Resumptine pronouns are not i~nmune to Weak Crossover. 

I have proposed that relatives with resumptive pronouns are derived by LF- 

movement, on a par with gap relatives. Thus, I cannot appeal to a difference in 

the nature of the binding relation. Indeed, my claim is precisely that the binding 

relation is the same; gap relatives and resumptive pronoun relatives differ merely 

in the level at which this relation is established. Why, then are resumptive 

pronouns insensitive to Weak Crossover? I will argue that resumptive pronouns 

are, in fact, sensitive to Weak Crossover, and that the above contrasts can be 

accounted for straightforwardly if we assume that raumptive pronouns in Class 

2 languages are operator-variable chains created at W. The basic idea that 1 will 

pursue is the following. We cannot see the Weak Crossover effects in relatives 

with resumptive pronouns because there are two pronouns. Either of the 



pronouns in (2) can be taken to be the resumptive or the coreferential pronoun. 

Thus, there are two possible targets for LF movement. men, for each of the S- 

stntdures in (2), there will be two possible corresponding LF derivations, one of 

which will not involve crossing of a pronoun by an operator. These are shown 

below. 

(5) S-structure: 

[NP ha-?i$ [ ~ p  [cO &I [IP ?im-oi %hevet ?,toi 

the-man that mother-his loves him 

The LF representation in (5a) violates the Leffness Condition (as stated in 

(3)), since the variable created by EF-movement of the pronoun is the antecedent 

for a pronoun to its left. The EE' in (5b), on the other hand, does not violate the 

Leftness Condition since, in this case, the variable created by LF-movement of the 

pronoun is the antecedent for a pronoun to its right. Under this analysis, 

relatives or questions with resurnptive pronouns exhibit Weak Crossover, on a 

par with gap relatives. The apparent lack of crossover is due to two factors: a) 

the ambiguity as to which pronoun is the operator and, b) the level at which the 

operator variable relation is established: S-stmctube in gap relatives, and LF in 

relatives with resumptives. Since moven~ent takes place at LF and since there 

are two targets for movement, we will never see a Weak Crossover violation. 

3 The U in (5b) could be ruled out as an ECP violation (i.e. it violates the Head 
Movement Constraint) and, in fact, I will a.-gue that it does. But this issue is not 
relevant at this point. 



Suppose, however, that we remove these two factors (by establishing the 

operator variable relation at S-struct-ure or by resolving the ambiguity). Then, we 

predict that weak crossover effects should become visible. Such is the case, as I 

will now show. 

2.4. Pronoun Fronting in Hebrew. 

Recall that pronouns can be overtly fronted at  S-structure, in Hebrew. In this 

case, there is no doubt as to which pronoun is the coreferential pronoun and 

which pronoun is the LF-operator. The LF-operator is clearly the pronoun which 

has been fronted at S-structure. Once we identify the resumptive pronoun by 

fronting it, as in (6)4, the Crossover effects appear overtly. 

(6) a. .ha-% Se ?otoi xana Tamra 5e ?imq 7ohevet ti 
the-man that him Xana said that mstker-his loves 

*'The man that Xana said that his mother loves him.' 

b. *ha-% 'otoi xana ?amra Se ?im-oi ?ohearet ti 

the-man him X ~ P  said that mother-his loves 
*'The man that Xana said that his mother loves him.' 

(6) shows that whether the pronoun adjoins to IP, as in (6a), or moves intc 

Comp, as in (6b), S-structure A'-movement of the pronoun yields a Weak 

Crossover violation. The variables in (6)  each serve as the antecedent for a 

pronoun to their left. 

4 I thank Tanya Reinhart for the data in (6). 
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2 5 .  Anaphoric Epithets. 

We can also identify the target of LF-movement by rep)-acing the first occurrence 

of the pronoun by an epithet coreferential with the head noun of the relative 

clause.5 Thus, in i7a) taken from {Shlonsky 1991) and taken from 

(McGloskey 1990), the resumptive pronoun is co-referential with a c- 

commanding epithet. The resulting sentences are ungrammatical in both 

Hebrew and f i sh  (respectively). They are Strong Crossover violations. 

(7) a. *Ze ha-baxwi Se yida9ti 'et ha-?idi~tj 
This the-guy that informed-I A ~ C  the-idiot 

& ha-more y~ix5il '0toi 
that the-teacher ~,v iU  flunk him 

This is the guy that I informed the idiot that the teacher 
will flunk.' 

b. ?Sin an Peari ar dhiiirt an bast@ 

that the man Comp said -. the bastard 

go mar6dh s muid 
Comp would-kill he us 

'That is the man that the bashtd j said that hej wouid kill us.' 

Note, first r,f all, that the ungrammaticality of the above sentences clearly 

establishes that resumptive pronouns behave like varkbles in that they are 

subject to condition C of the Binding Theory. Lets now use anaphoric epithets in 

order to test for WCO effects with r s ~ m p t i v e  pronounsb. 

5 This test is proposed in McCloskey (1990) as a diagnostic for Strong Crossover 
in Irish. 
6 This diagnortil: for Weak Crossover is proposed by McCloskey (1990). 



Consider the following Hebrew parad;gm taken from Shlonsky (1991). In 

(Ba), we have a relative with two co-indexed pronouns, one of whish must be an 

operator. Movement of the first pronoun yields a well-formed LF representation 

(i.e. the trace left by movement of the pronoun is coreferential with a pronoun to 

its right). In (fib), we see that when we replace the first occurrence of the 

pronoun in (8a) with an epithet, the result is bad. As predicted, LIF-movement of 

the pronoun yields a violati~n of the Eeffness Condition . 

(8) a. & ha-baxuri Se yida9ti ?et ha-horim Sl-oi 
This the-guy that inft- nned-I AC@ the-parents oh-him 

she ha-more yaxSil ?0toi 
that the-teacher will flunk him 

This is the guy that I informed his parents that the teacher will 
f l d  him.' 

b. *Ze ha-baxuri & yida9ti ?et ha-hopim 
This the-guy that informed-I ACC the-parents 

sel ha-idioti k ha-more yaxSil ?ottsi 
of the-idiot that the-teacher willflunk him 

'This is the guy that I informed the idiot's parents that the teacher 
wig flunk him.' 

In Irish, however, the results of this test are conflicting. In particular, we 

have the following puzzling asyrrlmetry: compare the well-formed (9a), where 

the epithet is embedded within an NP itself embedded within a PP with the ill- 

fonmed (9b! where the epithet is embedded within a PP. 



(9) a. Sin an feari ar dhliirt me le 
that the man Comp said 1 with 

tuismitheoiri an bhastakdi Wr 
parents the bastard C O ~ ~ + C O P  

cheart 6i a chaitheamh isteach i bpriosun 

right him throw-INF into in prison 

That is the man that I said to the bastard's parents that he 
should be thrown in prison.' 

b. *Sin an feari ar B h ~ t  m6 leis an bhastardi 
that the man Comp said I with the bastard 

&us cheart 6 a chaitheamh isteach i bpriosiin 
C O ~ ~ K O P  right him throw-n\SF into in prison 

That is the man that I said to the bastard that he 
should be thrown.in prison.' 

We have seen that when we identify the resumptive pronoun by fronting 

it at S-structure, WCO becomes visible. Further, we have seen that when we 

identify the LF-operator by replacing one of the pronouns with an anaphoric 

epithet, WCO effects appear in Hebrew. The data in Irish, however, is 

conflicting. In (9b), the resumptive pronoun is sensitive to WCO, in (9a) it is not. 

In Section 4.5, I will show that an adequate theory of WCO can derive this 

puzzling set of data in Irish. For the moment, I will discuss the Leftness Condition. 



3. The Lefiness Condition. 

1 have argued that resumptive pronouns are sensitive to Crossover. The apparent 

Pack of Crossover is due to the fact that Crossover constructions in languages with 

resumptive pronouns involve two pronouns. Hence, we cannot see whether or 

not the coreferential pronoun is to the left or the right of the resumptive pronoun 

until the level of LF, where movement of the resumptive pronoun creates a 

variable. Further, I attributed WCO effects to the Leftness Condition (3). The 

latter, however, is merely a statement of the problem. In particular, what is the 

structural ccndition that captures (3) and, what principles derive it? In what 

follows, I will argue, based on evidence from Across The Board (ATB) and 

parasitic gap constructions, that the Leftness Condition cannot be captured in 

ten- sf a 'strict c-command relation between the vailable and the pronoun', as in 

most theories of WCO. I will first show that I cannot derive the lack of WCO with 

resumptive pronouns because this strict c-command requirement is in fact too 

strong. I will then argue that if we relax the strict-c-command requirement, we 

can extend the explanation of WCO to a much wider array of data. In particular, I 

will show how a version of the theory of WCO proposed by Stowell 

(forthcoming), derives the lack of WCO in questions and relatives with 

resumptive pronouns, the conditions under which resumptive pronouns are 

licensed in parasitic gap constructions and ATB constructions, and finally the 

puzzle in Irish discussed at the end of Section 2. 

3 .I .  Tlleories ,of Weak Crossouer 

As Stowell (forthcoming) and Lasnik and Stowell (1990) point out, most theories 

of WCO assume that the structural condition that captures the Leftness 



Condition is the strict c-command relation holding between the variable and the 

pronoun, as stated in (10). I will call this requirement the Strict c-command 

Condition. 

The Strict c-command Condition. 

"In a configuration where a pronoun P and a trace T are 
both bomd by a quantifier Q, T must c-command P." 

(from Lasnik & Stowell 1990, gage 6.) 

When this structwal condition is not satisfied, WCO obtains. As Lasnik & 

Stowell further point out, the account of WCO proposed by Koopman & 

Sportiche (1983) seeks t~ derives the generalisation in (10) from a general 

principle governing EF-representations; ramely, the Bijection Principle, stated in 

(all. 

The Bijection Principle. 

There is a bijective correspondence between variables and 
A'-positions: 

a) A variable is locally bomd by one and only one A'-position. 
b) An A'-position locally binds one and only one variable. 

Consider the well-known paradigm given in (12). (12b) is well-formed 

becase the operator locaiiy binds its trace but does not locally bind the pronoun, 

since there is a c-commanding trace in an A-position interv~xing between the 

operator x ~ d  the pronoun. In contrast, the operator locally binds two variables7 

in (12a), in violation of the Bijection Principle. Note that the operator locally binds 

7 The Bijection Principle does not differentiate between pronouns and traces: they 
both count as variables. Note that since the Sijection Principle treats both 
pronouns and gags as variables, it incorrectly predicts that resmptive pronouns 
will induce WCO in examples such as (1). 



its trace in (12a), precisely because the latter is not c-commanded by the 

intervening pronoun. 

(12) a. *\Vhoi does frp INp % mother Jj hate ti 1 

b. W h ~ i  [m ti h a t s  [NP h i ~ i  mother lj  1 

3.2. The Strict c-command Co~rdition land the Lack of WCO utith resumytive pronouns. 

Let's assume that either of the structural conditions in (10) or (11) captures the 

Leftness Condition, and re-examine the lack of WCO in questions or relatives 

with resurnptive pronouns. Consider the S-structure in (13a). There are two 

potential operators at Sstructure; hence, two possible LF derivations for (13a). 

Suppose we front the second pronoun, as in (13b). Since there is no c-command 

relation between the possessive pronoun and the trace, the resulting structure 

will correctly be rded out by either (10) or the Bijection Principle . 

(13) a. S-structure: 

INP hagi4 [cp [cO &I lIP f itn-oilj ?ohwet 'Otoi 
the-man that mother-his loves him 

So far so good. However, we must also derive a well-formed LF- 

representation from (l3a). This time, the operator will be the first occurrence of 

the pronoun. There are two options for fronting this operator: a) we front the 

possessive pronoun, thereby stranding the head noun, as in (14a); or b) the head 

noun is piedpiped along with the pronoun to Comp, as in (14b). 



Again, (14a) will be ruled out by both the Strict c-command Condition and 

the Bijection Principle, since there is no c-command relation between the trace and 

the coreferential pronoun.8 

Now what about (14b), where the first pronoun has been fronted to Cornp 

carrying dong with it the whole NP? In this case, the trace is co-indexed with the 

NP in Comp whereas the object pronoun is co-indexed with the pronoun 

embedded within this NP. Hence, there is no variable corresponding to the 

fronted pronoun, and neither the Strict c-co~nmand Colldition nor the Bijection 

There is another reason to reject the representation in (14a). Namely, the option 
of stranding the head noun (i.e. of stranding any XO) must not be allowed in 
order to explain the complementary distribution of resurnptives and gaps in NP 
and PP-internal positions: S-structure extraction from these positions is not 
possible, as the conbast in (i) illustrates. 

(i) mii rakaciti / * ? 

who danced-I with-him / with 
'With whom did I dance?' 

(ii) ?im ~ l i i  rakadti ti? 
with who danced-I 

'With whom did I dance?' 
Thus, at S-structure the option of stranding a head noun or a preposition is not 
allowed. I will assume that stranding of the preposition in (i) yields a violation of 
Chomsky's (1986) ~Mirlirnality Condition which ensures that government of any XP 
internal position from outside this XP is blocked by the XO-head. The null 
hypothesis, then, is that LF-stranding of a head noun is not allowed. 
Wesurnptive pronouns, on the other hand, are allowed in NP or PF-internal 
position because pied-piping is an option at LF just like it is at S-structure, as 
shown in (ii). In other words, pied-piping is the only option for both S-stnlctuse 
and LF wh-movement. 



Principle ruled out this LF-representation. However, the bound pronoun 

construal in (14b) is nonetheless ruled out precisely because there is no variable 

corresponding to the fronted pronoun in (14b). That is, the possessive NP in 

(14b) c-commands the object pronoun but does not bind it since they bear 

distinct indices; and the fronted pronoun in (14b) cannot bind the pronoun in 

object position because it does not c-command it (it is embedded with.,i the 

possessive NP). Thus, we cannot derive a bound pronoun interpretation in (14) 

because the operator is embedded within an NP. 

This problem, however, is a familiar problem. Co~sider  the following 

examples.9 

(15) a. [Everyone'si motherlj thinks hei is smart. 
b. [[Whmei mother] j thinks hei is smart? 

The operators in in (15) must be able to escape the NP that they are 

(respectively) embedded in, in order to bind the pronoun to their right. I will 

argue that to derive the bound pronoun construal in (15), we must allow the 

pronouns in (15) to be 'indirectly' bound by the operators embedded within the 

possessive NPs. 

In particular, I will argue that (a version of) the theory of Indirect Bilzdirtg 

(proposed by Haik (1984)) will not only allow us to capture the lack of WCO with 

resumptive pronouns ( by ruling in (14b), but will also allow us to build a theory 

of WCO that covers a wide array of data. I will show that if we have an adequate 

theory of WCO, we can extend the explanation of WCO to cover the left/right 

9. Note that (14b) is exactly on a par with the well-know example in (i). The 
possibility of binding in (i) is controversial in the literature. For Higginbotham 
(1983) and Safir (1985), it is fine, whereas for Lasnik (1976) it is marginal. 

(i) [ W h ~ e i  motherlj [ ti shot himi] ? 



asymmetries in the distribution of resumptive pronouns and gaps, in ATB and 

parasitic gap cons~ct ionc;  and finally, offer an explanation for the Irish puzzle 

noted at the end of Section 5. I now turn to distribution of gaps and resumptive 

pronouns in ATB and parasitic gap constructions. 

3.3. ATB and Parasitic Gap constnictions. 

Ross (1967) proposes the Constraint on Coordinate Strzictzlre (CCS). This constraint 

states that if extraction has applied in one conjunct of a coordinate, it must also 

apply to the other. This constraint was then derived from a general property of 

wh-movement; namely, that wh-movement applies Across tlte Board (i.e. to each 

conjunct in parallel fashion; see Williams 1978). In Class 2 languages, resumptive 

pronouns cooccur with gaps in coordinate structures, as shorn  below. 

(16) Coordinate sfnictures. 

a. ha% k rina [Vproca e ] ve [Vp?ohevet 
the-man who Nna wants and loves 

Toto yoter rnikula~n ] 
him more than anyone 

"'The man that &a wants and loves him more t'han anyone.' 

b. kol.profesor & dani [vproce lehazrnin e]  Taval 
every professor that Dani wants to-invite but 

[VP 10 maarix ?oto maspik ] 
not esteems him enough 

*'Every professor that Dani wants to invite but doesn't esteem him 
enough.' 



In the literature, the fact that resumptive pronouns in class 2 languages 

appear in Across the Board constructions has been taken as evidence for the 

"syntactic binding" of resumptive pronouns (see Engdahl, Maling & Zaenen 

1891). Further, resumptive pronouns license parasitic gags. This ability to 

license parasitic gaps has also been taken 3s evidence for the claim that 

resumptive pronouns must be A'-bound by a null operator by S-structure (in 

class 2 1anguageslG 1, since parasitic gaps must be licensed at S-structure by 

operator-bound traces (Chomsky 1982) 1. 

(13 Parasitic Gaps. 

a. ha3i9a k [p [rn ha-?andim h $ h a t i  
the-woman who the people that convinced-I 

levaker e I [vP t e?m ?eta I] 
to-visit described her 

*'The woman that the people that I convinced to visit described her.' 

b. haseret LIP [NP kol-?exad k ra3a e 1 
themovlLe that every one that saw 

[w?ahav ?,to ]] 
loved it 

*'The movie that everyone that saw loved it.' 

10 The co-occurrence of resumptive pronouns with gaps in ATB constructions 
and their ability to license parasitic gaps in Swedish and Belauan is discussed 
(respectively) by Engdahl (1983), Engdahl, Maling and Zaenen (19811, and 
Georgopoulos (1983,1984 and 1989). 
11. Irish and Palestinian (according to McCloskey (1990) and Shlonsky (1991), 
respectively) do not allow parasitic gaps altogether (i.e. neither traces, nor 
sesumptive pronouns licence parasitic gaps). 



Sells (1984) examines the distribution of resumptive pronouns in 

coordinate structures and parasitic gaps constructions in Hebrewlz. He shows 

that the distribution of resumptive pronouns in these csnstntctions is far from 

being free. In fact, Sells makes a very interesting observation. Namely, that the 

left/right relative order of the gap/pronoun is relevant to determining the 

conditions under which resmptive pronouns can co-occur with gaps in ATE3 

constructions. In particular, he argues that some kind of Leftness Condition is at 

work. Lets first examine the data. In (18), I give examples of extraction from 

coordinate structures, and in (19)) examples of parasitic gap constructions. (The 

bold e in these examples stands for a gap). 

(18) Coordinate strz~ctures. 

a. ha% k? rina [VP roca e ] ve [Vp?oohevet 
the-man who R i m  wants and loves 

yoter mikularn ] 
him more than anyone 

'The man that Rina wants and loves more than anyone.' 

b. *ha?iS Se rina [Vproca ?of0 ] ve [Vp70hevet 
the-man that Rina wants him and loves 

e yoter mikulam ] 
more than anyone 

- - -  

12 All the Hebrew data comes from Sells unless otherwise noted. 
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c. kol.profesor & dmi IVproce lehazmin e]  ?aval 
every professor that Dani wants to-*invite but 

[, 10 maarix Poto) maspik j 
not esteems him enough 

'Every professor that Dani wants to invite but doesn't esteem 

enough.' 

d *kol.profeson & dani [*rcce lehazmin ?oto] Taval 

every prodesor h t  Dani wants to-invite him but 

[VP 10 maarix e maspik ] 
not esteems enough 

As (18) clearly shows, resumptive pronouns cooccur with gaps in 

conjoined structures. However, there is directional restridion on the distribution 

of these pronouns: a resunaptive pronoun can appear to the right ~f a gap but not 

to its left. Thus, Sells concludes that these coordinations structures are subject to 



the Leffness Condition 13. We find exactly the same restriction in parasitic gap 

constntdions invohing an adjunct clause, as shown be10w.~4 

(19) 
a. ha%$ k [ ~ a  hikta e ] [kedey 3goa  b] 

he-man that Rina hit s e a s  to-hurt at-him 

The mm that &a hit in order to hurt him.' 

b. *ha% & [rina &ta 'otoi I [kedey lifgoa ti 1 
the-man that Rim hit him so-as to-hurt 

'The man that Rina hit in ordcr to hurt him.' 

13- Sells accounts for the existence of resumptive pronouns by proposing the 
following feature assignment and conditions on binding: 

(i) wh-traces are [+a(naphomic)], pronominals are [-a], 
wh-operators are [+a], -wh-operators may be either [+a] or [-a] 

(ii) operator binding must be homogeneous [+a] or [-a] 
(iii) languages with reswnptive pronoun can change the status of their 

operators (to allow [-a] sperator-binding), or change the status of 
their pronouns (from [-a] to [+a]), or change the status of both. 

He then derives the l ehess  restriction in Hebrew from the following statement, 
(Sells 1984, page 98; this is his (105)). 

(iv) Hebrew 
In the configuration . . .e..JNp [-a]] ... 
change to ...e...[Np [+a]] ... 

1 4  The emmples in (19c) and (19d) are due to Shlomky (pc). 



c. *ha-m?amar k karati %to lifuei k tiyakti e 
the-article that read-I it before that .filed-I 

The article that I read before H filed.' 

d. ha-m?mar karati e f i e i  k tiyakti %to 

the-article that cad-I before that Tiled-I it 
'Ke  article that P read before I filed' 

If we do not assume an A33 formalism for coordination, but instead 

analyse conjoined structures as asymmetrical acijmstion strwtwes where the 

second ('optional') conjunct is the 'adjunct', then the above contrasts in both (18) 

and (19) ndl derive from the island status of adjuncts. The impossibility of a gag 

in the second conjunct in (181, like the impossibility of a gap in the adjunct 

clauses in (19), wodd be a direct consequence s f  the sensitivity of gaps to islands 

(i.e. S-structure movement obeys Subjacency). Resmptive pronouns, on t l~e  

other hand, are free to occur in the second conjunct (i.e. k m y  adjunct clause) 

because they are typically insensitive to islands. Enally, conjoined structures 

involving two gaps could be analysrrd as parasitic gap comtructis~ls with the gag 

in the second conjunct parasitic on the operator-variable re'lation created by S- 

structure movement in the first conjunct. This parasitic gap would not be 

licensed bv a resumptive pronoun in the first conjunct because a rcsumptive 

pronoun is not a variable at S-strusture (i.e under my proposal, it is not A'-bound 

at S-structure). This analysis fails for two reasons. First, because of the data in 

(17) where a resumptive pronoun in the W licenses a parasitic gay within the 

subject NP, which is an Island for S-structure movement 1 5.  Second because the 

lehess restriction is suspended under certain conditions; namely, when the 

' 5  Acttlallv, this is not really a problem if, following Williams (1988), we treat the 
cases where a parasitic gap occurs within a relative clause as also involving 
coordination of the relative &lase with the matrix S. 



pronoun is further embedded. Thus compare the ill-formed example in (20b) 

with the well-formed examples in (20a) and (20s). 

(20) 
a. ha% 5e ?ani [Vwyoc:a?at rina 

the-man that 1 h o w  that Rina 

10 makira '~toi]] 
not know him 

[ ?avid [vmme?od rwa levaker pi I]] 
but very much want to-visit 

*'The man that I know that Kin: doesn't know him 
but very much wants to visit.' 

b. *ha% Se ?ani CX'I [Vu makira Totsi tov me?od ] 
the-man that I know him very well 

?aual I V v  lo roca levaker ei]U 
but not want to-visit 

*'The man that I know him very well but do not want to visit.' 

-3 c. ha% k r a n i  [x~~[vp.zoxeret Icr eyfo 11ui gar I] 
the-man that I remember where he lives 

Taval [vp lo roca levaker el ] 
but not want to-visit 

*'The man that I remember where h: lives but don't want to visit' 

In the above paradigms, we see a contrast depending on the level of 

embedding sf the F-rrJnoun. In particular, in all the examples where the 

resumptive p:,onoun is further embedded in another CP, the Leftness Condition 



is void. When the pronoun is further embedded, the leftness restriction is 

suspended. The fact that the above contrasts are determined by the level of 

embedding of the pronoun recalls the WCO data with anaphsric epithets 

discussed at the end of Section 2, (cf the paradigm in (9)). We saw that an epithet 

embedded within a PP induced WCO whereas an epithet embedded within an 

W itself embedded within a PP was immune to WCO. 

Sells does not provide an account for the above minimal pairs. He 

conjectures that the Leftness Conridion in Hebrew is "some (perhaps very surfacy) 

restriction" :Sells 1984b, page 259), "deriving from some sort of processing 

strategy" (Sells 1984a, page 91). 

Following Sells, I v i l l  argue that the left/right asymmetries shown in (18) 

and (19) are a violation of the Leftness Condition, and as s11rh fall under the theory 

of WCO In particular, I will argue that (18b), (lBd), (29b) and (19c) are 

ungrammatical because a pronoun cannot be coreferential with a variable to its 

right. Contrary to Sells, however, I will further argue that the fact that these 

leftness effects are suspended when the coreferential pronoun (or the anaphoric 

epithet in the Irish examples in (9, Section 2.5.) is further embedded is derivable 

horn an adequate theory of Weak Crossover. 

4. A Theory of Weak Crossover. 

Before, presenting this theory, let's recapitulate what such a theory should derive. 

We must capture the insight that the lack of crossover with resumptive pronouns 

is merely dut: to the fact that these constructions involve two pronouns; at S- 

structure, there is no clue as to which pronoun is the coreferential pronoun and 

which ylonoun is the operator, unless we replace the coreferential pronoun with 



an anaphoric epithet (as shown in (8) and (9), Section 2.5.); or unless we front the 

operator i as shown in (6), Section 2.4). 

The Leffness Condition derives the idea that I want to capture (namely, that 

the la& of WCO in these constructions is simply due to the occurrence of two 

pronouns) because it is not a structural but a linear condition. Further, we have 

seen that this idea could not be expressed within standard theories of WCO. 

These theories require the lack of crossover to directly follow from the strict c- 

commar~d relation holding between the trace and the coreferential pronoun. 

Thus, although the fronted pronoun oi 'his' in the L,F-representation in (14b) 

(repeated below) does not 'cross' the coreferential pronoun "Otoi 'him', it cannot 

bind it since it is embedded within an NP. 

(14) b. LNP ha-%+ iCP IC0 P h - ~ i l ~ I  LIP tj 'ohevet 'Okoi 
the-man mother-his loves hina 

What we need is a theory of WCO that allows the trace in the above LF to 

act as binder for the coreferential pronoun. 

Second, we want to capture Sell's insight that the directional restrictions 

on the distribution of resumptive pronouns in conjoined structures is a leftness 

effect: a gap cannot serve as the antecedent of a pronoun to its left. I lo~~ever ,  any 

theory that derives the leftness condition from the the Strict c-corn~nand Condition 

will fail to capture this idea because the resumptive pronoun and the gap are 

each embedded within a conjunct and, thus, neither c-command the other. 

Further, standard theories of WCO assume that the bound variable construal of a 

proncun is determined by the the Strict c-cotntnand Condition. Hence, whether the 

pronoun is to the left or the right of the gap, it will never be construed as a bound 

variable because it is never c-commanded by the gap. Thus, in order to derive 1) 

the bound-variable construal of the pronoun, and 2) the directional asymmetries 



in the distribution of resumptive pronouns and gaps, we need a theory of WCO 

that relaxes the strict c-command requirement so as to allow the variable (be it a 

pronoun or a gap) embedded within the first conjunct to bind the variable (be it a 

proneun or a gap) within the second conjunct. 

Finally, we want to explain why the leftness effects are suspended when 

the coreferential pronoun. (or the anapkoric epithet in the Irish example in (9b)) is 

more deeply embedded, as in (20) (or in (gal. We need a theory that can capture 

the following generalisation: when the pronoun is more deeply embedded, the 

leftness effects are suspended because the pronoun can no longer a d  as a binder 

for the gap. In the following sections, I will develop a theory of WCO based on 

Stowell (forthcoming). This thesay will allow a) the trace in (l4b) to bind the 

pronoun to its right (yielding the required bound variable construal); and b) the 

pronoun (or the anaphoric epithet in (9)) to 'indirectly' bind a gap in precisely the 

contexts where we want it to act as a binder, for instance in (94  but not in (9b) 

and, likewise, in (20a) and (20c) but not in (20b). 

4.1. Stowell's tlieory of WCO. 

Stowell argues that the Strict c-co~nmand Condition (as stated in (10)) is incorrect. 

In particular, there is a set of constructions in which neither the pronoun nor the 

trace c-commands the other and which nonetheless are immwe to WCO. He 

gives the following examples where the pronouns are in adjunct clauses outside 

thc VP16 and, hence, neither c-command nor are c-commanded by the trace 

w i t . h  the VP. 

16. He shows that these adjuncts must be VP-external. For instance, [.he 
extraposed adjunct clauses in (21a) and (21g) cannot be inside the VP; nor will LF 
Reconstruction into a W-internal position work because of cases where the 



(21 Stowell's examales (vanes 2-32 

a. Which mmi did Mary dislike ti I[ even before she had met himi I? 
b. Which mani, [ even before talking to himi 1, did you decide 

that you dislike ti? 
c. Whati did the teacher try to buy ti [ without testing iti first I? 
Q. Whoi did Sally meet ti [ before hei had been introduced to her I? 
e. 13aul Mason sells no winei [ before itsi time 1 
f. John greeted every dodori [ after shei arrived at the airport ] 

g. Whoi, [ despite hisi having helped you I, did you gossip about ti? 

Despite the lack of c-command between the pronoun and the trace in (Zl), 

there is no WCO; the pronouns can be construed as bound variables. For Stowell, 

this is an argument/adjutct asymmetry: the Strict c-command Conditiorz in (10) 

fails when the pronoun occurs inside an adjunct. 

To deal with the above data, Stowell proposes a theory of WCO based on 

Haik's (1984) notion of Indirect Binding and Safir's (1985) exploitation of Maik's 

convention of slash-indexing. Haik (1984) proposes that a variable bound by a 

QF can transmit its index to the NP containing it. The index that the NP inherits 

from the variable that it contains is represented as a slash-index. Safir uses this 

slash-indexing convention to derive certain cases of WCO, from his Pnmllelis~n 

Constrnirzt on Operntor Binding (PCOB). Stowell proposes to generalise Safir's 

account to all cases of WCO. In particular, he proposes that any variable (be it a 

pronoun or a trace) transmits its index to the category dominating it17. Thus, 

consider the following standard WCO configuration. 

adjunct is construed with the matrix clause and the trace is embedded within a 
subordinate clause. 
17. For Safir, only A'-traces percolate up their index to the NP dominating them. 
Stowell then generalises this slash-indexing convention to all variables. 



(22) a. Whoi does [ hisi mother lj/i love ti 
b. W h q  ti love hisi mother Ij/i 

In (22a), the pronominal variable Izis transmits its index to the NP 

dominating it. This index will then A-bind the trace in object position yielding a 

condition C violation. Thus, for Stowell, WCQ is ruled out as a condition C 

violation, on a par with Strong Crossover. In (Zb), on the other hand, A-binding 

of the pronoun by the trace in subject position does not induce a Condition C 

violation because pronouns are not subject to Condition C 1 8. Further, Stowell 

attributes the difference between Strong and Weak Crossover grammaticality 

judgements to the status of the index that induces the Condition C violation: if 

this index is an inherited index (a slash index), the violation will be weaker then 

if this index is intrinsic. 

Lets now turn to the cases listed in (2'1.) where the pronoun occurs in an 

adjunct, is not c-commanded by the trace in violation of the Strict c-command 

Condition, but is nevertheless construed as a bound variable. Stowell assumes 

that these configurations are immune to WCO because adjuncts do not count as 

A-positions. Thus, although the adjunct ciause c-commands the trace in say 

(21a), and further can (presumably) inherit the index of the pronominal variable 

it contains, it cannot serve as an A-binder for the trace, and thereby induce a 

Condition C violation. 

18. Actually, it is not clear why the MP lris mother does not violate Condition C: it 
has acquired the slash index i via the variable it contains, and, further, is c- 
commanded by the trace in subject position t i  . Presumably, slash indexes can 
serve as indirect binders of an NT but do not allow an NP to be indirectly bound; 
that is, only the intrirwic index of the NP is relevant for determining whether an 
NP is bound. In section 4.3, 1 will propose a silaplification of Stowell's theory 
which does not run into this type of problem. (See also footnote 20 below.) 



4.2. Back to Hebrm ATB and Parasitic Gap constnictions. 

R e d  that we want to capture Sell's insight that the directional restrictions on the 

distribution of reswnptive pronomt in ATB and parasitic gap constructions in 

Hebrew are a leftness effect and, as such, derive these restrictions from whatever 

principles determine WCQ. 

Lets now see if Stowell's theory of WCO can derive these left/right 

asymmetries. As I noted in the previous section, we could analyse coordination 

in terms of an asymme~cal  adjunction strucl'ure where the second conjunct is an 

adjunct. For the sake of concreteness, suppose the stauchre is something like 

(=a), where M) is the first conjunct and YP is the second (adjunct) conjunct. 

b. * P... ... ... e... 
... c. ... e... B... 

For clarity, I have stated in (23b)-(23c) the lcft/right asymmetry in the 

distribution of resumptive pronouns in ATB and parasitic gap constructions 

(cf. the paradigms in (18) and (19), Section 3.3.), that we want to capture. 

Assuming Stswell's theory, the variable (be it a pronoun or a gap) that 

occurs in the second conjunct (YP in (23aj) will never indirectly A-bind the 

variable embedded within the first conjunct precisely because the second 

conjunct is an adjunct. The first conjunct, however, is not an adjunct. Thus, once 

it inherits the index of the variable embedded within it, it can act as an A- 



binderlg. Indirect A-binding by the variable within the first conjunct will 

correctly rule out (23b) as a condition C violation, but not apply to (23c) (since 

pronominal variables can be indirectly A-boundz". Thus, Stowell's theory 

derives the asymmetry in (23b)/(23c), although neither the pronoun nor the trace 

c-command each other. Stowell's theory of WCO can capture this leftness 

restriction because it allows the pronoun in (23b) to act as an indirect b i d e r  for 

the trace that it does not c-command. 

There is, however, an important reason for rejecting this analysis of the 

distribution of resumptive pronouns and gaps in coordination and parasitic gap 

constructions. In particular, it relies on an adjunct/argument asymmetry. If the 

leftness restriction in ATB constructions derives from an argument/adjunct 

distinction, then vre wouldn't expect this restriction to be suspended when the 

offending pronoun is more deeply embedded. That is, how could we explain the 

minimal pair in say (20) (repeated below), for instance. 

19 Note that the categorial identity of the conjunct is irrelevant. Stowell specifies 
that his theory relies on the assumption that categories other then W s  may 
acquire slash-indices. 
20 Safir (1985, page 634) addresses the question of why pronomix~al variables do 
not violate Condition B when they are bound by a slash index. He says that 
although a "variable with the slash index i counts as an A-binder for the 
definition of variable, it is not an antecedent for the pronoun"; further, he 
modifies Condition B so that it prohibits pronouns from having an antecedent in 
their gove-g category. 



(20) 
a. ha%$ i [vllyoda?at [I& rina 

the-man that I know that Rina 

10 makira ?otoi]] 
not h o w  him 

[x ?aval Iv.' me70d m a  levaker ei I]] 
but verymuch want to-visit 

'The man that I know that h a  doesn't know him 
but very much wants to visit.' 

b. *ha?& & ?ani [ X ~  [Vn makira 'otoi tov me?od ] 
the-man that I know him very well 

[x ?aval i v t .  lo roca levaker ei 111 
but not want to-visit 

The man that I h o w  him very well but do not want to visit.' 

Further, Stowell theory relies on the assumption that adjuncts (since they 

can never serve as an A-binder for a trace) never induce a Condition C violation. 

David Pesetsky (p.c.) has pointed out to me the following paradigm which shows 

that adjuncts can trigger Condition C violations. 

(24) a. ' Wheni did[ [that day's I lecturei 1 frighten Sue ti? 
b. WReni did[ [the l ~ t u r e  [ that dayi ]I frighten Sue ti? 

Note further that the contrast in gramaticality in (24) is determined by 

the level of embedding of the coreferential IW that day. Wnen the offending r\TP 

in (24a ) is further embedded, the sentence is acceptable. 



43. A 2 7 ~ 0  y of Weak Crossmer. 

Following Stowell (forthcoming) and L a s d  & Stowell (199Q), I have argued that 

the Leftness Condition cannot be attributed to the c-command relation holding 

between the trace and the pronoun, as stated in (10) (repeated below for 

convenience). 

(10) The Strict s-co~mnand Condition. 

"In a configuration where a pronoun P and a trace T are 
both b o d  by a quantifier T must c-command F." 

(from Lasnik & Stowell 1990, page 6.) 

The problem with theories of WCO based on (10) is that they rule out 

every configuration in which T does not c-command P. In particular, any 

configuration in which xieither T nor P c-command the other is ruled out. In 

contrast, I propose to rule out WCO by d i n g  out only the configuration in 

which P c - c o m d s  T. 

I propose to derive the generalisation captured by the Strict c-co~lamnnd 

Condition from the difference between the fwo types of variables involved: 

pronouns, on the one hand, and traces (be it S-structure or LF A'-traces), on the 

other. In particular, I propose that these two types of variables are subject to 

different licensing/locality requirements. Whereas traces have to be locally 

bound, pronouns need not. This is stated in (25). The descriptive generalisation 

in (10) will then derive from the Co~lditions on Variable Binding, as stated in (25). 

Since traces must be locally bound and pronouns net d not be, it follows that in 

any configuration where an operator binds both a pronoun and a trace, Lhe 

pronoun cannot c-command the trace 



(El Conditions on Variable Binding. 

(i) A trace must be locally A'-bound. 
(ii) A pronoun must be A'-bound. 

I assume the LGB definition of l o d  binding stated in (26) (which I have in 

iact quoted from Lasnik & Stowell 1990). This will ensure that whenever a 

pronoun intervenes between a trace and its operator, the trace is no longer locally 

bomd. 

(26) Loml Binding (Chomky 1982). 

a is locally bound by iff a is X-bound by f3, and 
if rp Y-binds a, then either q, Y-bind f3 or cp = P. 

Further, I will assume the extension of Haik's slash indexing theory 

proposed by Stowell (forthcoming). Thus, any X P 2 1  containing a variable (be it 

a pronoun or a trace) will have two indices: an intrinsic index and the slash-index 

inherited from the variable it dominates. This will allow a variable to escape the 

category it is embedded in in order to act as binder. However, I will make the 

further assumption that the slash index of a variable only percolaies to the 

maximal projection bnlnediafely dominating it, as stated in (27). As we shall see 

later, restricting the upward percolation of the index of a variable to the maximal 

projection immediately dominating it, will explain why the level of embedding of 

a resumptive pronoun in Hebrew (or of an anaphoric epithet in Irish) determines 

whether or not there is WCO. 

(27) If an W immediately dominates a variable, it lnherits this 
variable's Index. 

21 See foohote 19 above. 



Finally, given the Conditions an Variable Binding, I do not need the 

assumption that WCO is a Condition C violation (This will become clear when I 

run through the standard WCO .paradigm in (29) below) Thus, in contrast to 

Stowell (and Safir), WCO is not a condition C violation. WCQ derives from a 

failure of local binding of the trace. When a pronoun indirectly binds a trace, the 

trace is no longer locally bound, in vialation of the Conditions on J'ariable Binding. 

Tke assumption that WCO is a conditi~n C violation is problematic for the 

following reasons: 

(28) 
a. We loose the distinction between Strong and Weak Crossover. Stowell 

attributes this difference in grarnmaticality to the status of the index that 
induces the Condition C violation: if this index is an inherited index (a 
slash index), the violation will be weaker then if this i n d a  is intinsic. 

b. It raises problems with respect to condition B: why do pronominal 
variables not violate Co~~dition B when they are bound by a slash index? 
Safir (1985, page 634) says that although aWvariable with the slash index i 
counts as can A-binder for the definition of variable, it is not an 
antecedent for the pronoun"; further, he modifies Condition B so that it 
prohibits pronouns from having an azttecedent in their governing 
category. 

c. It raises problems with iespect to condition C: why does the NP Itis 
lnother in (29b) (below) not violate Condition C? It has acquired the slash 
index i via the variable it contains and, fwther, is c-commanded by the 
trace in subject position ti . Presumably, fo, Stowell and Safir, a slash 
index can serve as an indirect binder of an NP but does not allow an 
to be indirectly bound; that is, only the intrinsic index of the I\JP is 
relevant for determining whether an NP is bound. 

In contrast to Safh and Stowell, I assume that an inherited index (a slash 

index) does not count for Binding Theory; only intrinsic indices are relevant for 



Binding Theory. WCQ is, thus, not a Condition C violation but a failure of local 

binding of the trace: WCO arises whenever a trace is indirectly-bound (via a slash 

index, in Violation of 2 % ~  Conditions on Variable Binding. 

To see how The Conditions on Variable Binding together with the slash- 

indexing convention work, consider the following standard WCO paradigm. 

(29) a. '-Who d m  hisi mother lj/i love ti ? 

b. Who ti loves [ h i ~ i  rnotherl~i ? 

h (29a), the trace is indirectly bound by the possessive NP his ~notlzer; (via 

the slash indrx this NP has inherited from the variable it contains) and, thus, fads 

to c o d o m  to the f is t  clause of the Conditions on Variable Binding: the trace is not 

locally A'-bound since it is indirectly bound by his. In contrast, (29b) satisfies the 

Conditions on Variable Binding: the trace is locally A'-bound by its operator in 

Comp and the pronoun is A'-bound. Under this analysis, a WCO violation arises 

whenever a trace is indirectly bound. 

4.4. Back to the lack of Weak; Crossover utitk resztlnptive pronoztrzs. 

Lets now go back to the LF-representations of a relative clause (or a question) 

with resmptive pronouns. 



The man that his mother loves him.' 

C 

a- *LLi: fNP han6 [, fCo 'OW 1 im ? ~ I x I - ~ I ~ / ~  ,ohevet ti 
them him mother-his loves 

b- LF: IW NP-'ig fcp fcO ['im4iljli frp tj/i %hevet ?Otoi 
he-man mother-his loves him 

The Conditions on Variable Binding together with the slash indexing 

convention, will filter out the LF representation in (29a): the variable is indirectly 

bound by the pronoun to its left. The hS: in (29b), however, does not violate the 

the Conditions on Vrzriable Binding: the variable is locally A'-bound by its 

antecedent in Comp. Finally, note that the pronoun ?oto 'him' in (29b) need not 

he locally A'-bound. 

I have shown how the Co~ditions on Vari.able Binding together with 

Stowell's extension of the slash-indexing convention proposed by Haik (1984) 

and Safir (19851, derive WCO effects with gaps the 'apparent' lack of WCO 

effects with resmptive pronouns. 

4.5. Back to anaphoric epithets in Irish. 

In Section 2, I had pointed out the following puzzle [due to McCloskey 1990). 

When an anaphoric epithet is embedded within an PP, it induces a Crossover 

effect. However, when it is more deeply embedded, the Crossover effect is 

suspended. The exampie; are repeated below.22 

'2 In t i i ~  following examples, I have omitted the slash-indices trammixted pr the 
resmptive pronouns to the category dominating them, merely for the sake of 
convenience. They are irrelevant to my analysis. 



(30) S-sfnictures. 

a. %in an feari ar &Grt me 
!that the man Comp said I 

leis [Nu a,' bhastardi] ]j 
v~ith the bastard 

gur cheart 6i a chaitheamh isteach i bpriosiin 
comp+cor right him throw-INF into in prison 

'That is the man that I said to the bastard that lie 
should be thrcswn in prison.' 

b. Sin an feari ar clhliirt me 

that the man Comp said I 

[pT4.1e [N'. tuismitheoiri an bhastairdil ij lk 
with paen ts the bastard 

P cheart 6i a chaithearnh isteach i bpriosh 
C O ~ ~ + C O P  right him throw-INF into in prison 

'That is the man that I said to the bastard's parents that he 
should be thrown in prison.' 

I will assume that since anaphoric epithets 2rc construed as bound 

variabic (see Hornstein & Wzinberg (!.987)), they also transmit their index to the 

phrase dominating them as shown in (31) below.23 Further, recall that under 

our analysis of resulngtive pronouns as in-situ relative pronouns, relatives with 

resumptive pronouns are formed at LF by movement of the pronoun into Cornp 

(after LF-deletion of the sem,~r~tically empty complementizer). The above S- 

sti:uct, :es will thus be converted into the followir~g LF-representations. 

23 A; we shall see, nothinb here hinges on whether slash-indexing takes place at 
S-structure or at LF because there is no A'-chah: before LF. 



a. %in an feari ki & k t  mk 

k i t  the man him said I 

leis rry.. an bhastadil I j/i 
with the bastard 

$ur heart ti a chaitheamh isteach i by riosiln 
throw-INE; into CompKOP right ' c prison 

'That is the man that I said to the bastard that he 

should be thown.in prison.' 

b. Sin im f e ~ i  6i ap &Grt m6 
that the man him Comp said I 

[pl.lr tukmitheoiri [Nu bhastairdil I j  jk 

with parents the bastard 

P r  cheart ti a cha.itheamh isteach i bpkostin 

Cornp+CO~ right throw-DJF into in prison 

'That is the rnan that I said to tht bastard's parents that he 
should be thrown in prison.' 

In (31a), the trace created by LF-rnovetn~nt of the pronoun is indirectly- 

bound by the PP containing the anaphoric epithet. Tl~us, the trace is not locally 

A'-bound, and this J4F fails to satisfy the Conditions on Variable Binding. In 

contrast, the trace in (31b) is locally A'-bound by its antecedent. Recall that I 

made the assumption that the index of a variable percolates up to the maximal 

projection immediately dominating it, but not further up. Thus, the PP in (31b) 



will never acquire the index of the epithet, and serve as an indirect binder. 

Further, the NP immediately dominating the epithet cannot be an indirect binder 

either since if does not c-command the trace. Consequently, (31b) satisfies the 

Conditions on Variable Binding. The epithet is A'-bound and the trace is locally A'- 

bound by the operator in Comp (i.e there is no intervening binder). Thus, we 

derive the above Irish puzzle from the following assumptions: 1) epithets are 

variables24, 2) there is a trace in the relativised position at LF, and 3) the 

Conditions on Variable Binding together with the extension of the slaslt-indexing 

convention proposed by Stowebl. 

4.6. PRO gntcs. 

Before closing this section, I would like to point out that the proposal that only 

the maximal pojection immediately dominating a variable can serve as an 

indirect-binder suggests an explanation for the following paradigm, introduced 

by Higginbb~tham (1980). 

(32) a. * W h ~ i  did [ hir i washing hisi car lj/i annoy ti:' 
b. Whq  did [ PROi washing hisi car Ij/i annoy ti? 

As Stowell points out, an account of (32) is problematic because both PRO 

in (32b) and (the first occurrence OD his in (32a) are defined as variables since 

they are both locally A'-bound by the c-comrr.anding wh-phrase. The problem, 

then, is explaining why PRO eliminates rhe WCO effec,; that is, why the gerund 

cannot inherit the index of PRO but must inherit the index of the overt prorloun. 

24 I will treat epithets as pronominal variables. They do not require local A'- 
binding, but merely A'-binding. 



Stowell proposes an explanation in terms of circular dependent reference that I 

will not &cuss. 

To explain why the gerund does not inherit the index of PRO, we can 

invoke the following difference between PRO and overt ponouns. In both cases 

of (32), the subject is a gerund. That is, an? DP containing a VIP whose subject is a 

pronoun base-generated in the specifier of VP. Suppose the difference between 

(32a) and (32b) is that PRO does not raise out of this VI' for case. For 

concreteness, I assume that the the structure of the gerunds in (32) i s  scametltung 

along the lines of (33) (following Fukui and Speas (1986)), respectively. 

wash his car w s h  his car 

In (33b), PRO does not raise out of the VP to get Case. Since slash- 

indexing is restricted to the category immediately dominating a variable, the DP 

in (33b) will not inherit the index of PRO. Thus, it can not indirectly bind the 

trace in object position in (32b). In contrast, an overt pronoun must raise out of 

the VP to the specifier of DP to get case via Spec-head agreement from DO. The 

maximal projection immediately dominating the overt pronoun is DP in (33a). 

Hence, this DP will serve as an indirect binder of the trace in object position, 



yielding WCO: the object trace is not locally A'-bound by the wh-phrase, in (32a). 

We can thus explain the above paradigm by assuming: I) that only the maximal 

projection immediately dominating a variable can serve as an indirect binder 

and, 2) PRO is confixled to the VP embedded within the gerund whereas an overt 

pronoun must raise out of this VP. 3 

5. Back to coordinate s ~ ~ e s  and parasitic gap constmdions in Hebrew. 

5.1. Coordinate Structures. 

Lets now turn to the distribution of gaps and resurnptive pronouns in coordinate 

structures, discussed in Section 3.2. 

I will assume the following constituent structure for coordination, where 

X" and Y" are conjuncts. The asymmetrical c-command relation holding between 

both conjuncts in (34a) will allow me to derive the Heftness restriction on the 

distribution of resurnptive pronouns and gaps in conjoined structures. The 

patterns of distribution are listed in (34b) through (34e) for clarity; the cases in 

(34b) and ( 3 4 ~ )  are illustrated in (35).*6 

25 Alternatively, we can restrict slash-indexing to non-anayhors. PRO will never 
count as a variable for slash-indexing because it is an anaphor. 
26 In the following examples (and through out this section), 1 have most often 
omitted the relative complementizer t'e because its presence 1s irrelevant (but 
space consLambng). 



b. *...P... ... e... 
c. ... e... ... B... 

... d. O..HB.O. P... 

... e. ... e... e... 

(34) a. ha% 0i rina [Conjtl Ivtroca ti I [C-,ni" ve [Vl.?ol~evet 
the-man Rim wants and loves 

70t0i yoter rnikulam III 
him more than anyone 

T"he man that h a  wants and loves more than anyone.' 

b. *ha%$ Q r im [conj'* f V l ~  r ~ a  ')* 1 IConjI ve [V.. 7ohevet 
he-man Rina wants him and loves 

ti yoter mikdulam 111 
more than anyone 

In (35), we have a gap in one of the conjuncts created by null-operator 

movement at S-structure and a coreferential pronoun in the other conjunct. Thus, 

each of the conjoined 'VPs in (35) contains a variable (i.e p pronoun or trace in an 

A-position bound by an operator in an A'-positio~~). The index of each variable is 

inherited by the W containing it. As a result, the trace in the second conjunct in 

(35b) will be indirectly bound by the pronoun in the first conjunct, violating the 

Conditions on Variable Bindittgf as shown in (36b). In (35a), on the other hand, the 



trace is l d y  A'-bowd, satisfymg the Conditions on Variszble Binding, as shown in 

(36a). The pronouns in either of these conjuncts are properly bound by the S- 

stnndwe operator in the Comp of the relative. 

3) 8. 'b. 

A 
loves mi 

Lets now turn to the case in (34d), where each conjunct contains a 

pronoun. One of these pronoun is the resumptive pronoun (i.e. the LEoperatsr 

which f o m  the relative clause) while the other is the coreferential pronoun. 

Since we have two pronouns, we have two possible U s  for (34d). That is, either 

of the §-structures shown in (34) can be the csxesponding LF for (34). If the W- 

operator is the highest pronoun, as in (36a), then its trace will satisty the 

C',ndifions on Variable Binding: it will be locally A'-bound. On the other hand, if 

the LF-operator is the pronolrn in the second conjunct, as in (as in (36b), then its 

trace will not be locally A'-bound. Tkus, the S-structure in (34d) is well-formed 

because it can have the LF in (36a). 

Finally, lets turn to the case in (34e), where each conjunct contains a gap. 

At first sight, it might seem that our analysis predicts this case to be ill-formed 

since the gap in the second conjunct will be indirectly bound by the trace in the 

first conjunct, vi~lating the Conditions on Variable Binding. The answer to this 

problems lies in the :;tatus of the gaps. In all the above cases, we have been 

dealing with a trace created at S-structure or at LF and a coreferentiul pronoun. 



In this case, we have a trace created by S-structure movement and mother gap. 

What is the status of this gap? It clearly is not the trace of §-structure movement, 

so it must be an empty pronoun. This pro is a parasitic gag licensed by S- 

structure wh-movement in the other conjunct27. Again, we have t w ~  possible 

representations for (344, given below. If (344 has the S-structure in (37a), it will 

be well-formed. 

27Idol.e that under my analysis, csordin~tion structures always involve a trace (of 
either 5-structure or LF movement) and a coreferential prmoun (overt or non 
overt). I can not assume the ATB fomalism sf coordination because it is a tzon 
linear representation of coordination and, the restriction on the distribution of 
gaps/resumgtive pronouns is a structural condition. Namely, that a trzce not be 
indirectly c-commanded by a pronoun. Further, 1 will not assume that a 
parasitic gap is the trace of an empty operator. If such is the case, then it will 
always be A'-locally bound; and we lose the explanation for the ill-formedness of 
(34b). Thus, I assume that a parasitic gap is pro (following Cinque 1990). 



5.2. The en1 beddedlnon-mnkdded contrast. 

Recall that a pronoun can occur to the left of a trace if it is sufficiently embedded, 

as the following examples show. 

(3t3) 
a. ha% k ?mi (X~[v~yoda?at rina 

theman that I know that Rina 

lo makira ?0toi]] 
not h o w  him 

[x 7aval ivme?od roca e m  ker ei ] 1: 
but verymuch want *<v. i s i t  

'The man that I know that Rina doesn't h o w  him 
but very mu& wants to visit.' 

lo. *ha% Se ?ani [X"[v.maldra ?,toi ~ O V  me?& 1 
the-man that I h o w  him very well 

a ["I' lo roca levaker ei I]] 
but not want to-visit 

The man that I know him very well but do not want to visit.' 

c. ha% & ?ani [xl[Vp.zoxeret ICpeyfo hui gar I1 
the-man that I remember where he lives 

7aval [Vp lo roca levaker ei ] 
but not want to-visit 

'The man that I remember where he lives but don't want to visit' 



A pronoun can s c m  to the left of a trace in (38a) and (38c) because once it 

is sufficiently embedded, it can not act as an indirect binder, as show in (39). Ii 

we compare (39) with the stmctuae in (36b) above, we see that it is Ithe level of 

caordination that determines whether or not a pronoun can indirectly bind a 

trace. 

remember C" but V t t  
A don't want v! 

5.3. Parasitic Gaps. 

Lets now turn to the parasitic gap paradigm. There are two cases to consider. 

Namely, the adjunct case and the relative ciause case. I will analyse the former 

type of parasitic gap constructions as coordinate structures28. Thus, the minimal 

pair in (40) will be analysed as in (411, deriving the familiar left/right a s y w e h y .  

2s N o h g  in my analysis hinges on this assumption. In particular, a trace in an 
adjunct clause adjoined to VP is c-commanded by this VP. Hence, whenever a 
pronoun occurs within VP, it wi l l  indirectly bind the trace in the adjunct clause. H 
have chosen to analyse these construction as coordinate structures merely to 
capture the parallelism in the distribution of gaps/resl~mptive pronouns in 
coordinate strudures and VP adjuncts. 



(40) a. ha% [ Bi [ rina [c,,j~ [ v t l  hikta ti 1 [conif kedey Iv1 Mgoa boi I]] 
the-man Wina hit swas t o - h ~  at-him 

The man that Kina hit in order to hurt him.' 

b. *ha?iS [ 0i [ rina [c,ni.- hikta ?Otoi ] 
he-man Rina hit him 

The man that Rina hit in order to hurt h.' 

""'A 
Con]" 

Iht A Rh. @ozjm 

/", 
v; 7? V:' Conj 
A 

hit t i  
A A 

A hit mi so as 

mhwt himi t~ hurt L!!i ti 

Lets t m  to the relative clause case illustrated below. 

(42) a. ha%& INP ha-?ana&n [CP & Gixnati 

the-woman the people that convinced-I 

levaker ei ] 1 IVP te?aru30tai I]  
to-visit described 

"The w o r n  that the people that I convinced to visit 
described her.' 



Notice tkat the gap in (42) cannot be a trace since it occurs within an 

subject ishnd. Hence, the relative operator must be the rgsmptive pronoun. It 

moves at LF leaving a trace tkat is locally A'-bound. The parasitic gap embedded 

within the relative clause in subject position need not be locaUy bound since it is 

pronominal. (42) has the following LF representation. 

6. Reconstruction Effects. 

According to Shlonslcy (19911, resumptive pronouns can serve as the loci sf 

reconstruction, as shown by the following example (see also Zaenen, Engdahl 

and haling (1981)). 



!44) 
Zo-hi ha-tmuna ha-yexida gel ' a m %  & N lo 
this-is thepicture thmnly of himself h t  Dani not 

mar 'im hii mudbeket heitev ba-'albsm 

remembered whether she glued well in-the-album 

'This is, the picture of himself that Dani did not remember if it is glued 
well in the album?' 

These reconstruction effects can be captured by reconstructing the head 

M' in the IP-internal position of the resumptive pronoun (once it has been 

vacated at k3;). Reconstruction of the head NP in the Hebrew restrictive relative 

in (44) wodd, thus, be or. a par with reconstruction of the head NP in the 

English restrictive relatives in (45). In (451, the head NP is reconstructed in the 

position of the -wh-trace created by S-structure movemerit of a null-operator; . 

likewise, in (443, the head NP is reconstructed in the position sf the -wh-trace 

created by LF-movement of an overt-operator. 

(45) a. I The picture of himselti Ij [ D j  [that J o h i  likes best tj is on the she'lf. 

b. *I The picture of Joh i  lj [ O j  ithat hei likes best tj is on the shelf 

7. An asymmetry in the interpretation of gags and resumptiwe pronouns. 

Conaider the following paradigm, taken from Sells (1984) (These fads are due 

Doron (1982)). 



( 4 1  
a. [[ha?&i [Se kc1 geverj baxar ti I ]  

the-woman that every man chose 

t islax 10j trnuna 

will-s~nd to-him a-picture 

'The woman that every man chose will send hirn a picture.' 

b. *I [k kol geverj baxar otai 1 1 
the-woman that every man chose her 

t&ax 10 j !muna 
will-send t o - h  a-picture 

'The woman that every man chose her will send him a picture.' 

The relative in (46a) is ambiguous. It can have two readings which can be 

paraphrased as in (47). In contrast, the relative in (46b) is not ambiguous; it can 

only have the reading in (47a). 

(47) a. There is one woman that every man chose and she will.send l h  a 
picwe. 

b. For each man, there is a woman that he loves. and she sent him a 
picture. 

Capturing the reading in (47b) where the head noun a woman is w i t h  the 

scope sf the quantifier embedded within the relative clause is problematic under 

the assumption that the scope of quantifier is clause bound (i.e. the quantifier ir, 

(4%) can not be raised out of the relative clause at LF to take scope over the head 

NP). Further, the quantifier in (46a) must not only escape the relative clause to 

take scope over the head noun, but it must also escape out of the relative NP !i.e. 

raise all the way up to matrix lF node), in order to bind the pronoun in the VP. 



Shlsmky' (1987) proposes to explain the paradigm in (46) on the basis of 

Haik's (1984) notian of Indirect Binding. In particular, in Haik's system, the trace 

of the relative operator in (46a) is in the scope of the quantifier every . Hence, it 

can inherit the index of this quantifier. Since it is itself coindexed with an 

operator in Spec CP, it can transmit its index to this operator, which in turn 

transmits it to the whole relative NP. Thus, the relative NP in (Ma) inherits the 

index of the quantifier and, as such can be interpreted as if it were in its scope. 

Further, once the relative P C  inherits the index of the quar: ifier, it can then bind 

a pronoun inside the VP. 

The contrast in (46) will then follow from the two following assumptions 

made by Haik. First, indirect binding represents scope relations at  S - s t n ~ c t u r e  (by 

indexing NPs and not by moving them, as is the case at LF). Second, the 

transmission of the index of the quantifier to the relative NP requires the 

presence of an A'-trace in the scope of a quantifier. This assumption allows Haik 

to explain the following contrast. 

(48) a. The rumor that three students like him. 
b. Two meni [ whoi [ ti saw a woman 

Whereas (48b) can be ambiguous. (48a) cannot ( it can only mean that 

there is one rumor about three students). Haik attributes the difference between 

the relative clause case and the noun complement case in (48) to the presence of a 

trace (at S-structure). The occurrence of a trace in (48b) allows a wornan to escape 

the relative clause and take scope over the relative NP. This is not possible in 

(48a) because there is no trace a t  S-structztre in (48a) (and further QR at LF is 

clause bound). 

Thus, the unavailability of the reading where the quantifier has scope over 

the head INP in (46b) will be due to: 1) the absence of a trace in the relative clause 



at  S-strudure that can transmit its index to the relative NP, and 2) the assumption 

that scope indexing is a way of representing scope at S-structure exclusively; the 

only option available at LF for representing scope is QR and QR is clause bound. 

Shlonsky's analysis of (46) rests on the assumption that resumptive 

pronouns are not A'-bound at S-structure.29 If a resumptive pronoun is treated 

like a variable bound by a null operator at S-structure, then, on a par with a trace, 

created at S-structure, it should transmit its index to the relative W via the nuil- 

operator with which it is coindexed. On the other hand, if we assume that there 

is no variable at Sstnuctue in (46b), then we can explain the interpretation of the 

pronoun in (46b). At LF, a trace will be created in (46b). However, there is not 

way for the quantifier to escape the relative clause at LF: Scope indexing is 

restricted to S-structure and QR is clause bound. 

I have tried to show that resumptive pronouns must be treated as 

pronouns at S-structure in order to explain the contrast in (46), where a gap and a 

resumptive pronoun do not have the same interpretation. However, resumptive 

pronouns also have the properties of A'-chains created at S-structure: 1) they 

licence parasitic gaps, 2) they occur in ATB constructions and, 3) they can serve 

as the loci of reconstruction. To resolve this paradox, I have proposed that a 

resumptive pronoun in restrictive relatives (or in questions in Irish) is a pronoun 

at $structure and an operator-variable chain created by movement, at LF. 

'9 Shlonsky (1957, page 575) assumes that "there is no operator with whlch the 
pronoun is associated (at least at the level of S-structure and LF) and hence, no 
A'-chain. ... when the resumptive pronoun strategy is employed, an operator is 
not projected, at least not in the syntactic component of the grammar." This 
assumption is very problematic because it leaves no explanation for why 
resumptive pronouns have the syntactic properties of A'-chains. Note that this 
view is not endorsed by Shlonsky (1991) who assumes that resumptive pronouns 
are operator-bound pronouns. 



Chapter III 

Appositive Relatives 

In Chapter I and n of this ttzsis, I argued that languages fall into two classes 

with respect to rtl.itivisation. In Class 1 languages, relativisation always takes 

place at S-structure. In Class 2 languages (where resumptive pronouns occur 

freely and violate island constraints), the relative pronoun is in-situ at S-structure 

and moves at LF. Thus, I proposed that resumptivc pronouns in Class 2 

languages are an instance of in-situ relativisation: the pronoun in the relative 

clause is the wh-operator. In this Chapter, I will argue t h a ~  all wh-operators in 

(headed) relatives are resumptive pronouns. Relative pronouns in restrictive and 

non-restrictive relatives are pronouns that lnzlst have as antecedent the head NP. 

1 will claim that wh-chains can have two functions. They can have a 

quantificational function: the wh-operator assigns a range to its trace. This is the 

case in questions and headless (free) relatives. They can have a resumptive 

function: the wh-operator does not assign a r7.nge to its trace; its reference is fixed 

by that of its antecedent. This is the case in appositive relatives The head of an 

appssi tive relative independently refers. Hence, the resump tive pronoun in the 

appositive clause will have a referential interpretation. Finally, a wh-chain can 

have both a resumptive and a quantificational function. This is the case in 

restrictive relatives. The head of a restrictive relative does not independently 



refer. Hence the resumptive pronoun in the restrictive clause will have a bound 

variable interpretation. To explain the bound variable interpretation of the 

pronoun occupying the site of relativisation in restrictive relatives (in class 2 

languages) , I argued in Chapter I and 11, that there was a trace in that position at 

LF. Conversely, to explain the referential interpretation of an appositive relative 

pronoun, I will argue in this Chapter that in appositive relatives, there is a 

pronoun in the relativised position at LF. 

Thus, the goal of this Chapter is twofold. First and foremost, I will 

develop an analysis of appositives based on Emonds' (1999) Maill Clause 

Hypotlzesis. I will argue that appositives are interpreted at LF as independent 

clauses. TIle relation between the relative pronoun and its antecedent will be 

treated on a par with the anaphoric relation established across discourse between 

a pronoun and its antecedent; except in one respect: the pronoun in the 

appositive clause is a resumptive pronoun. It must have an antecedent. Second, 

I will argue that all wh-operators in headed relatives have the function of a 

resumptive pronoun,. This resumptive pronoun can have +wIz-features or -wlr- 

features. When it has -u?lr-features, it can be overt or non-overt (i.e. a null- 

operator). Further, the resurnptive pronoun in a relative can have either of the 

two interpretations that pronouns can have. It can have a bound variable 

interpretation; this 1s the case in restrictive relatives. Or it can have a referential 

interpretation (i.e. what Evans (1982) calls an E-type interpretation). This is case 

in appositive relatives. 

Before developing my analysis of appositive relatives, I will first present 

Emonds' (1979) Main Ckuse t-Iypothesis. 



2. Emunds' (1979) " Main Clause Hypothesis". 

The analysis of appositives I will propose is based on Emonds (1979) Main Clause 

Hypctlnesis, see also Thompson (1971) and Sells (1985a, 1985b). This hypothesis is 

a formalisation of Ross' (1967) idea that appositives are main clauses, although 

they have tne appearance of wh-relative clauses. In particuiar, they are derived 

from underlying conjoined clauses. One of Ross' main arguments is that any 

parenthetical coordinate clause beginning with and can be paraphrased as an 

appositive relative, as shown below (from Ross 1967). 

(1) a. Enrico, and he is the sr~artest of us all, got the answer in seven 
seconds. 

b. Enrico, who is the smartest sf us all, got the answer in seven 
seconds. 

Emonds defends Ross' idea that appositives are independent clauses 

against a competing analvsis (The Subordinate CIairse Izypothesis, as he calls it) 

proposed by Srnith (64), Mima (69) and Jackendoff (77). These authors argue that 

appositives form a single constituent with their antecedent, at every level of 

representation. In contrast, Emonds proposes that an appositive does not form a 

single constituent with its antecedent, at any level of representation. In 

particular, an appositive is derived from a clause conjoined (as a right sister) with 

the clause containing its antecedent. As shown in (3), Emonds derives the 

appositive in (2)  from the underlying representation in (3a). 

(2) The girl, who is is my friend, is late. 



- - 

The g i r l  i s  late who i s  my friend The g i r l  i s  late who i s  my friend 

5' S'  i s  late 

The girl who i s  my friend 

In (31, the symbol E(xpression1 stands for the highest category in a 

sentence. It expands into an (optional) presentential constituent and S'. It was 

proposed by Banfield (1977) to represent the fact that every separate declarative 

or interrogative sentence is a separate assertion or question (the category E 

cannot be subordinated)'. :bus, (2) has the D-structure shown in (3a): it is a 

coordination of two separate clauses. A first transforr ,ation called S'-atfaclzement 

In the presentential position dominated by E, Banfield generates exclamations 
and parentheticals (sentences that are not separate assertions). 



applies to this D-structure; it deletes the coordinate marker and and attaches the 

right sister of the coordinate structure to its left-sister. (For Emonds, S'- 

attachement is required because it explains why the appositive clause is not a 

separate assertion). (3b) is then mapped into (3c) by a transformation that moves 

any co~~t i tuen t  from the leftmost main clause and adjoins it to the right of the 

rightmost main clause. Finally, Emonds proposes that the node CONJ in (3a) can 

dominate a null coordinate marker Pk which will also be deleted by S'- 

attachment, in order to derive the following paradigm due to Jackendoff (1977). 

(41 a. *Go to Cincinnati, and it is on the Ohio river. 
b. Go to Cincinnati, A 1 it is on the Ohio river 

c. Go to Cincinnati, which is on the Ohio river. 

Note that in (3), the appositive does not form a single constituent with its 

antecedent throughout the derivation. This is the source of the contention 

between the advocates of the Main Clause Hypotlresis (MCH) and the advocates of 

the Subordinate Clause Hypotlzesis (SCH): are restrictive and nonrestrictive 

relatives derived from different underlying structures? For Ross and Emonds, 

they are. In particular, appositives are main clauses at D-structure whereas 

restrictive relatives are embedded clauses at D-structure. For Jackendoff, they 

are not. Appositives and restrictives are both subordinate clauses that form a 

single colistituent with their antecedent throughout the derivation. He proposes 

that the difference between appositive and restrictive CPs is the level at which 

they attach. Thus, a restrictive relative is derived by the X'-rule in (5a), whereas 

an appositive is derived by the XI-rule in iSb:. 

(5) a. N" ---> . . .N' . . .ST . . . 
b.. N"' ----> . . .NV . . .S' . . . 



I will now propose an analysis of appositive relatives, based on Emonds' 

Main Clarlse Hypotlzesis. 

2. An Analysis of Appositive Relatives. 

The analysis of appositives I will propose incorporates ideas from both the MCH 

and the SCX. Following the advocates of the SCH, I will assume that restrictive 

and ncp~restrictive relatives are syntactically subordinate clauses. That is, I 

propose that at D-structrtre and at S-structure, they are subordinate clauses, they 

are clauses embedded in a matrix clause. However, I will not assume that this is 

the case throughout the derivation. In particular, following the advocates of the 

MCH, I will assume that appositives are interpreted as main clauses. That is, that 

at the level of grammatical representation subject to semantic interpretation (LF), 

appositives are lifted out of the matrix clause in which they were generated and 

adjoined to the latier. 

2 . I .  Appositives Relatives are base-generl~fed as Etn bedded Clauses. 

Consider the appositives in (6). We see that the antecedent of an appositive can 

be any maximal projection (NP, AP, VP, PP, IP, CP). The antecedent of a 

restrictive relative, on the other hand, can only be an W. 

(6) a. I saw Mary, who was late 
b. Mary was intelligent, which J ~ h n  never was 
c. We leave the key under a stone, which is a 

silly place to keep something so valuable. 
(from Sells (1988), page 14) 

d. I told Max to leave, which he never did. 
e. Fairley is not here, which bothers Green 

(from Sells (1988), page 13) 



f. I go there whenever I have time, which isn't often. 
(from §ells (19881, page 13, quoted from Jesperson 296.5, Vol.Il3, 
124-125) 

These sentences clearly show that apgositive relatives, unlike restrictive 

relatives, do not only have the distribution of NPs. Thus, the appositives in (14b) 

through (14d) have the distribution of whatever phrase is their antecedent: AP, 

PP, VP, IP and CP (respectively). I propose that appositive relatives are CPs 

base-generated adjoined to their antecedent. This antecedent can be any maximal 

projection: NP, DP, VP, AP, ILP or CP. The D-structure and S-structure of an 

appositive is given in (7) and is illustrated in (8). 

(7) Appos i f  ive relaf ive. 



wh3& isn't often 

F;;ri&q is; n d  hem 

Note that I have given two possible analyses of (60 because, as Sells (1588) 

points out, it is not clear what the antecedent for the appositive is (whether it is 

the matrix IP or the embedded CP). 

I have proposed that appositives are base-generated adjoined to the head 

that they modify. Under [the NP S'] analysis for restrictive relatives, the 

restrictive clause is also base-generated adjoined to its head. What then is the 

difference between restrictive and non-restrictive noun modification ? I propose 

that restrictive§ and non-restrictive relatives have the following syntactic 

structure, respectively. 



The above structures capture the difference between restrictive and non- 

restrictive noun-modification. The primary difference between these two types 

sf modification is that non-restrictives can modify referential expressions like 

proper names, whereas restrictives cannot. The structure in (9a) explains why 

the head noun in a restrictive relative can never be referential: under the DP 

hypothesis (Abney 1987), DPs are referential categories, MPs are not (they are 

predicates). Since a non-restrictive relative can be adjoined to any XP, its head 

can be a referential category (DP) or any predicate including NF (i.e. it can 

modify an indefinite). In contrast, a restrictive relative always attaches to NP. 

Thus, its head will never be referential . In (9a), the restrictive clause is adjoined 

to NP and the determiner has scope over both the head noun and the relative 

clause. This structure corresponds to the semantics of restrictive noun 

modification. The modified noun in a restrictive relative denotes the set of 

indi.viduals who fall in the intersection of the set denoted by NP and the set 

denoted by the relative clause. The determiner is defined on that set. In (9b), on 



the other hand, the non-restrictive clause functions like an adjunct clause. There 

is no set intefsectio,~ involved in the interpretati~n df an appositive. 

Finally, notice that the structure in (9a) captures the fact that  positives 

clause allows follow the complements and the modifiers of a noun. Iri (IOa), for 

instance, the appositive relative must follow the restrictive relative. 

(10) a. [ [ The [ girl that I saw ~p 1 ~p I [who John dislikes c p I D p 4 
b. m e  grl ,  who I saw, that John dislike 
c. I [ The stories about Ma? ~p 1 ~p I [ which John hates c p  I ~p I 
d. m e  stories, which John hates, about Mary. 

2.2. Appositive Relarives are interpreted as Main Clauses at LF. 

Thus, following the advocates of the SCH, I have assumed that nonrestrictive 

relatives do not differ syntactically from restrictive relatives: in the syntax (i.e at 

both D-structure and a S-structure), they are embedded clauses and they form a 

single constituent with their head. However, I will not follow them in assuming 

that this is the case at every level of representation. In particular, following Ross, 

Emonds and generative semanticists, I will assume that appositives are 

interpreted as independent clauses. For the proponents of the MCH, rsstrictive 

and nonrestrictive relatives are derived from different D-sl-ructures because D- 

structure is the level of representation that determines the interpretation sf a 

sentence.' Within the Extended Standard Theory (EST) framework (Chomsky 

1971), the level of representation that plays a role in determining the 

interpretation of a sentence is Logical Form (LF). Hence, I will assume that 

appositives are interpreted as following independent clauses because they are 

1. This is not true for Ernonds (1979): although he assumes that appositives are 
main clauses at D-structure, his analysis is a reformulation of some of the ideas in 
the generative semanticist tradition, in terns of the EST framework. 



represented as such at EF. In particular, 1 propose that appositives are lifted out 

of the clause in which they were base-generated and adjoined to the 

unembedded clause containing their antecedent, at LF. Thus , the S-structure in 

(I la) will be converted into the LPrepresentation in (I lb). 

In (111, the appositive clause is embedded in a matrix clause at S- 

shucture. At LF, it is lifted out of the clause dominating it at S-structure, and 

adjoined to the highest node in the tree. I leave aside the question of what 

exactly the identity of this node is. Whether it is merely CP(or IP or, following 

Em~nds, the category E wluch stands for the (non-recursive) initial syrznbol of the 

base rules ("the node that cannot be subordinated" (page 215)). Whstever the 

identity of this node is, the idea that I want to capture by adjoining the appositive 

CP to the unembedded clause (from which it was lifted) is that appositives arc! 

what Jackendoff calis "auxiliary assertions" and what Sells (following Roberts 

(1984) calls "assertions-to-follow "1. For Emonds, clauses that do not contain a 

separate assertion (appositives and parentheticals) must be adjoined in the course 

of the derivation ( by his rule of 5'-attachement, see the derivation in (3)) to the 



category E. Thus, this analysis agrees with the thrust of Emonds' proposal: 

appositivc, like parentheticals, are interpreted as independent clauses. This is 

captured not by base-generating the appositive as a rrlain clause zt D-structure 

but by raising the appositive at LF out of the main clause dominating it at S- 

structure. Further, appositives are not separate assertions but "assertions-to- 

follow ". This is captured by right-adjoining the appositive clause to the clause 

containing its antecedent. Finally, I will not treat appositives as second clausal 

conjuncts but as following independent rlauses. This is basically Ross' (1467l 

analysis of appositives. Ross, first suggests that appositives are derived at D- 

structure from conjuncts but later concludes that they must be derived from 

seqllences of sentences because of the following paradigms (see also (4) above). 

(12) From Ross (1967) 
a.  * Is even Clarence a swinger, and he is wearing mauve socks? 
b. Is even Clarence , wko is wearing mauve socks, a swinger? 
c. Is even Clarence a swinger? He is wearing mauve socks. 

From Thompson (1971 ) 

d. * Tell your farther that supper is ready, and he is outside. 
e. Tell your farther, who is outside, that suppe;. is ready. 
f. Tell your farther that supper is ready. He 1s outside. 

As these examples show, questions and imperatives cannot be coordinated 

with declarative and, thus, there is no conjunction counterpart to the appositives 

in (12b) and We). Instead of assuming that the connector in these cases is either 

deleted or missing, I will assume that appositives have the interpretation of 

'following' independent clauses. 



2.3 Main Clause properties of appositives. 

The following are some of the properties of appositives that support the claim 

that they are following independent clauses. Like parentheticals (and as opposed 

to restrictive relatives), appositives are phortologically typed: they are set off 

from the rest of the sentence by intonational breaks ('comma intonation'). The 

complementizer that inhdduces embedded (tensed) clauses (that) is disallowed in 

appositives.3 There are no infinitival appositives, just like there are no infinitival 

main clauses. Further, the tenses that are found in appositives are those fouxld in 

matrix clauses. For instance, appositives in Spanish cannot be in the subjunctive 

because the latter is an embedded tense4. Emonds (1979) also points out that 

certain sentence adverbs that in general can only appear in main clauses (like 

frankly) also appear in appositives. Finally, the fact that the relative pronoun in 

an appositive relative must be a wh-word whereas in a restrictive relative it can 

be a null-operatgr also supports the MCH. Null operators are never found in 

matrix clauses.5 Note that is true in English but not in French for instance. In 

French, both appositives and non-restrictive relatives can be introduced by the 

complementizer qtie as shown (12a) and (12b). However, que is not exclusively a 

subordinating complementizer. It can appear in other types of independent 

clauses; in particular it introduces exclamatives (as in (12b)) and matrix 

questions (as in (12~)). 

(12) a. Lisa, que j'ai vu hier, me surprendra toujours 
'Lisa, who I saw yesterday, will always surprise me.' 

-- 
3 

4. 1 am grateful to Esther Torrego for bringing this fact to my attention. 
S..Assuming topicalisation invc' ves adjunction to IP (as in Lasnik and Saito 1990) 
and not null-operator movement (as in Chomsky 1977). 



b. Tousles enfants qque j'ai photographiks sont charmants. 
'All the children that I photographed are charming." 

c.  Que la vie est belle! 
'How life stinks!' 

d. Que veut-il? 
'What does he want?" 

2.4. 77ze Relafive Pronoun in Appositives is a Resurnptive Pronoun. 

Under this analysis, the anaphoric relation between the relative pronoun in the 

appositive and its antecedent in the matrix clause is treated at LF on a pax with 

the anaphoric relation established across discourse between an XP in a clause and 

a pronoun in a followi.ng clause, except in one respect: an appositive is a 

following independent clause that must be anaphorically connected (co-indexed) 

with a constituent in a preceding independent clause. In other words, the 

relative pronoun in the appositive is a resumptive pronoun. It is a pronoun that 

must have an antecedent. 

2.5. Predication or Anaphora? 

Consider the following appositive relatives. 

(13) a. I saw Mary, who is late. 

From Sells (1985): 
b. We leave the key under a stone, which is a 

silly place to keep something so valuable. 

From Thompson (296): 
c. Joe debated in high school, which Chuck did tm. 
d. We read Torn Sazyer, which we had never done as children. 
e. I realized that Art had visited the Dean, which I should do too. 
f. Nick is tall, which I shall never be. 

g. Irma was easy to please, which I should be too. 



From Srnits (1988) 
h. My shirts are blue, which is a beautiful color. 

From Sells (1985): 
i. Salene is a midwife, which Ella is not. 

j. Fairley is not here, which bothers Green. 
k I go there whenever I have time, which isn't often. 

What is the nature of the relation between the resumptive pronoun and 

the head of the appositive in (13). I will argue that this relation cannot be 

established via predication: the relation between the head of the appositive and 

appositive clause is not a subjed/predicate relation. 

My basic argument against establishing the relation between the head sf 

the appositive and the resumptive pronoun via predication is the fact that any 

maximal projection can serve as the head of an app~sitive. If the relation 

between the head and the CP in an appositive relative is an argument/predicate 

relation, then we would expect that only arguments (noun phrases and clauses) 

could head appositives. This is not the case: predicates can also serve as the head 

of an appositive. As we see in (13~)- (13h), Ws,  APs and predicational NPs can 

be the head of an appositive. 

Further, if appositives are interpreted at LF as following independent 

clauses, then the relation between the relative pronoun and the XP with which it 

is co-indexed is one of anaphora: the W in the first clause is the antecedent of the 

pronoun in the following clause. The relative pronoun in (13), is interpreted as 

an anaghoric pronoun. CAJhen its antecedent is either a event-denoting 

expression (as in (13~)-(13e)) or a property-denoting expression (as in (13f)- 

(13g)), this pronoun is interpreted as an anaphoric it or that (in its non- 

demonstrative use). Thus, the appositives in (13) will be interpreted at LF as in 

(14). 



I saw iNp Mary ]i . Shei/r was 1at.e 
We leave the key [pp under a stone ]i. I t i /r  is a 

silly place to keep something so valuable. 
Joe iw debated in high S C ~ L O O ~  li. Chuck did iti/*j too. 
We [VP read Toin Snwyzr ]i. We had never done iti/7 as children. 

I realized that Art had l vp  visited the Dean ]i. 
I should do i t i /r  too. 
Irma was IAp easy to please li. I should be thati, *j too. 

Salene l N p  is a midwifeli. Ella is not thati/ *j. 
[IP Fairley is not hereli. Iti/*j bothers Green 
I go there ICp whenever I have tim.eli. Iti/*j isn't often. 
lm I go there whenever I have timeli. Iti / *j isn't often. 

Further support for the claim that the relation between the head of the 

appositive and the resumptive pronoun is merely anaphora comes from the fact 

that the antecedent of an appositive can be a discontinuous noun phrase, as In 

(15a) (from l3ompson (1971), page 94; quoted from Perlmutter and Ross (1970)h. 

This is a property of anaphora across discourse. 

(15) a. [p IIP A mani entered the room and a womanj went out], 
[CP who ij t ij were quite similarll 

b. A mani entered the room and a womanj went out. Theyij 
were quite similar. 

Findlv, consider the following paradigm. 

(16) a. At the party, Mary danced with three boys, who wore glasses. 
b. At the party, Mary danced with three boys who wore glasses. 

Further, Smitts (1988) points out that for some speakers of ltalian, the split 
antecedents of an appositive clause need not have the same grammatical 
function. 



(lh) and (16b) have different truth conditions. For instance, (16b) does 

not mean that Mary danced with exactly three boys. (16b) is true if Mary danced 

with five boys as long as only three of them wore glasses. On the other hand, 

(16aj means that Mary only danced with three boys at the party, all of whom 

wore glasses. Thus, (16a) has the same interpretation as (17). 

(17) a. At the party, Mary danced with thee  boysi, and theyi wore glasses. 

b. At the party, Mary danced with three boysi. Theyi wore glasses. 

If the relation between the resumptive pronoun and the head of the 

appositive is one of anaphora on a par with the anaphoric relation between an XP 

in a sentence and a coreferential pronoun in a following sentence, then we can 

explain why (16a) has the same truth conditions as (17). 

As the paradigms in (16) and (17) show, a restrictive relative pronoun and 

an appositive relative pronoun do not have the same interpretation. The role of 

the pronoun in (16a) is to refer to the group that satisfies the predicate of the 

clause containing its antecedent. So in (16a), the group of boys who wear glasses 

is the group of boys that Mary danced with at the party. This type of 

interpretation is what Evans (1982) calls an E-type interpretation7. In (16b), on 

the other hand, the prorloun does not refer. It has the interpretation of a bound 

variable. The bound variable reading in (26b) can be paraphrased as "three boys 

are such that they wore glasses and Mary danced with them". A relative 

pronoun in a restrictive relative always has a bound variable interpretation. This 

is the case because the head of a restrictive never independently refers. In 

contrast, in a non-restrictive relative, the reference of the head noun is identified 

independently of the relative clause. Thus, a relative can modify a proper name 

- pp - -- 

7. The E-type interpretation will be discussed in Section 4.4. 
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(See the discussion of restrictive versus non-restrictive noun modification in 

Section 2.1). A relative pronoun in an appositive has a referential (or E-type) 

interpretation. As we shall in Section 3, a non-restrictive relative pronoun can 

never occur in a position where a bound variable interpretation is required. 

2.6. Why is Anaphora Obligato y ? 

Although an appositive is interpreted as as an independent clause, it does not 

contain a separate assertion. I suggest that this is why it must be anaghorically 

connected to another clause. This is not the case with anaphora across two 

independent clauses (in discourse). Each clause contains a separate assertion. In 

(16a), the pronoun in the second clause can but need not be anaphorically 

connected to an NI9 in the first clause,. 

(18) a. J ~ h n i  saw a man. Hei/ j/k is tall. 1 ' 
b. Johni saw a manj , who*i/j/% is tall. 

2.7. Constrzring the Reszunptive Pronouns with the Head of the Appositive. 

(18a) and (18b) differ in one respect: the pronoun in (18b) is a resumptive 

pronoun. As such, it must he coindexed with an antecedent. What requires that 

it be co-indexed with the XP to which the appositive clause is adjoined at D- 

structure (i.e.. a mat1 in (I%))? In particular, why can it not be co-indexed with 

John in (l8b)? I will assume that a resumptive pronoun like an empty category 

must be identified , in the sense of Jaeggli (2982). Jaeggli proposes that empty 

categories are subject to an Identification Condition: they must be antecedent 

governed. I propose that resumptive pronouns (i.e the chain (whoj ... tj) in (18bI) 

must also satisfy this Identification Condition; they must be antecedent 



governed. Antecedent government is defined as local binding by the closest 

potential antecedent governor (in the sense of Rizzi 1990). 

Since an appositive is base-generated adjoined to an XP. This XP will 

always be the closest potential antecedent governor of the resumptive at S- 

structure. 'Fhus, to ensure that the pronoun in (18b) is co-indexed with the head 

of the appositive, I have assumed that resumptives are pronouns that must be 

identified by an antecedent. Note that this ideniification requirement will have 

to be satisfied at S-structure before the appositive clause is raised out of the 

clause containing its antecedent. 

2.8 The Resu~nptive function and the Qrlantificational Fzrnction of W7z-clmins. 

The fact that the relative pronoun in an appositive must have an antecedent can 

explain why wh-movement is obligatory in English. To see why, we must 

consider what is the nature of the relation between a wh-operator and its trace. 

There are two types of relations. The relation between the wh-operator and its 

trace can be quantificational. That is, the wh-operator a s s i p  a range to its trace; 

this is the case in questions and free relatives when they have a universal 

reading. Thus, the wh-operator in the free relative in (19) can have a universal 

reading, paraphrasable as whatever. 

(19) Don't do whati he tells YOU ti to do. 

The relation between a wh-operator and its trace can be a rcsarmptivc 

relation. That is, the wh-operator does not assign a range to its trace: its reference 

is fixed by an antecedent. This is the case in non-restrictive relatives. In 

particulair, in a non-restrictive relative, the head NP independently refers; the 

wh-operator is a vacuous operator: its sole function is resumptive . It behaves 



like a pronoun anaphorically dependent on the XP that the appositive clause 

modifies. 

What about wh-chains in restrictive relatives? .A restrictive relative 

always has an antecedent. In this sense, the wh-chain has a resumptive function. 

However, this head does not independently refer. Thus, "the head of a restrictive 

relative does net itself refer; rather the reference of the entire NP is determined 

conjointly by the head noun and the relative clause. .... In this sense, the 

restrictive wh-operator may be a true QF ranging independently over a possibly 

non-singleton set distinct from that of the head, even though the h l l  NP will 

have a unique referent if the head NP is definite and singular." (From Lasnik 

&Stowell (1990), page 37). In this sense, the wh-chain in a restrictive relative has 

a quantificational function. I would like to point some facts in support of Lasnik 

& Stowell's claim that restrictive relative operators are "true QPs". Consider the 

following restrictive relatives. 

(20) a. The woman [R [that I everyman loves ti 

b. The woman [ R  [that [ ti loves everyman 

(20a) is ambiguous, (20b) is not. If restrictive relative operators are "true 

QPs", then we can derive the scopal ambiguity in (20a) and the lack of ambiguity 

in (20b) as a subject/object asymmetry, on a par with the well-known wh- 

phrase/quantifier interaction illustrated below: 

(21) a. Whoi did [ everyone see ti ? 

b. \Vhoi [ ti saw everyone ? 

On the other hand, if restrictive relative operators do  not have any 

quantificational status, then to explain the scopal ambiguity in (19a), we must 



raise the quantifier out of the relative clause so that it has scope over the head 

noun; in which case, we must abandon the assumption that QR is clause bound. 

I have identified two functions that wlt-chains can fulfil: a quantificational 

function and a resumptive function. Further, we have the following hierarchy: 

In questions or free relatives, the wh-chain has a quantificational function. For 

instance, in a free relative, the wh-operator has a definite/universal 

quantificational force. In restrictive relatives, the wlz-chain has a both a 

quantificational and a resumptive function. Finally, in non-restrictive relatives, 

the wh-chain has a resumptive function. Thus, wlz-movement in appositives is 

obligatory because 1) appositives are interpreted as independent clauses with a 

resumptive pronoun and 2) resu~nptive pronouns are iridz-clzains. (I will make this 

claim explicit in Section 2.10). 

2.9. Tlze Syntactic Fonn of Wlr-words in English Questions and Relatives. 

In this section, I will argue that the distinction between quantificational wlz- 

chains and resumptive z~~h-chains is reflected (to a certain extent) in the syntactic 

form of wh-words used in questions and relatives. In order to justify this claim, I 

must first (briefly) summarise Kuroda's (1969) analysis of the syntactic form of 

wh-words in questions and relatives. Icuroda proposes to distinguish between 

'indefinite' and 'definite' wh-words. Definite wh-words like wlziclt are derived 

form the underlying representation wlzi-THAT, where THAT is " much like i t ,  as 

a pronoun, and tlze, as a determiner. One can assume that it and certain 

occurrences of the so-called demonstrative pronoun tlrat (i.e. nsn-demonstrative 

uses of tlrat) are different phonetic realisations of one syntactic entity, which can 

be assumed to be THAT PRO" (page 250-1). Indefinite wh-words like wlrat are 

derived from the underlying representation wh+SOME ; SOME in turn can be 



reahed as either some or any. In particular, in the free relative in (19) above, the 

universal interpretation of zuhat (paraphrasable as whateuer/everything) is derived 

from the underlying representation wlz+ANY; whereas it's definite reading 

(paraphrasable as the NP the thing) is derived from the underlying representation 

whsSOME (by a rule of Definitivisation). Further, Krrroda assumes that a wh- 

word like wlzo is ambi,guous: it can either be definite, in which case it is derived 

from wh+THAT+PRO [+lzulnanl, or it can be indefinite, in which case it is derived 

from zalz+SOME+PRO . Note that this distinction recalls Pesetsky (1979) 

distinction between D-linked (discourse-linked) wh-words (such as wlro and 

zuhat) and non-D-linked wh-words (wlzich-IW). The former presuppose a set of 

entities previousiy established in the discourse. They correspond to Kuroda's 

definite vrh-words. The latter do not presuppose a previously established set of 

entities in the discourse, and, as such, are true quantifiers . They correspond to 

Kuroda's indefinite wh-words. 

Now, the wlz-words that introduce appositives correspond to Kuroda's 

class of definite wh-v;ords: Appositives in English are introduced by wlzo when 

the antecedent is a [+human] and, which elsewhere (when the antecedent is [- 

human] or when it is a non-NP). In contrast, the indefinite wlmt which is used in 

English questions and headless (free) relatives, can never appear in headed 

relatives (relatives with an antecedent), as shown below. 

(22) a. Whati did the baby-sitter tell you ti to do ? 

b. Do whati the baby-sitter tells you ti to do 
c. "I saw the book what John bought. 

Thus, Wlmt appears in questions (as in (22a)) or in headless (free) relatives 

(as in (22b). In neither case, does it have a referential antecedent. Hence, it never 

has a resumptive function. Note, further, that in all the Romance languages 



(excepting Romanian), appositives (but not restrictives) can be introduced by a 

complex relative pronoun which consist of the definite determiner and an 

interrogative pronoun (lequel/laqueile in French, il quale / la quale in Italian 

el/la/lo quai, il/la/lo que in Spanishls. 

I have tried to show that the distinction between the quantificational and 

the resurnptive b c t i o n  of wh-chains is reflected in the syntactic form of the wh- 

words used in English relatives and questions. In particular, I have argued that 

the wlz-words that appear in appositives correspond to Kuroda's definite wlz- 

words. I will now reinterpret Kuroda's analysis of wh-words and assume that 

definite zoh-words are not derived from the underlying representation wlr-THAT 

but are interpreted at LF as wlz-THAT, with THAT realised as a personnal 

pronoun he ; she ( if its antecedent is [+human]) and elsewhere as the pronoun i t  

or tlzat (in its non-demonstrative use). This is in fact, precisely, how I argued that 

the appositive relative pronoun is interpreted at LF. Recall that the appositives 

clauses in (13) (Section 2.4) were interpreted as in (14) (repeated below ) at LF. 

(14) a. I saw [NF Mary ]i . Shei was 1at.e 
b. We leave the key [pp under a stone ]i. Iti is a 

silly place to keep something so valuable. 
c. Joe fvp debated in high school ]i. Chuck did thati/ iti too. 
d. We [vp read Tom Sawyer ]i. We had never done thati/ iti 

as children. 

8. These pronouns can be used in restrictives but not in isolation: they must be 
the object of a preposition. 

i. Chaque table sur laquelle j' h i s .  
'Each table on which I write'. 

ii. * Chaque enfant lequel j'ai photographit?. 
'Each child that I have photographed'. 

iii. Jean, lequel j'ai photographi6 hier. 
'John, who I photographed yesterday'. 



e. I realized that Art had Ivp visited the Dean ]i. 
I should do thati/iti too. 

f. h a  was EAP easy to please ]i. I should be thati too. 

g. Salene jNP is a midvJife]i. Ella is not thati. 
h. [IP Fairley is not hereli. lkiti/Iti bothers Green 
i. I go there ICp whenever I have timeli. Thati/Itj isn't often. 

j. [IP I go these whenever I have timeli. Thati/ Iti isn't often. 

I have argued that the wh-words that appear in appositives have 

(exclusively) a resumptive function: the wh-word is a vacuous operator (it does 

not assign a range to its trace). Further, I have shown that thev correspond to 

Kuroda's definite vA-words. Instead of deriving definite wh-words from 

underlying pronouns (as Kuroda does), I have assume that these wh-words are 

interpreted at LF as pronouns. 

I have argued that wh-chains have two fu~ctions.  They can have a 

quantificational function. This is the case in questions and free relatives where 

the wh-word is an operator. They can have a resumptive function. This is the 

case in appositives where the wh-word is a pronoun whose reference is fixed by 

that of its antecedent. Finally, in restrictive relatives, the wh-word has a 

quantificational (in the sense of Lasnik and Saito 1990) and a resumptive 

function. Thus, wh-chains in both restrictive and non restrictive relatives are 

resumptive pronouns. This resumptive pronoun can have +Wz-feahres or 

- Wh-features. Further, - Wh-resumptive pronouns fall into two classes. A 

-Wlr -resumptive pronoun can be phonologically null; in which case, it is called a 

null operator. Or a -Wh-resumptive pronoun can be overt; this class of 

pronouns. was the topic of the first two chapters of this thesis. Finally, they can 



have either of the two interpretations that any pronoun can have. kL particular, 

in a restrictive relative, they have bormd variable interpretation because the head 

of the relative clause does not independently refer.; whereas in a non restrictive 

relative, they have a referential (or an E-type) interpretation. 

3. Evidence for LF raising. 

I h a v ~  argued that the the relation between the relative pronoun in the appositive 

and the XP to which it was adjoined at D-structure (its antecedent) should be 

treated on a par with the anaphoric relation established across discourse between 

an X P  in a clause and a pronoun in a following clause. In. this Section, I will show 

that if 1) we lift the appositive clause at. EF out of the clause containing its 

antecedent and then adjoin it to the matrix clause and, 2) we treat the relative 

pronoun as a resumptive pronoun (i.e. a pronoun that must have an antecedent), 

we can explain the behavior of appositives with respect to quantifier scope, 

negation, long-distance anaphor binding, parasitic gaps and weak crossover. 

3.1. Why qziantifiers cannot be tlre antecedent of an appositive. 

Appositives differ, from restrictive relatives in that they cannot !lave a quantifier 

as their antecedent, as the following examples taken from Ross (1967) show. 

(23) a. *No one, who wears socks, is a svringer. 
b. *Every/Each/Any student, who wears socks, is a swinger. 
c. Every/Each/Any student that wears socks is a swinger. 

This fact is one of Ross main arguments for analysing aylposiiives as 

independent clauses at D-structure His idea is that (23a) and (23b) are bad 



precisely because a quantifier cannot bind a pronoun in a following clause, as 

shown below. 

(24) a. *No one is a swinger, an8 he wears socks. 
b. "No one is a swinger. He wears socks. 

It is generally assumed that the scope of a quantifier is ~lauae baund. In 

particular, Heims (1982) proposes the Scope Constraint which restricts Quantifier 

Raising (QR) to the immediate clause dominating a quantifier. The Scope 

Constraint expl~ins the ill-fomedness of (24). Likewise it will explain the ill- 

formedness sf (23a) and (23b). Consider the derivation of (2%) given belaw. 



sock 

In CEb), we see that the appositive clause has been lifted out of the main 

clause and then adjoined to the latter, at LF. Further, the quantifier no one has 

undergone Quantifier Raising: it has been adjoined to the IP node dominating it. 

Under this analysis of appositives as independent clauses, the relation between 

the pronoun in the appositive and its antecedent is treated on a par with the 

maphoric relation established aaoss discourse between an XP and a pronoun in 

two separate clauses, except in one respect. Namely, the relative pronoun (i.e. 



the chain (whoi ... ti)) is a resumptive pronoun. That is, it must have an 

antecedent. Since quantifiers do not refer, the only anaphoric relation that can be 

established between a quantifier and a pronoun is a bound variable relation. For 

the resumptive pronoun in (Zb) to be interpreted as a Sound variable, it must be 

under the scope of the quantifier; which in turn requires that the reswpkive 

pronoun be c-commanded by the quantifier. However, in (25b), the quantifier 

does not c-command the appositive clause; hence, it cannot bind the resmptive 

pronoun and the the latter will not receive the required bound variable 

interpretation. Thus, (2%) is ungrammatical for precisely the same reasons that 

(24b) is ungrammatical. (24b) has the LF representation in (261, where the T node 

stands for H e h s  (1982) Text node. In Heims (1982), complete logical forms 

correspond to texts,whlrh are sequences of sentences attached to a T-node. This 

allows her to analyse anaphoric relations between indefinites and pronouns 

aaoss sentences on a par with anaphoric relations within sentences. In (26), the 

pronoun cannot be bomd by the quantifier because the scope of the quantifier is 

clause bound. It cannot extend into the following sentence because the quantifier 

does not c-command the following sentence. 



(26) will be well-formed if the pronoun has an index distinct from that of 

the quantifier. C)n the other hand, (25) will never be well-formed because the 

resmptive pronoun in an appositive must be construed (co-indexed) with the 

XP to which it adjoined at Sstructure. When this XP is quantifier, the quantifier 

mwt  have scope over the pronoun at LF. That is, the quantifier must c-command 

the pronoun at LF. Thus, the resumgtive pronoun in an appositive can not occur 

in a position where a bound variable interpretation is required. 

Appositives, however can m o d e  indefinites as shown below. 

(27) (From Emonds 1977) 
a. Some /One student at this conference, who I talked to on the phone, 

is happy. 
b. Some /One student at this conference is happy, and I talked to him 

on the phone. 

(28) a. A man walked in, and he was tall. 
b. A man walked in. He was tall. 
c. A man, who was tall, walked in. 

Under Heims (1982) theory of indefinites, the above paradigms are 

explained. She proposes that indefinites have no quanMcationai force of their 

own. Instead, the indefinite is a predicate that introduces a free variable. The 

quantificational force of the indefinite is determined either by other expressions 

with inherent quantificational force within the sentence (overt binders such as 

adverbs of quantification or invisible necessity operators) or by an interpretive 

rule (the rule of Existerzfial Clostire). Thus, (28b) and (28c) will have the following 

LF representa tisns, respectively. 



In (29a), the rule of Existential Closure applies at the Text (discourse) level. 

It introduces an existential operator which is adjoined to the T-node and 

unselectively binds all the free variables in its scope. (Note also that under 

Heims' analysis, the indefinite a rnan in (29) is adjoined to the IF' node dominating 

it by a rule that adjoins every non pronominal NP to P). In (29b), the appositive 

clause is lifted out of the main clause and adjoined to the unembedded clause. 

The relative pronoun (whoj ... ti ) is a resumptive pronoun: it nllist have an 

antecedent . Finally, the rule of Existential Closure introduces an existential 

operator which has scope over the free variable introduced by the indefinite NP 

and the pronominal variable in the appositive clause (the resumptive pronoun). 

This analysis carries over to the paradigm in (27) above. Indefinite W s  such as 



someone are a l s ~  treated as quantifier-free , consisting of a predicate and a free 

variable that undergoes Existential Closure. 

3.2. Q~cantifiePscopeand appositives. 

The proposal that appositives are independent clauses adjoined to an 

unembedded clause not only explains why a quantifier cannot serve as the 

antecedent of an appositive but further explains why a quantifier in the matrix 

clause cannot have scope over pronoun in the appositive clause. Consider the 

following contrast taken from Safir (1986, page 672) (due to Luigi Rizzi). 

(30) a. *Every Christiani forgives John, who warns himi. 
b. Every Christiani forgives a man who w m s  himi. 

The above paradigm shows that the bound reading of the pronoun is 

possible when the pronoun occurs in a restrictive relative clause but impossible 

when it occurs in an appositive clause. Once, the appositive is lifted out of the 

main clause and adjoined to it at LF, the pronoun will no longer be in the scope 

of the quantifier in the main clause. The bound reading of the pronoun will be 

ruled out because the quantifier does not c-command the appositive clause at LF. 

This proposal also explains why an indefinite modified by an appositive 

cannot be under the scope of a quantifier, as the following paradigm shows. 

(31) a. This man owns a donkey, which eats too much. 

b. * Every man owns a donkey, which eats too much. 



As Sells points out , the above paradigm can be explained under Heirns' 

(1982) theory of indefinite@. In particular, the above paradigm is explained by 

the bvel at which Heims' rule of Existential Closure applies. In (31 a), the rule of 

Existential Closure applies at the highest level in the phrase marker: it adjoins an 

existential operator to the node dominating both the appositive clause and the 

clause containing its antecedent, as was shown in (29b) above. The existential 

operator binds both the variable introduced by the indefinite in the main clause 

and the resumptive pronoun in the appositive. In contrast, in (31b), the rule of 

Existential Closure will apply within the scope of the quantifier every. In 

partidax-, Heims assumes that a quantified sentence has a tripartite logical form. 

Thus, (32a) has the logical form shown in (32b). 

(32) a. Everyman owns a donkey. 
b. Every (x) (x is a man) (donkey(y) and x owns y ) 

Quantifier Restrictive Clause Nuclear Scope 

Further in a quantified sentence, Existential Closure must apply to the 

nuclear scope of the quantifier yielding the following representation. 

(33) Every (x) (x is a man) (3 y)(donkey(y) and x owns y ) 

Thus, the rule of Existential Closure applies at the text level, unless there is 

an operator in the sentence, in which case it applies within the scope of that 

operator. As we shall see, the level at which Existential Closure applies, explains 

the paradigm in (31). The appositive in (31b) will have the following LF 

representation. 

9 Sells proposes an analysis of appositives (based on Emonds' MCH) in terms of 
772 Discourse liepresentation TIreo y (Kamp (1981)). 



In (34), Existential Closure applies within the scope of the universal 

operator. Hence, the existential cannot bind the resumptive pronoun in the 

appositive clause since it does not c-command the appositive clause at LF. In 

other words, once the appositive in (3.2) has been lifted out of the IP that contains 

it, the sentence cannot have a reading in which a donkey is under the scope of 

every. The resurnptive pronoun in the appositive clause cannot be bound by the 

existential operator because the scope of the existential operator is defined by the 

quantifier in the clause in which the appositive was base-generated. Thus, this 

sentence will be out for precisely the same reasons that (35) below is out, in 

Meims' system. 

(35) a. "Every man own a dokeyi. Iti eats too much. 
b. *Every man own a donkeyi, and iti eats too much. 



(Xa), on the other hand, is fine because the scope of the indefinite is not 

defined by an operator contained within the main clause, as was shown in (29b) 

above. Existential Closure is free to apply at the highest level in the phrase 

marker. 

3.3. The Scope of Negation. 

It has often been noted in the literame that appositives (unlike restrictives) are 

affected by the presence of negation in the main clause'*. Consider first the 

following paradigm. 

(36) a. I didn't see a donkey that eats too much. 
b. * I didn't see a donkey, who eats to much. 

As Sells (1988) points out (36b) is out on the reading where the indefinite 

is understood under the scope of negation beat fine on the reading where the 

indefinite is understood as specific (although the specific reading is not easy to 

get). Why is (36b) ill-formed under the reading where the indefinite is under the 

scope of negation? (36b) will be ungrammatical for precisely the same reasons 

that the sentences In (37) are ungrammatical. 

(37) a. *I didn't see a donkey, and it eats too much. 
b. *I didn't see a donkey. It eats t m  much. 

Consider the derivation of (36b) given in (38). We see that the appositive 

clause adjoined to the MP a donkey at S-structure has been lifted out of the main 

clause and then adjoined to it at LF. 

10. See Sells (1988) for a discussion and an account of these facts in t e r n  of the 
Discome Represents lion Theory of Karnp (1981 ). 
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How do we explain the ill-formedness of the LF-representation in (38)? 

The scope of an operator is defined in-terms of its c-command domain. The 

scope of negation in (38) is VP and all the nodes that this c-commands ( or IF 

and all the nodes that IP dominates, if we assume that the negative operator is 

subject to QR at LF). At Sstrucgue, the indefinite is under the scope of negation 

because negation c-commands the NP node that dominates the indefinite and all 

the nodes that this NP dominates. At LF, however, negation no longer has scope 

over this NP node. That is, it does not c-command all the nodes that this NF 

node dominates. In particular, it does not c-commands the CP that was lifted out 

of the W; it c-commands only its trace. For negation to have scope over the NP 

node, it must c c o m a n d  the MP node and the whole chain (CPi ... ti). 'R~us, once 

the the appositive clause has been lifted out of the main clause at LF, negation ill 

the main clause no longer has scope over the appositive. 

On the other hand, (37b) is fine under the reading where there is some 

specific donkey, for the same reasons that the examples in (39) are fine. 

(39) a. I didn't see Bill, who Mary ha ts .  
b. I didn't see the man, who Mary hates. 

The examples in (39) are well-formed because the scope of specific 

indefinites, definite NPs and proper names is not defined by the negative 

operator: they always have widest scope. 

Now, consider the following paradigm where the antecedent of the 

appositive is respectively a VP, a PP and a predicate NP. As Sells points out, 

whether the antecedent of an appositive is a predicate or an indefinite NP, we 

find the same behavior under negation. This is expected under Heims' theory of 

indefinites: indefinites are treated as predicates introducing a variable into the 

logiml representation. 



(48) See §ek (1985a): 
a. Bomo ate a whole banana in one go, which is a real feat. 
b. * Bomo did not eat a whole banana in one go, which is a real feat. 
c. We leave the key under a stone, which is a silly place to keep 

something so valuable. 
d. * We don't leave the key under a stone, which is a silly place to keep 

something so valuable. 
e. Salene is a midwife, which Ella is not. 
f. * Meme is not a midwife, ~ ~ h i c h  Ella is. 

Note that (4Ob) is bad under the reading where the antecedent of the 

appositive pronoun is the W eat a whole banana, but fine under the reading where 

the antecedent of the pronoun is (did) not a wlzole banana in one go. How do we 

explain the above contrasts? Negation is an operator that must take scope over 

the entire predicate of the clause in which it is generated. For it to have scope 

over a predicate, it must c-command the predicate node and all the nodes that 

this predicate dominates. Once the appositive clause has been lifted out of the 

predicate in the main clause at LF, negation no longer has scope over the 

predicate of the main clause since it no longer c-commands all the the nodes that 

this predicate dominated at S-structure. This is s h o r n  in (41). 
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(4%) will be h e  under the reading where not to eat a whole banana in one go 

is a real fat because in this case, lifting the appositive ciause at EF does not 

ms&y the scope (eke c c o m d  dornai~ ) of negation. 

F d y ,  consider the case of an appositive anaphoric with an entire clause, 

as in (42). The appositives in (4.2) are not affeded by the presence of negation in 

the rnain clause because no constituent within the c-command domain of 

negation has been lifted out of the main clause at LF. This is the case because the 

antecedent of tkt appositive is the rnain clause i' elf . When an appositive is 

anaphoric with a matrix clause (CP or IP), the appositive is base-generated 

adjoined to this matrix clause. Thus, when the antecedent of the appositive is a 

clause, no movement is required at LF. That is, the §-structure and the LF 

representations are identical. The structures sf (42a) and (42b) are given 

respchvely in (43) below. 

From Sells (1985a). 

a. Fairley is not here, which bothers Green. 
b. Bonzo camot eat a whole banana in one go, which is surprising to 

the zoo keeper. 



Now, lets teun to the case where the antecedent of the appositive is an 

embedded clause. Compare (44a) with (44b). In (44a), the appositive can have as 

an antecedent either the matrix or the embedded clause. In contrast, (44b) is out 

on the reading where the appositive is amphoric with the embedded declarative, 

but is fine on the reading where the appositive is anaphoric with the entire 

clause. 

(44) From Sells (1985a). 
a. Lisa said that the new circuit does not work, which appears 

to pose a large problem. 
b. * Lisa did not say that the new circuit does not work, 

which appears to pose a large problem. 

The assumption that the appositive clause is lifted out of the embedded 

clause and adjoined to the matrix clause at LF explains tne above paradigm. 

After LF raising, (Ma) will have the following representation. 

(45) 
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In (45a), the embedded CP contains a negative operator. No constituent 

within the c-command domain of this negative operator has been Wed out of the 

CP that contains it. The appositive adjoined at S-structure to the embedded CP 

has been raised and adjoined to the matrix clause at LF. Hence, raising does not 

affect the c-coanmarPd domain of the negative operator, since the appositive was 

never ccsmmanded by the negative operator at SstrudatPe. Thus, the sentace 

is well-formed. Lets now tun to the derivation of (44b) 
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In (43b), on the other hand, the matrix clause also a negative operator. Its 

scope is the matrix VF (i.e. VP and the set of nodes dominated by W). Once the 

appositive mochfymg the embedded c l a w  is raised and adjoined to the main 

clause, negation no longer has scope over the entire matrix VP. In partidar, it 

does not c-command the raised CP: it c-commands its trace but not the chain 

(CPi ... ti). 

I have tied to show that we can explain when aktd why negation in the 

clause containing the antecedent of the appositive (i.e. the clause containing the 

main assertion) is incompatible with an appositive by making the following three 

assumptions: I) appositives are independent clauses lifted out and adjoined to 

the main clause at LF a constituent from within the main clause, and 2) the scope 

of negation in the main clause is the entire set of nodes that it c-commands. No 

constituent c-commanded by the negative operator can bc? lifted out of the clause 

that contains this operator at LF. Thus, an appositive can be anaphoric with a 

clause that contains a negative operator but it cannot be anaphoric with a clause 

embedded under a negative cperator. That is, raising a CP not: c-commanded by 

negation will not affect the scope of this operator but raising a CP c-commanded 

by negation will affect its scope. Further, specific indefinites and definite 

descriptions modified by an appositive will not be affected by negation because 

hey  have wider scope than negation. 

3.4. Th,9 Opacity of Appositives 

Srivastav (1990) points out that in the following example, the appositive is not 

interpreted in the scope of the verb think because (48) does not imply that John 

thinks that Bill is a genius; John can think that Bill is an idiot, see as10 McCawley 

(1982). 



(47) John thinks that Mary loves Bill, who is a genius. 

This further supports the claim that appositives are lifted out of the 

matrix clause dominating their antecedent and then adjoined to the latter. Once 

the appositive has been raised out of the matrix clause in (471, the matrix verb 

think will  no longer have scope over the appositive clause. 

There are well-known counterexamples in the literature to the argument that a 

quantifier does not have scope over an appositive relative. Thus, consider the 

following paradigms, which are dl taken from Sells (1985a-b). 

(48) a Every farmeri owns a gun, which hei keeps hidden. 

b. Every man has two h d s  iwhich serve himi well. 
c. Every chess set comes with a spare pawn, which is tapped to the 

top of fhe box. 
d. Each farmer owns some sheep, which the state buys in the Spring. 
e. Each car comes with two doors, which open from the outside. 

(49) a. * Each boy might catch a fish, which struggle to get away. 
b. * Each boy might catch a fish, which always struggles to get away. 
c. Each boy might catch a fish, which will struggle to get away. 

In (48) and (491, we see that the antecedent of the appositive pronoun is 

not referential since it is under the scope of a universal quantifier. Further, the 

appositive ciause must ifp,?lf be under the scope of the universal quantifier since 

the quantifier can bind a pronoun in the appositive clause, as shown in (@a) and 

(48b). For the moment, I set aside the question of why and when a quantifier 

can have scope over an appositive relative. The issue that I will now address is 

that of the interpretation of the appositive (resumpiive) pronoun when its 



antecedent is under the scope of a higher quantifier? I have argued that the 

interpretation of the raumptive pronoun in an appositive is always referential: 

this resumptive pronoun never occurs in a position where a a bound variable 

interpretation is required. I will show that the fact that (under certain conditions) 

the antecedent of a relative pronoun is not referential does not invalidate the 

claim that the relative pronoun in an appositive can never receive a bound 

variable interpretation. In particular, I will argue that although the antecedent of 

the resuxnptive pronoun is under the scope of a quantifier, the interpretation of 

the resunptive pronoun is not that of a bound variable, but what Evans (1580) 

calk the E-type interpretation. Evans distinguishes between the bound variable 

interpretation and the E-type interpretation of a pronoun. For Evans, there are 

two types of pronouns which have a quantifier as an antecedent: bound 

pronouns and E-type pronouns. A pronoun bound by a quantifier does not refer 

whereas an E-type pronoun refers "to those object(s) that satisfy the predicate in 

the antecedent clause and thereby make that clause true." (Evans 1982, page 340). 

There are two tests for determining whether a pronoun has an E-type 

interpretation. First, an E-type pronoun cannot take an antecedertt which is 

under the scope of a No-NP. This is the case because an E-type pronoun must 

refer to something. In contrast, a bound pronoun can have an antecedent which 

is under the scope of a No-NP because it does not refer to anything. According 

to this test, the relative pronoun in the restrictive relative in (Sob) is a bound 

pronoun whereas the relative pronoun h the non-restrictive relative in (50a) is E- 

type pronoun. 

(50) a. " No car comes with two doors, which open from the outside. 
b. No car comes with two doors that open from the outside. 



Second, the truth conditions of the clause containhg the E-type pronoun 

require that " all of the relevant objects satisfy the predicate of that clause" (Evans 

1982, page 340). Thus, consider the sentences in (51). (47) entails that Harry 

vaccinates all of the sheep that Johns owns. If the pronoun them in (51) were a 

bound pronoun, then (51) could be paraphrased as in (52). (52) is true if Harry 

does not vaccinate all of the sheep that John owns. 

From Evans (1980, page 339) 
(52) a. John owns some shepi  and Harry vaccinates themi in the Spring. 

a. John owns some sheepi. Hahlry vaccinates themi in the Spring. 

(52) Some sheep are such tbat John owns them and Harry vaccinates them 
in the Spring. 

As Sells points out, this "maximality" requirement is enforced in 

appositives whose antecedents are under the scope of a quantifier. Thus, (480 

entails that the State buys in the Spring all the sheep that each fanner owns. The 

resumptive pronoun in (40 has the same interpretation as the pronoun t l rm in 

(53). In contrast, the relative pronoun in the restrictive relative in (54) is a bowd 

pronoun. (54) will be true if the State does not buy all the sheep that each fanner 

Owns. 

Each farmer owns some sheepi. The state buys themi in the Spring. 

Each farmer owns some sheep that the State buys in the Spring. 

Likewise, (48e) means that each car has two and only two doors. The 

resumptive pronoun in appositive clause picks out as its antecedent the group 

that satisfies the clause containing the universal quantifier. Thus, in (484, the set 

of doom that open from the outside is exactly the two and only two doors that 

each car has. If the resurnptive pronoun were a bound pronoun (as would be 



the case i f  (48e) were a restrictive relative), then (Me) would be true if a car had 

more then two doors. 

Thus, the examples in (48) and (494 do not invalidate our analysis of 

appositives. Qn the contrary, they support it. h particular, Evans argues that an 

E-type pronoun is a pronoun that is not g m e d  by a quantifier. Theas, for Evm,  

the pronouns in (51) are E-type p ronow because the scope of the quantified I'dF 

some sheep does not extend i n t ~  the second conjunct in (51a) , nor into the 

following clause in (5lb). Likewise ,the pronouns in (48) and (49c) are E-type 

pronouns prechely because the scope of the quantifier does not extend into the 

appcsifive clause at LF, once the appositive has been raised out of the clause 

containing the quantifier. 

Thus, the paradigms in (48) and (49~) support, in fad, the main clause 

analysis of appositives. The resumpfive pronouns in (48) and (49c) have the 

interpretation of E-type pronouns and not that of bound pronouns. Further, a 

pronoun has an E-type interpretation precisely when it is co-indexed but not c- 

commanded by a quantifier or by an antecedent in the scope sf a higher 

quantifier. 

Finally, the examples in (48) and (48c) support the MCH for another 

reason. These paradigms show that under certain conditions (yet to be 

determined), the antecedent of the appositive pronoun is not referential since it is 

under the scope of a higher quantifies. Under precisely the same conditions, 

anaphsra across discourse is allowed between a pronoun and an NP itself under 

the scope of higher quantifier. Thus, the appositives in (48)-(49) can all be 

paraphrased as following independent clauses, as shown below. The 

coreferential pronouns in (55) and (56) have the same interpretation as the 

relative pronouns in (449449) 



(55) a. Every farmer o m  a p i .  Hei keeps it hidden. 
b. Every man has two hands i. a e y i  serve him well. 
c. Every chess set comes with a spare pawni,. Iti is tapped to the 

top of the box. 
d. Each f m e r  owns some sheepi. The state buys themi in the S p ~ g .  
e. Each ear comes with two d l ~ r ~ i .  Theyi open from the outside. 

(56) a. *.Each boy might catch a &hi. Iti struggles to get away. 
b. *.Each boy might catch a &hi. Iti always struggles to get away. 

c. Each boy might catch a &hi. Iti will struggle to get away. 

That the anaphoric relation between an appositive pronoun and its 

antecedent should be treated on a p a  with amphora across discourse is further 

confirmed by the behaviour of indefinites under the scope of negation. Thus, 

consider the following examples of amphora across discourse between an 

indefinite under the scope or' negation and a pronoun. 

(57) a. *.This man doesn't own a donkeyi. Iti is grazing. 
b. Paul doesn't know that this man own a donkeyi. Iti is grazing. 

A pronoun can be amphoric to an indefinite under the scope of negation 

if the verb in the clause containing the negative operator is factive. Thus, as 

Heims (1982) points out, the only relevant difference between (57a) and (5%) is 

that the verb in (58b) is fadive. This is also the case with appositives, as shown 

below. 

(58) a. *.This man doesn't own a donkey, which is grazing. 
b. Paul doesn't know that this man own a donkey, which is grazing. 

I will now very briefly address the question of why and. when an 

appositive relative pronoun ean have an antecedent under the scope of a higher 

operator. I will not present an analysis of (48)-(49), but merely informally try to 



capture the idea behind Sell's analysis of these data. (Recall that Sell's analysis is 

based on the Discourse Representation theory of Mamp (1984); in particular, he 

argues that the relation between an appositive clause and its antecedent should 

be captured at a level of representation higher then the sentence, the level of 

discourse structure proposed by Kamp). The appositives in (48) all have a 

universal or generic interpretation, which Sells argues to be paraphrasable as "in 

every case/always". Thus, Sells paraphrases (48b) as "every man owns a gun and 

in every case (/always) he keeps it hidden". This suggest that the appositives in 

(48) can have an antecedent in the scope of a universal quantifier because they 

are themselves in the scope of an implicit universal quantifier (such as the 

invisible necessity operator proposed in Heims (1982)). T11m , compare the the 

two following LF representations.11 

11 These two examples are due to David Pesekky (pc). 
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(59) is an ill-formed LF because the scope of the quantifier is clause 

bound. As was discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, once the appositive is raised at 

LF out of the c-command domain of the universal quantifier, this quantifier will 

not have scope at LF over the relativised NP (i.e. it does not c-command all the 

the nodes that N'k dominates in (59)). On the other hand, (60) is a well-formed. 

W-representation: although the universal quantifier (in the clause containing the 

head of the appositive) does not have scope over the appositive clause, the 

appositive clause itself is within the scope ; ~ n  implicit universal quantifier. 

Further, this implicit quantifier will unselectively bind the pronouns Ire and Izitn 

in (Ma) and (#b, respectively. 

As for the paradigm in (49), it illustrates what Sells (follclwing Roberts) 

(1984) calls modal subordination. For Sells, it is the presence of a modal in both 

the appositive clause and the clause containing its antecedent that allows the 

latter to be interpreted in the scope of the universal . Thus, whenever we have 

two operators (be it two modal or two universal operators) and further the 

second operator is ranaphoric to the first operator an appositive can have a non- 

referential antecedent. 

Safir (1986) argues that non-restrictive relatives are invisible at LF: "the non- 

restrictive structure is invisible at LF. In effect, it is as if it is in a separate 

sentence ....'I (pages 672). He argues that appositives are invisible at LF for the 

following reasons. 



3.5.1. Ana~hor binding;. 

First: (as pointed out by Giorgi (1984)), the long-distance anaphor propria 'self' in 

Italian cannot have an antecedent outside an appositive, as s h o w  below. 

(61) Giannii pensa che h k b j  che tj m a  h pr~priaj/*i m~glie sia 
htelligente. 

' G i b  thinks that Mario who loves self's wife is intelligent.' 

To explain why the long distance anapkor in proprr'a can not take Gianni as 

an tmtecedent, Safir proposes that the appositive clause is invisible at LF, where 

binding theory must be satisfied. I have proposed that the appositive clmse is 

lifted out of the c l a w  containing its antecedent and then adjoined to the latter at 

LF. Given this analysis, the appositive in (61) is not c-comanded by the subject 

in the main clause at LF, and the amphor prqpifl is consequently not bound, in 

violation of Condition A of the Binding theory. Thus, long distance reflexive 

biding in (61) is ruled out for the same reasons that binding between a reflexive 

and an W occuring in separate sentences (i.e. across discourse) is ruled out: the 

antecedent does not c-command (and hence, bind) the reflexive. This is shown 

below. 



However, as we see in (611, the anaphor can be bound by the antecedent of 

the appositive. (i.e Murs'o 1. The binding of the anaphora by the antecedent of the 

appositive is legitimate because it is mediated by tile trace of the wh-operator chc 

'who1. Thus, in (62b) below, the long distance anaphor is bound at LF and as 

such satisfies binding theor :.r. 



3.5.2. Parasitic eaus. 

Safir points out that nonrestrictive relatives (as opposed to restrictive relatives) 

do not liceme parasitic gaps, as shown below ( From Safir, 1986, page 673). 

(63) a. John is a man [ whq [everyo~~e who knows ei ] admires ti 1 
b. " John is a man [ whq [Bill, M I ~ O  kr~ows ei,] a w e s  ti ] 
c. John is a man [ whq [Bill, wi~o  knows Mary,] admires ti] 

For Safir, the parasitic gap is not licensed in the appositive in (63b1, 

because the (restrictive) relative operator ulltoi can not bind the parasitic gap: the 

appositive clause is missing at LF. Under my proposal, (63b) is also 

ungrammatical because the restrictive relative operator ~ l l o i  cannot license the 



parasitic gap. That is, it cannot not A'-bhd the parasitic gap in the appositive 

because it does not c-command the appositive clause, as shown below. 

Thus, the parasitic gap (64) is not licensed for the same reasons that a 

parasitic gap is not licensed by a wh-sperator occruring in a preceding sentence 

(across discourse): it is not c-commanded by the wh-operator. Note that an 

appositive udz-pronoun can itself license a parasitic gap , as shown in (65). In this 

case, the parasitic gap is legitimate because it is A'-bound at LF by the wh- 

operator that licenses it. 

6.53 John's articles, [ whi~hi Mary filed ei before reading ei 1, 
are on the table. 



3.5.3. The lack of Weak Crossover Effects. 

Finally, Safi argues that appositives are invisible at LF because they are 

insensitive to Weak Crossover, as opposed to restrictive relatives. He gives the 

f o l l o ~ g  p m d i p .  

(66) a. ?"A manj whq h i ~ j  wife loves ti arrived early. 
b. J o h i ,  whoi hki wife love  ti, arrived early. 

To derive the above contrast, Safir reformulates a pro~osal by Chomsky 

(1982). Namely, he argues that predication of the head of an ai~positive with the 

relative operator applies after LF, ai the level of L F  whereas predication of the 

head of a restrictive relative with the relative operator applies at LF. At LF, the 

constraint that mles out weak crossover (For Safir, this constraint is the PCOB) is 

not apglicab!e. Predication in non-restrictive relatives applies after LF (at LF)  

because the appositive is invisible at LF but visible at LF". ]He gives the following 

derivations (page 669). 

(679 a. Restrictive relative. 

93: A mmj whoi 9 wife loves ti arrived early. 
LF: * A mmi whq wife loves ti ani~red early. 

b. Non rest Picfive relative. 

SS: Joh~j whq 9 wife loves ti arrived early. 
LF: John; whq hkj wife ~OVS ti anived early. 
L F  : J o h j  w h ~ j  % hLslwife love  tj arrived early. 

Since 1 have argued that the relation between the appositive relative 

pronoun and its antecedent is not established via predication (see Section 2.3), I 

cannot keep Safir's analysis of the lack of weak crossover in appositives (i.e. the 



idea that predication for appositives applies at LF', whereas predica5on for 

rstsictives app'ies at LF) In fad, I argued that this anaphoric relation was 

established by §structure, prior to kF raising of the appositive. What then 

explains the lack of Weak Crossover? 

I have claimed that an appositive clause is interpreted at LF as an 

independent clause containing a resumptive pronoun. Thus, the appositive in 

(66b) wil l  have the following interpretation at LF. 

(68) J o h i  amved early. H i ~ i  wife l o v e  himi. 

To derive this interpretation at LF, I will assume that the resumptive 

pronoun is reconstructed in its D-structure position. In particular, recall that I 

argued following Kuroda (1969) (see Section 2.9) that the appositive pronoun is 

analysed as wh+THAT+(PRO) at LF, where TPIAT+(PRO) is realised as either a 

[+/-human] personal pronoun or as the pronoun tlzat (in its non-demonstrative 

use). I will further assume that this pronoun reconstructs at LF into its D- 

structure position , yielding the interpretation in (65) for the appositive. Hence, it 

will be immune to weak crossover just like any pronoun is. Thus, there is nc 

weak crossover in agpositi1:es because the latter are interpreted at LF as 

independent clauses containing a definite pronoun anaphoric to a constituent in 

a separate clause. 

5. Conclusion. 

In this Chapter, I have presented an analysis oi appo~itive clauses which 

i~~corporates insights from both the MCH and the SCH. Following the advocates 

of the SCH, 1 assume that an appositive is a subordinate clause at D-slx-ucture: it 

is base-generated adjoined to its antecedent. However, following the advocates 



of the IMCH, I have assumed that an appositive is interpreted as a following 

independent clause. Hence, at LF, it is lifted out of the matrix clause in which it 

which it was embedded at S-structure, and then adjoined to the latter. The 

anaphoric relation between the appositive pronoun and its antecedent is treated 

on a par with the anaphoric reiation established across discourse between a 

pronoun and its antecedent in a separate clause, except in one respect: this 

pronoun is a resumptive pronoun. It must have an antecedent. In particular, it 

must be co-indexed with the XP that the appositive clause is adjoined to at S- 

structure. This is the case because resumptive pronouns must be identified, in 

the sense of Jaeggly (1980). At LF, the appositive pronoun is interpreted as 

wlt+THAT and reconstructed in its D-structure position. This explains the 

immuniQ of appieives to Weak Crossover. 

The idea that the appositive is lifted out of the clause containing its 

antecedent at EF together with the assumption that the relative pronoun is a 

resumptive pronoun explains why quantifiers cannot be the antecedent of the 

relative pronoun: they do not c-command this pronoun at LF; hence, the pronoun 

cannot receive the required bound variable interpretation. Raking the appositive 

clause at LF also explains why a quantifier in the clause containing the 

antecedent of the appositive cannot bind a pronoun in the appositive clause. 

Further, this analysis explains why indefinites under the scope of a quantifier 

cannot be modified by an appositive and why any predicate under the scope of 

negation cannot be the antecedent of an appositive. Finally, I argued that 

whenever the antecedent of an appositive is non-referential, the appositive 

pronoun does not have the interpretation of a bound variable, but that of an E- 

type pronoun. Ti& is the case, precisely because the antecedent of the relative 

pronoun does not c-command the latter at LF. 
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Chapter N 

(Clitic) Left-Dislocation 

In this Chapter, I will extend the anaiysis of resumptiye pronouns developped 

in this thesis to the resumptive clitics that appear in the clitic left-dislocation 

construction discussed by Cinque (1990) (henceforth, CLDL) (see also Iatnidou 

1998). In particular, I will argue that CLDL is a wh-movement construction 

(contra Cinque 1990). In Chapter I and 11, I proposed that the resumptive 

pronouns that appear in restrictive relatives in Hebrew are -wh-operators in situ 

at S-structure. Likewise the pronoun that appears in CEDL is a -wh-operator in 

situ at S-structure. Kn Chapter IIP, I argued that the +wh-operator that appears in 

non-restrictive relatives is a vacuous operator. Likewise the -wh-pronoun that 

appears in CLDL is a vacuous operator. It's sole function is resmptive: it's 

reference is fixed by t!at of its antecedent. 

I have proposed that resunnptive pronouns are pronouns with wh-features. 

They can have +wh-features or -wh-features. If they have -wh-features, they can 

be either phonologicallv null or overt. Just like m y  pronm,  they can be bound 

pronouns or referring pronouns. They differ from pionsum in one respect: they 

must have an antecedent in the sentence. It is precisely the presence of +/-70k 

features that wake a pronoun resumptive. 



In this Section, I will & a s s  Cinque's (1990) analysis of the clitic left-dislocation 

construction in Italian and, in particular, his arguments against a w21-movement 

analysis of this construction. Some of these arguments are summarbed in (1). 

('0 
a. The &tic that appears in the IP-internal position does not appear in 

"normal" whconstmctions (i.e. in wlr-ques tions and topicalisation). 

b. The clitic in CEDL does not behave like a variable: it does not license 
parasitic gaps, o c m  in Across The Board contexts and, is immune to 
weak crossover. 

c. CLDL is sensitive to the the referentidlnon-referential status of the 
dislocated w. 

In this section, I argue hat the correlation that Cinque establishes between 

the referential/non-referential status of the dislocated MP (1c) and the lack of wh- 

movement is not valid. In Section 3, I will first briefly discuss the syntactic and 

semantic properbe that CLDL shares with appositive relatives on the one hand, 

and with left-dislocation on the other. I will then show that the restriction in (Ic) 

is not exclusively a property sf (clitic)lefk-dislocation: it is also a property of 

appositive relatives. As we saw in Chapter In, Section 3, appositives are also 

sensitive to the referential status of their antecedent. In particular, they cannot 

a non-referential noun phrase (be it a quantifier or a noun-phrase under 



the scope of a higher quantifier).' Since appositive relatives dearly involve wh- 

movement, the property in (lc) cannot be attributed to the lack of wlr-movement 

in CLDE. 1 will then propose an explanation for (lc). In particular, I will derive 

the property in (lc) from the the assumption that Qua,. ';@r Raising (QR) is clause 

bound. In W o n  4,1 will propose an analysis of CLDL. I will argue that CLDL 

is derived by LF-movement of the resumphive clitic and that this resumptive clitic 

has the syntactic properties and the interpretation of the wlz-pronoun in 

appositive relatives. In fact, under the proposal developed in this thesis that 

resuanptive pronouns are pronouns that have wh-features, CLDL must be a wh- 

movement construction. Finally, I will propose an explanation for (la). In 

Section 5, I will address the following question: why are the resumptive 

pronouns discussed in Chapter I and 2 of this thesis insensitive to island 

constraints whereas the resumptive clitics in CLDL are selectively sei~sitive to 

island constraints (that is, they are sensitive to str01a.g islands but insensitive to 

weak islands, according to Cinque). Finally, in Section 6, I will propose an 

analysis ~f these Island effects . 

2.2. Cinque 's (1990) analysis of Clific Left-Dislocation. 

Cinque (1990) argues that the Romance construction of clitic left-dislocation 

(illustrated in (2)) is not a wlz-movement construction. 

(2) Giannii 1 ho v i s t ~  
Gianni him I-have scez 
'Gianni, I have seen.' 

1.. The counterexamples to this generalisation were discussed in Chapter 111, 
Section 3.5. 



Cinque reasons as follows: if CLDL involves wh-movement, then the 

object clitic that appears in (2) must either be the spellout of a wlz-trace or an 

instance of clitic-doubling. He rejects the first option by showing that the clitic 

does not have the properties of a variable: it does not licence parasitic gaps, nor 

does it behave like a gap in Across-The-Board contexts. He rejects the second 

opeion because Italian does not allow clitic doubling. 

Further, Cinque argues that CLDL does not involve wh-movement 

because the clitic that occurs in CLDL "cannot occur in ordinary wlz- 

constructions" (gage 42). Thus, a basic difference between CLDL and other wFz- 

movement constructions (wh-questions and topicalisation) in Italian is that it 

requires a clitic pronoun in the object position2 that matches in (pronominal) 

features the dislocated phrase. In contrast, wh-questions and topicalisation 

require a gap in the object position. This is illustrated by the following paradigm 

taken from Cinque (page 1413. 

(3) a. Wlr-question. 
[Cp mi [p (*lq) hai visto ti]] 

whom him you-have seen 
'Whom have you seen?' 

b. Topicalisation. 
lTOP GIANNIi Im 4 ClP (Yq) ho vista]] 

Gianni (focus) him I-have seen 
'Gianni, I saw.' 

- - - - 

? Cinque's argument only holds for clitics in object position because resumptive 

clitics in CLDL are all optional except for object clitics. 

3. The structures im (3) are those proposed by Cinque. 



c. CLDL. 
fmF Giannii lCp iIp *hi) ho visto]] 

Gianni him I-have seen 
'Giami, I saw him.' 

As we see in (3a) and (3b), an object clitic is in fact &allowed in wh- 

questions and topicalisation. Cinque takes the property of leaving a gap as a 

diagnostic property of wh-movement. Since a gap is impossible in (3c) but 

required in (3a) and (3b), he concludes that CLDL is not derived via wh- 

movement whereas topicalisation and question formation are derived via wh- 

movement. 

Having argued that the CLDL comtructisn in Italian is not a wle- 

movement construction, Cinque then shows that this construction is nonetheless 

sensitive to islands. In particular, it is has the properties of long movement: it is 

sensitive to strong islands. If 1) island constraints are constraints on movement 

and, 2) CLDL does not involve wh-movement, then why is CLDL sensitive to 

(strong) islands? This paradox leads Cinque to conclude that "the conditions on 

long movement are not conditions on long movement per se, but are well- 

formedness conditions on A'-chains, whether these are created by movement (as 

in ordinary wh..constructions) or base-generated (as in clitie left-dislocation)." 

(from Cinque 1990), page XV). 

One of Cinque's most impoxtant arguments against a wlz-movement analysis of 

clitic leftdsloeation is the correlation he establishes between the referential/non- 

referential status of the dislocated NP and the presence/absence of a clitic. In 

particular, he argues that the occurrence oh a clitic in CLDE is determined by the 



referential/non-referential status of the dislocate(! phrase. As we saw in (3a) 

above, a wh-operator is incompatible with a clitic. Cinque :scribes this 

incompatibility to the quantificational nature of wh-phrases. This assumption is 

supported by an asymmetry between quantified NPs and (bare) quantifiers with 

respect to CkDL in Italian. When a quantified NPs is dislocated, a clitic is 

required , as shown in (4a) and (4b). In contrast, when a (bare) quantifier is 

dislocated, the presence vs absence of a clitic is determined by the interpretation 

of the quantifier. In particular, in (k), the quaqtifier qualcune 'someone' is 

interpreted as specific (it is used referentially), whereas in ( 4 4  it has a non- 

specific interpretation. 

(4) a. Qualche errorei Carls '(lq) ha fatto 
some error Carlo it has made 
'Some error, Carlo has made it.' 

b. Alcuni librii *(lii) ho comperafi 
some books them I-have bought 
'Some books, I have bought them.' 

c Qualsuno *(hi) troveremo 
someonei h h i  will-find 
'Someone (specific), I will find him.' 

d Qualcunoi troveremo (*lq) 
someone will-find 
'Someone (or other), I will find.' 

Cinque then shows that the relation between the dislocated quantified NP 

in (4a)- (4c) has the properties of long movement: it is insensitive to weak islands 

(in particular, to wlz-islands) but sensitive to strong islands. In contrast, the 

relation behveen the dislocated phrase and the empty category that it binds in 

(4c) has the properties of successive cyclic movement: it is sensitive to both weak 



and strong islands. Cinque concludes that "...the construction appeam to acquire 

wh-movement properties when some non-referential operator is left-dislocated, 

which in tuns suggests that it is the qilanbficational nature of the element in -4'- 

position rather than its derivation 'via wh-movement' thai is rsspoiuibie for its 

'wh-movement' properties" (page xv). Cinque condudes that the prc,perties of 

CLDL support &zi 's (1990) proposal that there are tws types of rekitions that 

can obtain between an XF in an operator position and the variable it binds. That 

relation can be established either through binding or through chain formation. 

Binding is a relation between identical referential indices (for Rizzi, referential 

indices are restricted to elements bearing "referential" theta-roles). Thus, the 

reiation between a referential phrase and the variable with which it is co-indexed 

can be established via binding, whereas the relation between a non referential 

~hrase (like a bare quantifier) can only be established via ckiain formation. A'- 

chains established via binding have the properties of long-movement; A'-chains 

established -via chain-formation have the properties of successive cyclic 

movement. 

The properties of CLDL in Italian raise the following two questions: 

(5) 
a. Why is the relation between the dislocated phrase and the clitic heer 

than the relation between a dislocated phrase and a gag? 

b. Why is it impossible to clitic left-dislocate quantifiers, wlz-phrases, 
and focused IWs? 

Cinque correlates these two questions. Quantifiers cannot be clitic-left- 

dislocated because the relation between a dislocated phrase and a clitic is 

established via binding and binding relations are restricted to non- 



qumtificational MPs. Further, base-generated A'chains are subject to weaker 

locality conditions then A'-chains established via movement. 

I think, that the ccrrelation that Cinque establishes between the non- 

referential inom-referential stab? G: the dislocated phrase and whether or not it 

can enter into a binding relation with a clitrc-pronoun is not valid for the 

following reasons. 

First, measure phrases and idiom chunks which are non referextial can be 

connected to a clitic, as shown in (6) 47) below. Under Cir qae's analysis of 

CLDL, (6b)-(7b) are not derived via wlz-movement but via binding. ' f iy ,  t.hen, 

can measure phases and idiom cltunks enter into binding relations, if (as argued 

Sy Rizzi (1990))) they do not bear referential theta-rols? 

(6) a. Is peso 70 chili. 
'I weigh 70 kilos.' 

b. 70 chili, non li pea .  
'70 kilos, he doe not weigh them.' 

(s) a. Fara giustizia 
He  dl do justice 

b. Giustiziz,non la fara mai. 
Justice, he will never do it. 

Second, any W can be clitic-left-dislocated; thus, NTs, PPs, AFs, VPs, and 

CFs can be left-dislocated. In (81, a VP is clitic left-dislocated. Why would a 

predicate be able to enier into a referential binding relations with a clitic? 

(8) [vp bfesso da partel, non lc e mai stato 
got out of tkle way, not-it-(he) ever was. 



Moreover, there is an incompatibility between Rizzi's and Cinque's use of 

the notion of referentiality. Rizzi uses this notion to explain adjunct/argument 

asymmetries with respect to wh-movement. In particular, wh-arguments can be 

csrmected to their traces via binding, wh-adjuncts cmnot, because the former are 

referential whereas the latter are not. Thus, arguments can undergo long wh- 

movement whereas adjuncts cannot. If, however, a wh-argument can be 

coluhected to its @ace via binding, why can it not be connected to a clitic via 

binding, as the impossibility of (3a) above illustrated ? The problem is that 

Cinque uses the notion of referentiality to distinguish wh-phrases and quantifiers 

from 'referential' hlPs; Rizzi, on the other hand, uses this notion to distinguish 

wh-phrases that are arguments from wh-phrases that are either adjuncts or 

measure phrases. 

Further, consider topicalisation, as in (3b). Topicalisation in Italian is in 

fad "focus movement", according to Cinque (1990), (page 180). Mow, focussed 

definite NPs, are referential and, as such, should be able to enter into binding 

relations. The crucial assumption that Cinque makes in order to explain the 

impossibility of a &tic in (3b) is that Topicahation involves movement of a ndl- 

operator ( i  e. it is not derived via adjunction of the focussed NP to IF). It is the 

non-referential status of the empty operator in Spec CP at S-structure that 

expl~ins the impossibility of a clitic. It is true that the empty operator in 

topicalisation does not have independent reference but it clearly does not have a 

quantificational. s t ak  ;. Likewise, the clitic-pronoun in CLDL does not 

independently refer. If a binding relation can only be established between items 

that are referential, why can a clitic-pronoun enter a binding relation whereas a 



null operator (i.e. a null pronoun) camot?4 In other words, both an empty 

operator chain (i.e the chain (0 .... ti)) and the clitic in CLDL have a resumptive 

and not a quantificational function: their reference is fixed by their antecedent. 

Why then can a clitic but not a null-operator enter into a referential binding 

relation with an XP ? 

Finally, the notion of binding is problematic in another respect. It is well- 

know that quantifiers, focused definite W s  and wh-phrases can bind pronouns 

as long as they c-command them at sstn~cture, as shown in (9). Why then can 

they not bind the ditic-pronouns that they c-command in CLDL? 

9) a. W i  loves hisi rnoeha.. 
b. Evqonei  loves his i mother. 
c. [NO onelj said hei is happy? 
d. Whoi loves mother? 

Neither the quantifier, nor the pronoun it binds in say (9b) have 

independent reference. As Frampton (1990) points out, "binding does not 

require that the co-referential XPs be referential items". 

Thus, I think that the correlation that Cinque establishes between the two 

questions in (5) is not well-founded. These two questions are separate issues. I 

will argue that the fact that CLDL is subject to weak locality constraints has 

nothing to do with the referential status of the dislocated phrase. In particular, I 

will argue that the fact that CLDL is subject to weaker locality than question- 

4. Note also that the assumption that null-operators cannot enter into binding 
binding relations with resumptive pronouns is not a standard assumption. In 
particular, it is incompatible with the analyses that have been proposed in the 
literature of resumptive pronouns in lcnguages like Hebrew or Irish. Recall that 
Sells (1982), for instance, analyses restrictive relatives in Hebrew in terms of a 
null operator base-generated in Comp and binding a resumptive pronoun in 
order to explain the absence of island effects. 



formation or topicalisation (although, it is not an unbounded relation like left- 

dislocation) is; due to the fact that the former involves a clitic pronoun whereas 

the latter involve a gap (This will be the topic of Section 4). In the next Section, I 

will address the question in (5bl and argue that the sensitivity of ( CL)LD to the 

referential status of the dislocate is not an argument against a wlz-movement 

analysis of CLDL. 

3. Why Quantifiers Cannot Be 4CIitic-l Left-Dislocated. 

Mrkry is it that quantifiers cannot be (clitic-1 left-dislocated? I have argued that 

this restriction has nothing to do with whether non-referring expressions can 

enter into binding relations. As we saw, in (9) above, they clearly can. I will 

show that this restriction is also found in another construction; namely, in 

appositive relatives. Since appositive relatives clearly involve movement of a wlr- 

pronoun and further respect island constraints, this rzstriction cannot be 

explained in terms of the distinction between binding and movement. 

3 .I. Clitic-Left-dislocation, Lefi-dislocation and Appositive relatives. 

Clitic-left-dislocation, left-dislocation and appositive relatives share certain 

semantic and syntactic properties. (Clitic-)left dislocation has the structure 

shown in (9) below: it is formed by adjunction of an XP to a CP. 

'fiat the X P  is adjoined to CP (and is neither adjoined to IP nor in Spec CP) 

is supported by the fact that (ditic-)leA-c~islocated NPs always precede topics and 



wh-phrases. In Chapter HI, I proposed that appositive clauses were interpreted 

as following independent clauses at LF. In particular, I proposed h a t  appositives 

were lifted out af the matrix clause containing their antecedent at LF, and then 

adjoined to the latter. Thus, at LF, a clause containing an appositive relative is 

also a CP adjunction structure, on a par with (91, as shown below. Note also that 

in all three constnuctions the rightmost CP is set off by an intonation break. 

Further, in both (9) and (lo), there is a resumptive pronoun in the 

rightmost CP. Thus, both (clitic-)Left-dislocation and appositives involve an 

anaphoric relation between an XP and a resumptive pronoun (i.e. a pronoun that 

must be construed with this XP). Further, this pronoun can never have a bound 

variable interpretation: its antecedent cannot be a quantifier, as shown in (1 1). In 

contrast, its antecedent can be a referential tern like a proper name, as shown in 

(12). 

"Everyone, I saw him. 

YTuttoj, non d o n a  vender 10i 

'Everything, he will not have to sell.' 
(from Cinque (1986), page 19) 

c. '4pposiliue versus restrictive relatives. 

*Any/*no/*Every student, who wears socks, is a swinger. 
(from Ross (1986), page 262) 
Any/no/Every student who wears socks is a swinger. 



(12) a. Left:-dislocation. 

John, I saw him. 

b. Clitic-Leff-dislocation. 

G i h i ,  10i ho visto 
'Gianni, I have seen him.' 

c. Appositive versus restrictive relatives. 

John, who wears socks, is a swinger. 
* John who wears socks is a swinger. 

All three constructions are immune to Weak Crossover, as shown in (13). 

(13) a. Lefl-dislocation. 

John, hisi mother loves himi. 

b. Clitic-Leff-dislocation in Greek ( F r m  latrdozl, 1990). 

ton Kosta i-mitera-tui tmi  agapa 
DET/ACC Kost-a the/NOM-mother-~/~C;EN &ACC loves 
'Kosta, his mother loves him'. 

c. Appositive versus restrictive relatives. 

John, w,hq his mother loves ti, is a swinger. 
* ?Everymarti whoi his mother loves ti is a swinger. 

The immunity of CLDL to weak crossover does not entail that this construction 

does not involve wlr-movement. In particular, appositives do not exhibit weak 

crossover effects, as shown in (13~)  (see the discussion in Chapter III, section 

3.5.3). They are nonetheless derived by overt wh-movement in the syntax. Thus, 

the absence of weak crossover and the fact that the antecedent of a resumptive 



&tic in CLDL cannot be a quantifier is not a diagnostic property of the absence of 

wh-movement but rather a diagnostic of the interpretation of the resumptive 

pronoun: it is not a logical variable. It can can nonetheless be a syl~tactic 

variables As we shall see in M o n ,  Lasnik and Stowell (1990) show that Tough 

(and Too/Enough) movement, non-restrictive relatives, Parasitic Gap and 

Topicalisation consthudions are al l  immune to WCO. They correlate the lack of 

WCO with the logicid s t a b  of the operator: WCO obtains o d y  when the trace of 

A'-movement is a logical variable (i.e it is b o n d  by a quantificational operator). 

Thus, the fact that the resumptive pronoun in CLDL, just like the relative 

pronoun in non-restrictive relatives, does not exhibit weak crossover effects and 

cannot take a quantifier as an antecedent does not mean that these constructions 

do not involve wh-movement. 

Recall that I argued in Chapter EI, that wlz-chains can have two functions: 

a quantificational function and a resumptive function. When a wh-chain !.as 

exclusively a r e sup t ive  function, the wh-operator is a vacuous operator. Its 

reference is fixed by that of its antecedent. This is the case in non-restrictive 

relatives. In fact, I claimed that resumptive pronouns are pronouns with wh- 

features. They can have +wh-features or -wlz-features. If they have -zolt-features, 

they can be either phonslogically null on overt. They can have a bound variable 

interpretation or a referential interpretation. Under this view, CLDL must 

involve wlz-movement. The clitic in CLDL is an overt -wlz-pronoun (in-situ at S- 

structure). It is because of its -mh-features, that the clitic in CLDL has a 

resumptive function (i.e. it behaves like an anaphor in that it must have an 

antecedent in the sentence). 



3.3. Clitic-kfl-Disiomtioaz and Left-Disloca tion. 

Recall that the antecedent of an appositive can be any maximal projection (NP, 

DP, PP, W, AP, P, CP), as shown in (14). Clitic-left-dislocation structures also 

allow any constituent to be left-disllocatedl, as shown in (15). 

(14) A p s i  t iue relatiues. 

a. I saw Mary, who was late 

b. bhy was intelligent, which John never was 
c. We leave the key under a stone , which is a 

silly glace to keep something so valuable. 

(hm Sells (P988), page 14) 
d. I told Max to leave, which he never did. 
e. Fairley is not here, which bothers Green 

( h m  Sells (19881, page 13) 

f. I go there whenever I have time, which isn't. often. 
(from Sells (1988), page 13, quoted from Jespersou 1965, Vol.III[, 
124-125) 

(15) Cl ific- Left-dislocation . 

a. INP Giami] 10i ho ~ S ~ O  

'Gianni I have seen him.' 
b. CAP Bells], nsn lo 2 mai stata (from Cinque (1990), page 58) 

beautiful no-it-she-ever-was 
c.  fpP A1 mare], d siamo gi2 stati 

to the seaside there we have already been 
d. [VF Messo da parte], non lo e m i  stato 

got out of the way, not-it-(he) ever was. 
e. [Cp Che bevi] 1s dicono tutti 

that (you) drink it says everybody. 

This is not the case in left-dislocation, which only allows NPs to be 

dislocated. This correhtes with a basic difference between clitic-left-dislocation 



and appositives on the one hand, and left-dislocation on the other. Namely, in 

leftdislocation, the element in the Il? internal position to which the dislocated NP 

is connected need not be a pronoun. Iil partidar,  it can be any M1 NF that can 

function quasi-pronominaly : it can be an epithet, a clcmonstrative c?r a definite 

W. Finally, it can be a demonstrative MP that refers to the type of the ~bject 

denoted by the dislocated constituent (and not to the object itself), as shown 

below. 

(16) a. John, I hate the bastard. 
b. John, I really hate that man/the man. 
c. The shirt that John is wearing, I really hate that kind of shirt, 
d. John, I really can't stand that type of guy. 

In contrast, in CLDL, the element in the IP-internal position can only be a 

clitic pronoun (it can never be a full pronoun; see Cinque (1990)). Finally, Left- 

dislocation in Italian differs from CLDL in two other important respecis: there 

are rho reconstruction effects between the left-dislocated NT and the IP-internal 

position t~ which it is connected. In contrast, in CLDL, there are reconstrzlction 

effects with respect to binding theory, as shown in (17) (from Cinque 1990, gage 

59). 

(17) a. A lei/*se stessa, Maria dice che non d pensiamo mai 
of her/herself Maria says that not there think ever 

a. X *?lei/se stessa, Maria non ci pensa 
of her/ herself Maria not there thinks 

Finally, the relation between the dislocated phrase and the IP-internal 

position is unbounded in left-dislocation (i.e. it is immune to all island 

constraints) but sensitive to (strong) islands in CLDL. 



If following Cinque, we assume that CLDL involves a binding relation, 

then we cannot capture the difference between CLDL on the one hand and left- 

dislocation, on the other. The relation between the left-dislocated NP John and 

the M MPs that can function quasi-pronominaly in (16) is a binding relation. 

Binding is an unbounded relation between NPs and does not require strict 

semantic identity between the two coreferential NPs involved, as was shown in 

(16); it can also be a very loose relation, a vague 'aboutness' relation. In contrast, 

CEDE is a wh-movement constsuction that any XP can enter into; assuming it is 

derived via movement, it will be sensitive to islands and to Connectivity. 

3.4. Quantifier Raising. 

In Chapter m, I derived the fact that an appositive relative canu~oe modify a non- 

referential noun-phrase (i.e. a quantifier or an indefinite under the scope of a 

higher quantifier) from the assumption that the scope of a quantifier is clause 

bound (i.e from the Scope Constraint). In particular, I proposed that the 

appositive clause is Lifted out of the matrix clause containing its antecedent and 

adjoined to the latter at LF. When the antecedent of the appositive is a quantifier, 

the resumptive pronoun in the appositive clause requires a bound variable 

interpretation. This in turn requires that the pronoun be c-commanded by the 

quantifier. However, once the appositive clause has been lifted out of the clause 

containing the quantifier, the scope of the quantifier cannot extend into the 

adjunct clause. Likewise, I will argue that the fact that a (chitic) left-dislocated 

NP must be referential also derives horn the assumption that the scope of a 

quantifier is clause bomd. 

Recall that (clitic) left-dislocation has the structure shown in (17): it is 

formed by adjunction of a CP to an XP. 



What then prohibits the Xk in (18) from being a QP? To answer this 

question, we must compare the above (clitic-1 lefi-dislocation structure with the 

structure of a restrictive relative, given below. Recall that the head of a restrictive 

relative can be a quantified NP. 

Both (18) and (19) are adjunction structures: they both involve adjunction 

of a CP to an XP.  The only difference between (18) and (19) is the identity of +he 

node dominating these adjunction structures. A relative clause is an MP whereas 

a (clitic-) left-dislocation comtruction is a CP. As we shall see shortly, I will 

derive the contrast between (lla) and (11 b) on the one hand and (llc) on the 

other, from this simple difference: restrictive relatives are NPs embedded in a 

clause whereas dislocation construdions are CPs. 

Lets suppose a quantified NP is adjoined to Ck in either (18) or (19). It 

will be in a position where it c-commands (and, hence, has scope over ) the 

pronoun inside CP. Why then can quantifiers not be left-dislocated? Following 

Epstein (1983), I will argue that we can derive this prohibiti~~l from a strict 

interpretation of QR. QR as defined in (20) requires that a quantifier be raised 

at LF. Further, QR is subject to the Scope Constraint, as stated in (21 1. 



(20) 
Qurrntifi'er Raising IQR) 
At LF, adjoin Q to IP 

(21) 
7'he Scope Constraint. (From Heims 19825) 
DQ not adjoin a QP any higher than the 
lowest IF' in which it originates. 

Epstein proposes that QR is obligatory, even when a quantifier is base- 

generated in a position where it can assign scope. To enforce QR, he proposes to 

reformulate May's Condition of Quantifier Binding which is intended to prohibit 

vacuous qcmtification, as in (22). 

(22) 
Condition on Quantifier Binding. 
At LF, a QPi must properly bind the trace of movement of QPi. 

Epstein then argues that since QR is clause bound, a quantifier that is left- 

dislocated must be lowered into the IP it c-commands in order to satisfy (20) and 

(21). E o w e ~ g  a quantifier will yield an improperly bomd trace, in violation of 

(22) (i.e. a trace c-commanding its antecedent!. 

The problem with Epstein's analysis is that it correctly derives the ill- 

formedness of ( l la)  and ( l lb)  but also incorrectly rules out (llc). To explain 

why qu.antifiers cannot be left-dislocated but can head restrictive relatives, 1 will 

make an alternative proposal that is based on Epstein (1983). 1 will assume that 

Quantifier Raising is obligatory and, in particular, that is enforced by Epstein's 

Condition on Quantifier Binding. However, I will assume that QR is a raising rule: 

5.. In Heim (1982), any NP in a clause is subject to QR. Thus, (21), is not exactly 
her (informal) formulation of the Scope Constraint (i.e her statement of the Scope 
Constraint refers to Ws and not to QPs). 



it can only adjoin Q ro an IP (or a VP) r~ode that dominates Q. Thus, a quantifier 

cannot be left-dislocated because there is no landing site for QR that satisfies the 

Scope Constraint. I redefine QR and the Scope Constraint as in (20') and (21'), 

respectively. Note that the Scope Cortstraint is stated as a constraint on LF 

representations (and not on LF movement, as in (21) above). It filters out the 

output s f  QR. 

(20') 
Quantifier Raisirig (QR). 
At LF, raise Q 

(21') 
The Scupe Constraint. 
"QP if it is adjoined any higher than the 
lowest IP in which it originates. 

Lets suppose then that NP in (18) is a QP. This quantifier must raise at 

LF. Since it is base-generated adjoined to CP, it can only further adjoin to CP; 

adjunction to CP is filtered out by the Scope Constraint. If, on the other hand, 

the quantifier does not undergo QR, then (18) will be ruled out by (22). Now, 

lets turn to the relative clause in (19) and suppose that its head is a QP. As such, 

it must undergo Q R  (piedpiping the relative CP with it). A relaeve clause is an 

NP embedded in a clause. Thus, there will be possible adjunction sites for the 

QP. For instance, if the relativised QP r, the subject of the clause, it can adjoin to 

the IP node dominating it. If the relativised QP is the object of a verb, it has two 

possible landing sites: it can adjoin to either the VP or the IP nodes dominating it. 

A QP can head a restrictive relative because a restrictive relative is an NP. As 

suck, it is embedded within a clause and there are landing 5ites for the quantifier 

that satisfy the Scope Constraint. In contrast, a QF cannot be dislocated because 

dislocation structures are CPs; hence, there is no landing site f ~ r  QR that satisfies 



the S c v e  Constraint. Thus, we derive the fact that QPs cannot be dislocated from 

thee  assumptions: 1) QR is a raising rule, 2) the scope of Q is clause biaud, and 

3) QR is obligatory. Finally, the Scope Constraint filters out ill-formed LF 

representations. The fact that a quantifier base generated in a position where it 

has scope over IP cannot assign scope has been taken as an argument against W 

(see Williams). Following Epstein, I have proposed that it is because of QR that a 

quantifier cannot be dislocated. 

Recall that Cinque inakes a distinction between bare quarlti!!ers on the one hand 

and quantified M3s and "bare quanf3iers used referentially" (Cinque 1990, page 

15) on the other. In particular, the former are inherent quantifiers: they bind an 

empty category that has the properties of a variable. The reiation between the 

quantifier and the variable that it binds is established via wiz-movement and, 

hence, is sensitive to weak islands. Cinque argues that "qmtified kTs and bare 

quantifiers used referentially cannot identify an empty category as a variable, so 

that a resumptive &tic is required" (Cinque 1990, page 15). The relation between 

the clitic and its antecedent is established via birding and hence, is not sensitive 

to weak islands. Tc flustrate this, he gives the paradigm in. (4) (repeated below 

for convenience). In (23a), we see that when a quantified W is dislocated, a clitic 

is required. h (23b), the bare quantifier qualcuno 'someone' is used referentially 

(i.e. it has a specific interpretation), the clit~c is obligatory. In contrast, in (23c), it 

has a non-specific interpretation and the resumptive clitic is impossible 



(231 a. @Ache emorei Carlo "(lo;) ha fatto 
some emor C a r l ~  i.t has made 
'%me error, Carlo has made it.' 

b Qualmno *(I%) troveremo 
sommnei will-find 
'Someone (specific), I will find him.' 

c Qualcz,'q troveremo ('llq) 
sommne will-fin d 
'%mane (or oehe~), 2 will find.' 

As Cinque himself points out, the distinction he makes between 

quantifiers used referentially and quantifiers used non-rrfererttially recalls 

resetsky's (1990) distinction between wlr-phrases-in-situ that are D-linked 

IDiscourse-linked) and wit-phrases-in-situ t h a ~  are non-14-linked. The former 

presuppose a set of entities previously established in the disc~urse, the latter do 

not. Further, Fesetsky proposes that non-D-linked wlr -phrases are true 

quantifiers: they are subject to QR (they must raise at LFj. In contrast, D-lidced 

rub-phrases are not quan'tifiem and do not move at W.6 TIlus, onl~l non-D-linked 

zoh-phrases are subject to QR. GoUowing Pesetsky, 1 will assum2 that onlv non-D- 

linked quantified NPs and bare quantifiers ar2 subject to QR. This assumption 

will derive the paradigm in (23). LI panicll!;~, tile quantified E\JF in (23a) and the 

5are quantilier qziri!cuno 'sorr.sonel in i23b) can be clitic-left-dislocated because 

they have a D-linked interpretation. As s~ich, they zre not subject to QR. In 

contrast, in (23~1, the bare quantifier lL35 7, n~n-D-linked 1.qterpretation. Hence, it 

0. For Pesetsky, D-linked wh-phrases (i.e wlriclz-NPs) are interpreted in-situ. In 
particular, they are assigned scope by uruelective binding; that is, they are co- 
indexed with a Q-morpheme sit&-lg in ~ n e  C:ocip of the interrogative clause. 



it must undergo QR. \%%en it is left-dislocated, it can only further adjoin to CP. 

Adjunction to Cl? is filtered out by the Scope Constraint. 

4. An Analysis of Cli~c-Left-dislsca~oaa. 

I have shown that cbtic-leA4isiocaeion structures pattern in many respects with 

appositive r'elatives. Further, I have argued that the fact that clitic-left-dislocated 

W s  cannot be quaniifiers is not an argument against a wh-movement of CLDL. 

Appositives also cannot take quantifiers as antecedents. This cannot be 

explained by assuming that the relation between the antecedent of an appositive 

and the clause internal empty category with which it is connected is established 

via binding. Appositives clearlv igvolvle m.ovement of a wlt-phrase to the 

specifier of CP and, further, obey Island Constraints. 

As I said earlier on, Cinque takes the property of leaving a gap to be a 

diagnostic property of S-structlcre A'-movement. Since CLDL requires a clitic, it 

cannot involve wh-movement. ! will take the presence of a clitic pronoun and to 

be diagnostic property of LF A'-movement. In particular, I will extend my 

an~lysis of resumptive pronouns in this thesis to the resurrrpi-ive critics that 

appear in CLDL and argue that CLDL is a wlz-movement construction. In 

Chapter I and 2,  I proposed that the resumptive pronouns that appear in 

restrictive relatives in Hebrew are -wlz-operators in situ at S-structure. Likewise 

the pronoun that appears in CLBL is a -zoh-operator in situ. In Chapter III, I 

argued that the +wh-operator that appears in non-restrictive relatives is a 

vacuous operator. Likewise the -wit-pronoun that appears in CLDL is a vacuous 

operator. It's sole function is resurnptive: it's reference is fixed by that of its 

antcccdent. 



Thus, the resurnptive pronouns that appear in restrictive relatives in 

Hebrew and in questions (and restrictive relatives) in Irish differ from the 

resumptive clitics that appear in CLDL in precisely the same way that a 

restrictive wlt-operator differs from a non restrictive wh-operator. A non- 

restrictive wit-operator can have any maximal projection as its antecedent, a 

restrictive wh-operator cannot. A restmicbtve wh-operator can take a quantifier as 

an antecedent, a non-restrictive wh-operator cannot. A restrictive wh-operator is 

sensitive to weak crossover, a non-restrictive wlt-operator is not. A restrictive 

wh-operator is quantificational in some sense a non-restrictive wlr-operator is a 

vacuous operator; it is merely a pronoun anaphsric with an antecedent. 

Finally, the difference between the operator in CLDL, on the one hand, 

and the operator in appositive relatives, on the other, is the level of 

representation at which A'-movement takes place. Whereas appositives involve 

S-structure wh-movement of a +zt!z-pronoun, CLDL involves LF-movement of a 

-wh-operator. 

I will now briefly discuss two further arguments against a wh-movement 

analysis of CLDE. Namely, that CLDL is not a wh-construction because the clitic 

that appears in CLDL does not appear in other cvh-movement constructions 

(Topicalisation and Question-formation) and Cinque's claim that CLDL does not 

license parasitic gaps. I will argue that CLDL (just like appositive relatives) do 

license parasitic gaps. I will then discuss the absence of WCO in CLDL. Finally, I 

will tuln io the question of why CLDL is selectively sensitive to islands. 

4.2. Parasitic gaps. 

According to Cinque (19901, the relation between the clitic-left-dislocated NP and 

the chic does not Mcense parasitic gaps. This is shown below. 



(24) a. Greek. 
*Alto to arhhroi i-Maria t q  arxiothetise 

this the article the-Wry it filed 

[xoris na ahdavasi ei] 
without SUB reading 

Tkis artide, Mary filed it without reading'. 

b. Ifalian. 
*@iarPmii li-h0 certato per mesi 

C M ,  him-have looked for for months 

[senza trovare ei] 

without h c i i n g  

'Chnrt i ,  I have looked for for months wifho~t  finding'. 

Note that the above configurations where the clitic pronoun occurs to the 

left of the parasitic gap were also Ill-formed in Hebrew. Ta explain why a 

resumptive pronoun can never o c m  to the left of a parasitic gap, I assumed the 

fc!lowing Conditions olz Variable Binding and, an extension sf Haiks slash-index 

convention which allowed the index of any variable (pronoun or trace) to 

percolate to the maximal projection immediately dominating it. 

(25) Conditions on Variable Binding. 
a. A trace must be locally A'-bound. 
b. A pronoun must be A'-bound. 

The idea was the following: a pronoun need not be locally A'-bound; a- 

trace, however, must be locally !.'-bound bound. Hence, the parasitic gap 

constructions in (24) are ill-donned because the trace is indirectly bound by the 

pronoun. This analysis predicts that when the pronoun occurs to the right of the 

parasitic gag, the parasitic gap is licensed. Such is the case in Greek, as the 



following minimal pair taken from Iatridou (1990) illustrates. (?) indicates the 

status of parasitic gaps in general in Greek: they are never very good. 

(%I 
a. (?)ton Yanisi i-Maria ipe [xoris na agapa ei] 

the / o h  the-Mary said without SUB loves 

oti pro tha t ~ ~ l i  pmdrefti 

that (she) F a  1 many 

'Jsh, h4ary said tkat she will many him without love'. 

b .* ton  Y w  i-Maria i oti pro tha toni 

the John the-Mary said that (she) FUT him 

panchefti [xoris na agapa 2;l 

-V without SUB loves 

'John, Mary said tkat she will m.arpy 1Grn without love'. 

(26a) is well-icmed because the trace is locally A'-bound. The pronoun in 

(26a) is indirectly bound by the trace (via its slash index), but this does not vi~late 

the C~rrditions on Variable Binding (see Chapter U, Section 6.4 ) since pronouns 

need not be locally A'-bound. Further, the assinnption that the slash-index sf a 

variable can only percolate to ths maxima; immediately dominating it, 

predicts that when the pronoun IS further embedded as in (27) below, parasitic 

gaps are licensed to the left of the pronoun. 



G i ~ i ,  che d o m m ~ o  convacare anche il-poliziotto 
Gianni who they-will summon also the-policeman 

che l q  arrestata [prima di poter hterrogare ei] 
that him arrested before be a b l ~  interrogate 

'Gimni, who they will also have to s u m o n  the policeman 
who arrested him before they will be able to interrogate.' 

The above parasitic gap paradigms pattern exactly with the parasitic gap 

paradigms in Hebrew. Recall that, in Hebrew, the ill-formed order rcsumptive 

pronoun/parasitic gap was well formed once the resumptive pronoun was 

further embedded. To explain the behavior of resumptive pronouns, I assumed 

that the gap in the Hebrew equivalent of (26b) was not locally A'-bound because 

it was indirectly bound by the pronoun to its left. However, once the pronoun is 

further embedded, it can no longer indirectly binci the gap. Hence, the gap is 

locally A'-bound and the Corrditions on Variable Binding are satisfied. I conclude 

that resurnptive clitics in CLDL do license parasitic gaps. This supports the claim 

that CLDL is derived via wh-movement. Recall also that appositive relatives can 

license parasitic gaps, as was shown in Chapter IU, Section 3.5.2. 

4.2. Why are Clitics Inco?npatible with Topic~lisntion and Wr-questions? 

As I mentioned earlier, Cinque takes the p~operty of leaving a gap to be a 

diagnostic property of 5-structure A'-movement. Since CLDL requires a clitic, it 

cannot involve z~llz-movement. Under the analysis of resumptive pronouns 

developed in this thesis, any pronoun (be it +/-wh or overtlnon-overt) that has 

a resumptive hlnction is a wh-chain. I will take the lack of +wh-features to be 



diagnostic property of tF A'-movernent7. The difference between CLDL, on the 

one hand, and topicalisation and question formation, on the other, is the level of 

representation at which movement takes place. Whereas wh-questions and 

topicalisatisn involve S-s t twct uue wh-movement of an cperatos, CEDL involves 

LF-movement of an operator. Thus, topicalisation and CLDL differ in two 

respects: a) the level at which movement takes place and, b) the [+/- lexical] 

feature value of the -wh-pronominal operator involved in these constructions. 

The -wh-pronominal operator in topicalisation is null. In contrast, the -wh- 

pronoun in operator in CLDL has overt pronominal features. 

We then have a very simple explanation for the paradigm in. (3). Recall 

that I argued in Section 5.1 of Chapter I, that the proposal that resumptive 

pronouns (in Class 2 languages) are wk-operators in-situ at §structure made a 

very simple prediction. Namely, that a resumptive pronoun will never occur in 

structures involving 5-structure movement. That is, if the pronoun is a wh- 

operator in-situ at Sshc tu re ,  then it cannot co-occur with another wh-operator 

at Sstr~tcture. This prediction receives huther support frdm the paradigm in (3) 

(repeated below). The resumptive clitics ia (27a) and (2%) are impossible 

because there is aIreadv an operator in these co~;lstructions; namely the +wh- 

operator in (27a) and the (empty) -wh-operator in (27b) In contrast, the 

resumptlve clitic is obligatory in (27c) because it is the (-wh-)operator sf the 

clause. In fact, we can rule out the occtarrertce of a clitic in (27a) and (27b) for 

two reasons. First because there are two operators (the wh-phrase or the null 

7. Note that null -wh-operators ( e r n ~ t y  operators) always move at S-structure. 
Thus, they have to be idetriified (see Chapter In, Section 2.7) at S-structure. This 
presumably is due to their lack of phonological content. We have thus the 
following classification of resumptive pronouns: +wh-resumptives move at S- 
structure (because they are -kwh); null -wh-resumptives move at S-structure 
(because they are null); and overt -wh-raunptives remain in situ at S-structure. 



operator on the one hand, and the clitic on the other) and only one variable (the 

trace in object position); hence either one sf these operators is violating the ban 

on vacuous quantification$. Further, the presence of the reaumptivz clitic in 

(27a) and (2%) induces a violation of the Conditions on variable Binding (cf. (25) in 

the preceding section) That is, the trace of the operator in Spec CP is not locally 

bound since it is co-indexed with an intervening binder: the clitic. 

4.3. Weak Crossover. 

Cinque does not discuss whether or not CLDL is sensitive to weak crossover in 

Italian. According to Iatridou (19901, however, CLDL is immune to weak 

crossov ,r in Greek, as shown below. 

(27) ton Kosta i-mitcra-tui toni agapa 
Dm/ACC Kosta khe/~OM-mother-~/CEN c!-ACC loves 
'Kosta, his mother loves him'. 

In. (23, we see that the resumptive nronom ton 'him' does not act like a 

variable in that it is not sensitive to weak crossover . This should not come as a 

surprise, if I am right in claiming that the clitic pronoun in CLDL is the LF 

equivalent of the wh-pronoun in appositives (as was discussed in Chapter In, 

Section 3.5.3). Since appositives are immune to weak crossover, we would expect 

CLDL also to be immune to weak crossover. First, however, we must determine 

if CLDL is really insensitive to weak crossover. 

Recall that the resumgtive pronoun in a Hebrew relative clause also did 

not seem to act Bike a wh-trace with respect to weak crossover. I argued that the 

K Note ehat this argument goes through irrespective of whether topicalisation is 
null-operator movement or adjunction to IF. In either case, there is already an 
an aperator in the sentence. 



'apparent' lack of weak crossover was due to the fact there were two potential 

operators. Likewise, in (27), there are two potential operators: the clitic- 

possessive pronoun and the object clitic. Thus, there should be two possible 

derivations for (27): one of which will be well-formed; namely that in which the 

possessive prta~cun is the operator and it pied-pipes the whole NP to Cornp. 

However, lay analysis of the lack of weak crossover with resumptive pronouns 

in Ilebrew fails in Greek: it is impossible for a dislocated phrase to bind a clitic 

within an M, as flustrated below. 

(28) *tin Kosta agapa i-mitera-tu j 
DET/CEN Kosta (he)-loves the/NOM-mot her-C~/CEN 

'Kosta, he loves his mother.' 

The possessive NP in (28) is an island for LF-movement. Hence, the 

analysis proposed for the lack of weak crossover with resumptive pronouns in 

Hebrew restrictive relatives cannot be extended to CLDL. Since a possessive NP 

is an island, the nominative clitic in (27) is the only possible operator. Thus, 

CLDL is insensitive to weak crossover. A s  I said above, this is expected if CLDL 

patterns with appositive relatives. Thus, both the +wh-operator in art appositive 

relative and the -wh-operator in CEDL are immune to weak crossover; in 

contrast, the wh-operators in English restrictive relatives (or the -wh-operators in 

Hebrew restrictive relatives) do not trigger WCO 

How do we explain the lack of Weak Crossover in (27)? Lasnik and 

Stowell (1990) discuss constr-cticsns involving A'-movement that are immune to 

WCO. They show that Tough (and Too/Enough) movement, non-restrictive 

relatives, Parasitic Gap and Topicalisation constructions are immune to WCO. 

They propose that WCO is determirled by the logical status of the operatoin 

involved. If an operator is quantificational, then the trace that it binds is a 



variable and, as such, h-iggers WCO. On the other hand ii an operator is not 

qmntificatisnal, then the trace that it A'-binds is not variable: it is a nuii (non- 

variable) R-e:<pressionW (Lam& and Stowell, page 11); as such, it will not trigger 

WCO. In gariicaalar, they propose that traces that are not bound by 'true' 

operators do not fall under whatever principle determines weak crossover 

because these traces are not variables, but null epithets (overt epithets that 

function quasi pronominally are immune to WCO). Thus, we could adopt 

Lasnik and Stoweil's analysis and argue that the clitic in CLDL is not a variable 

but a pronominal. epithet. As such it does not fall under whatever principal 

determines WCO. I will not adopt this proposal because if I do, I loose my 

analysis of parasitic gaps. I proposed to derive the distribution of parasitic gaps 

in CLDL from the Condifians on Variable Binding, which in turn requires that 1 

treat the clitic as a syntactic variable. AlternativeZy, I will propose to derive the 

lack of WCO in CLDL by reconstructing the dislocated phase  in the position of 

the ciitic (once it has been vacated). Support fcr this idea sornes from the 

reconstruction facts mentioned in Section 3.3, and repeated below: 

(29) a. A lei/*se stessa, Maria dice che non ci pensiaino mai 
of her/herself Maria says that not there think ever 

a. A *?lei/se stessa, Maria non ci p e n ~  
of her/ herself Maria not there thinks 

Note that restrictive relatives (as opposed to non-restritive relatives) show 

reconstruction effects which can be captured by reconstructing the head NP in 

the position of the wh-trace (once it has been vacated), as shown below.9 

Mote that under the analysis of appositive relatives in Chapter III, the head 
noun can not be reconstructed into the position of the S-structure gap at LF 
because it: does nct c-commanct the appositive clause at LF. 



(30) a. The picture of himselfi Ij [Bj [that J ~ h i  likes best tj is on the shelf. 
b. ??/The picture s f  himselfi, which J o h i  hates, is hanging on the 

%.all. 

To condude, when we test the variatlehssd of an empty category, we 

must distinguish between two types oh tests. n o s e  that are a diagnostic for an 

A'-trace (i.e. a syntactic variable), a! A those that are a diagnostic for a bound 

variable interpretation (i.e. a logical variable). In particular, operator/trace 

relations created by A'-movement license parasitic gaps, whether this relation is 

quantificational or resumptive. Thus, questions, restrictive relatives, appositive 

relatives and CLDL licence parasitic gaps because they all involve A'-movement. 

Om the other hand, weak crossover is detem~ined by the quantification status of 

the operator. Quantificational wk-chains exhibit weak crossover effects. 

Resumptive chains (as in appositive relatives, and CLDL) do not exhibit weak 

crossover effects. Since restrictive relatives involve wh-chains that are both 

ql~antificational and resumptive, they are marginally sensitive to WCO. 

5. CLDL and Island effects 

Cinque argues that the resumptive clitics in CLDL show island effects which 

suggest a wh-movement analysis of this construction. The problem with a wh- 

movement analysis ~f CLDL is capturing its locality constraints: it cannot violate 

strong islands but is insensitive to weak islands. This is illustrated below with 

examples from Greek (taken from Iatridou 19901 and Italian (Cinque 1990). 



Strong Islands. 

a. Relative clause island: 
'ton Kostai handisa [lin kopela [ p ~ i  [ti ~ Q X I ~  idhe]]] 

the Kmta I-met the girl who him saw 
'Kosta, I met the girl who saw him' 

b. Adiunct island: 
*tin efimeridhai apokimithike [dhiavazondas tii] 
the newspqer he-fell asleep reading her 
The newspaper, he fell asleep readins it.' 

c. kntential subiect island: 
*ion Kostai i p s  [Cpoti [CPoti i Maria 
the Kosta you-said that the that the Maria 

toni agapal] tron~zi ton Yani]] 
him loves scare§ the Yami 

'Kssta, you said that that M a  loves him scares Yani' 

& W island: 
*tola Kostai dhiavasa INp tin i W i  LCpoti toni apefisan]] 

the Kosta !-road the news that him they-fired 
'Kosta, I read ICWS that they fired him. 

Weak Islands. 

e. Wh-auestion island: 
con Kostai anarotiene [Cppio;si [rp ti toni i a e l l  
the Kosta I- wonder cvho him saw 
'Kosta, I wonder who saw him?' 



(32) Italian. 

Strong Islands. 

a. Relative clause islad; 
"A G u l ~ i  ti pdaro  so10 del. 
to Carlo to-you will talk only about 

[- le persone [rn che glii piaccions ti]] 
the people h a t  to-him appeal 

'&lo, I will talk to you only about the people that appzal to 
him.' 

b. Sentential subject island: 
'5 K~CCO~ c r d i  h e  CIP [,-J [ esoer-1% stat01 
If rich you-think that to-have-it been 

non gli gisvi], ti sbagli 
not to-him help you are wrong 

'If rich, you think that to have been it does not help him, 
you are wrong.' 

cu Conl~arative clause: 
*A voli Mario come pill? 
to you Mario runs more than 

quanto non ~ i i  sembri] 
how much not it seems 

'To you, Mario runs more than it seems to you' 

d. Aiwct island: 
*A casai lo abbiam1.1 encoritrato 

to home him we-had met 

[prima che cii andassel 
before that these he-went 

'Home, we met him before he went there.' 



Weak Islands. 

e. Wh-aues tion island: 
Marioi non SO ln perchkj lii abbiano invitato tjll 
Mario not I-know why him they-have invited 

'Mario, I don't know why they have invited him.' 

The above paradigms raise the following questions: 1) why can 

resumptive clitics occur in weak islands but not in strong islands? and, 2) if 

resumptive clitics in CLDL undergo LF movement, why are they sensitive to 

strong islands. Recall that resumptives pronouns in Class 2 language (for 

instance, in Hebrew restrictive relatives) are insensitive to aU islands. 

5.1. Resumpfive Pronouns and Resu~nptive Clitics. 

Why is it the case that resumptive pronou.ns can occur at S-structure in both 

strong and weak islands in Hebrew or Irish relatives for instance, but are 

excluded from strong islands in CLDL? I will propose to derive this difference in 

locality constraints from the source of LF-movement. In particular, I will argue 

that LF-movement of the pronoun in Hebrew takes place from an A-position, 

whereas LF-movement of the clitic pronoun in Italian or Greek, takes place from 

an A'-position. Consider the following S-structures and LF- representations of 

CLDL in Italian and of a restrictive relative in Hebrew, respectively. 



(33) Italian. 



Note, first of all, that the left-dislocated NP in CLDL must be adjoined to 

CP (and not adjoined to IP or in Spec CP) since it always precedes a wh-phrase (if 

there is one) in Spec CP. 

In (33,  movement of the clitic at S-structure creates a first chain. Then LF- 

movement of the clitic from its S-structure position creates a second chain. The 

trace created by LF-movement in this case is not an A-trace. It is an A'-trace. In 

(N), on the other hand, the resumptive pronoun is extracted from an A-position. 

Its trace is an A-trace. 

Thus, the difference between resurnptives in Italian and resumptives in 

Hebrew follows from the fact that the former are clitics ( adjoined to I' or V', at S- 

structure) whereas the latter are maximal projections. In support of this claim, 

note first that Italian distinguishes between clitic pronouns and full pronouns; 



only clitic pronouns can occur in CLDL. Second, that resumptives in Hebrew do 

behave like maximal projections: they can be topicalised. Recall also that in 

Standard Arabic, there is an empty morpheme 7 iyya that provides a base for an 

orphan (accusative ) clitic, thus enabling it to topicalise; and, finally, that in 

certain dialects of Irish, PPs can hont to Spec CP. Thus, it might be the case that 

object (and indirect object) resumptive pronouns in class 2 languages are in fact 

PPs: pronouns adjoined to case markers (see Chapter 1, Section 2.3.). In contrast, 

resumptives in CLDL, in Italian (or Greek), always cliticise onto a Infl. 

Before discussing how the above proposal derives the locality constraints 

on CLDL, I will briefly presenc Iatridou 's (1990) analysis of CLDL. 

5.2. Patridou's (1990) analysis of Islands ElCfecfs and CLDL. 

Iatridou (1990) proposes that long distance CLDL is derived by A'-movement. 

She argues that the left-dislocated XP in CLDL is base-generated adjoined to the 

minimal CP containing the clitic and then raises to its S-structure position. Thus, 

her analysis differs minimally from mine. We both analyse CLDL as a movement 

construction and, we both try to capture the sensitivity of CLDL to strong islands 

by assuming that movement originates from an A'-position. We differ in two 

respect: I)  She assumes that it is the dislocated XP itself that undergoes A'- 

movement, whereas I assume that the dislocated XP is base-generated in the 

position where it appears at S-structure, and tl-.at it is the IP-internal pronoun (on 

a par with a mu91 operator) that undergoes movement; and 2) she assumes 

movement takes place at S--structure whereas I assume movement takes place at 

LF. I have only one objection to her analysis; namely, I disagree with the idea of 

base-generating XPs in positions in which you will never see them at S-structure 

(adjoined to the CP of a relative clause, for instance); but this is a very minor 



objection. The point I want to stress is that we both try to capture the same idea: 

CEDL is selectively sensitive to islands because movement originates from an A'- 

position. 

5.3. Derivi~zg Islarrd Effects. 

I will try to explain Island effects in CLDL in terms of the following idea: 

movement at LF originates from an A'-position; LF-movement, thus, creates an 

A'-trace. However, this trace is , in fact, an intermediate trace: when you look at 

the whole chain created by A'-movement of the clitic, the original trace is an A- 

position. Thus, to state the locality constraints on CLDL, I will analyse the chain 

between the clitic and its trace as involving literal movement: first, S-structure 

movement from an A-position (the object position i-L (33)) to an A'-position 

leaves a trace that satisfies ECP, because it is lexically governed and antecedent 

governed. Second, LF-movement from an A'-position leaves an A'-trace that is 

not lexically governed. Hence, it must be antecedent -governed. If the adjunct 

trace crosses a barrier on its way up to its ultimate landing site, antecedent- 

government (as stated in (35)) will be blocked. If, on the other hand, the adjuact 

trace created at LF does not cross a barrier, then antecedent government will be 

satisfied. 

a antecedent-governs f3 iff a binds f3 and 
no barrier intervenes between a and $. 

is a barrier for f3 iffy is not selected and 
y is a maximal projection dominating $. 



6 selects y iff 

(i) 6 is a functional category and y is a sister to 6 
or iii) 6 is a lexical category, 6 theta-marks y and 6 m c o m a n d s  y. 

Given (38i), no functional projection wiil count as barrier. Given (3$ii), 

any category that is theta-marked will not count as a barrier.10 Lets see how 

these definitions derive the paradigms in (32) and (33) above. Thus, adjunct 

clauses, relative clauses will be islands since they are not theta-marked. 

Sentential subjects will be is!ands although they are theta-marked by V because 

they are in Spec IP and Spec IP is not m-commanded by V. Finally, to explain 

why the CP complement of a noun is an island, I assume that nouns L-mark their 

complements, but that what is refered to as a noun-(clausal)complement 

construction does not involve complementation, but apposition, following 

Stowell (1982). Finally, the clitic can be extracted over a wh-island because no 

barrier is crossed: a wh-CP is theta-rnarked by the verb that selects it. Thus, to 

explain why resurnptive clitics cannot occur in Strong Islands, I have made the 

following assumptions: 1) the clitic originates in an A'-position at LF; the trace it 

creates at LF must be antecedent governed; 2) antecedent-government is 

sensitive to barrierhood. 

Assuming that movement talces place from an A'-position, however, does 

not explain the island effects in CLDL for the following two reasons. First, why 

couldn't the intermediate trace created at LF in (32b) delete? In the framework of 

Lasnik & Saito (1984, 1990) and Chomsky (1986) (which I am tacitly adopting) 

"I. Note that I have defined selection by a lexical category (i.e. L-marking) in 
terms of m-command by a theta-marking category (and not in terms of the 
narrower relation of direct theta-marking ) because I want Spec VP not to count 



intermediate traces can delete at LF except if they are required by the ECF (i.e. 

order to antecedent-govern another trace). The trace in object-position in (32) 

has been y-marked at S-structure, the intennediate trace created at LF is, thus, not 

required at LF, and can freely delete. If the intermediate trace in (32b) deletes, 

the chain connecting the clitic to its D-str~cture position will ba well-formed 

since the original trace was y-marked at S-structure. 

Second, the trace created by At-movement in CLDL does not fiehave like 

a n  A'-trace (i.e. an adjunct trace) in one respect: it can be extracted over many 

wh-islands. Adjunct traces (whether they are created at S-structure or at LF) do 

not violate wh-islands. On the other hand, argument traces created at S- 

structure do not violate subjacency but argument traces created ht  LF do. In 

particular, at S-structure, arguments cannot be extracted over a wh-island; 

whereas at LF, arguments can be extracted over a wh-island. Thus, with respect 

to wh-islands, the clitic in CLDL behaves like an argument: when it moves at LF, 

it can cross a wh-island. To explain this paradox, I will pursue the following 

idea. In CLDL, movement at LF originates frcm an At-position; LF-movement, 

thus, creates an A'-trace. However, this trace is , in fact, an intermediate trace: 

when you look at the whole chain created by A'-movement of the clitic, the 

original trace is an A-position. In particular, consider the following 

representation where (a ,...al) is an operator-variable chain, an is the operator in 

an At-position , a1 is the trace in an A-position created at S-structure and a2 the 

intermediate trace created at LF. 

Antecedent government of a 2  by a1 in (39) is blocked if 6 is a barrier. 

Suppose we further assume that a2 cannot delete if it is separated from its 



antecedent by a barrier. Then, if 6 in (39) is not a barrier, the intermediate trace 

can delete and the ensuing chain is well-formed. If, on the other hand, 6 in (39) 

is a barrier, then a2 camot delete and the ensuing chain will be iu-farm4 (since 

antecedent government is blocked). Thus, by enforcing a condition on trace 

deletion, .ue can rule (39) out when 6 is a barrier, irrespective of whether al is an 

argument or an adjunct. CYarly, the assumption that a trace m o t  delete when 

a barrier intervenes is a stipulation (but then the assumption that a barrier 

camot be crossed is also a stipdation). However, this condition on deletion d l  

solve the paradox discussed above. Namely, the clitic in CLLD behaves like a 

wh-h-situ argument with respect to extraction out of wh-islands: it can cross any 

(and many) wh-islands, whether these islands are created by wh-movement, 

topicalisation or CLDL". However, with respect to Strong Islands, it behaves 

ether like an argument that is extracted at Sstructure or like an adjunct. 

5. Conclusion. 

In this Chapter, I have proposed to andyse CLDL as a wh-movement: the clitic in 

the P-internal position is a -wh-operator in situ at S-structure. In fact, I have 

claimed that CLDL must be a wh-ccsmtruction: it is precisely because of its wh- 

features, that the pronoun has a reswnpgive function. Further, I have argued that 

sensitivity of CLDL to the referential status of the dislocated NP and its 

immunity to Weak Crossover show that the pronoun in CEDL does not have the 

In particular, all the arguments of a vert? can be clitic-left-dislocated and 
further, an XP can be left-dislocated over more than two consecutive wh-islands 
(created by wh-movement or topicalisation). This is not hue of Topicalisation or 
ordinary wh-movement eonstmctiom in Italian in that they do not have the same 
freedom of extraction out oh wh-islands. 



interpretation of a logical variable. It does not show that this constxuction does 

not involve wh-movement. 

Finally, to support the claim that the pronoun in CLDL undergoes LF 

movement, I would like to yoint out the following data from Icelandic and 

Dutch. According to SmiB (1988, page 1411, there are four types of pronouns that 

appear in left-dislocation structures in the Germanic and Romance languages. 

The pronoun in question can be a clitic-pronoun, as is the case in Romance. It 

can be "a full personal pronoun in its ordinary position h, the sentence ... or a 

pronoun that ''has itself been moved to 6ompU, as in the following Icelandic 

examples: 

(40) a. pessi hringur, 6lafur k h  lofa8 Mariu honum 
this ring-DAT 0. has promised toM. it-DAT 

This ring, 0. has promised it to M.' 

b. pessi hringur, h o n m i  hefur 6lafur lofaa M u  ti 
this ring-DAT it-DAT has 0. promised t o  M. 
TIus ring, 0. has promised it to M.' 

In (Ma), the pronoun is in-situ at S-structure whereas in (#b), it has been 

fronted to Comp at S-structure. Finally, the pronoun in dislocation structures can 

be a special pronoun, what Smits calls a 'd-pronoun' (for demonstrative 

pronoun). He gives the following two examples from Dutch. Again, the d- 

pronoun is either insitu or in Comp at S-strudure. 

($0) a. dat boek, ik denk niet dat hij dat gelezen heeft 
that book I think not that he that read has 
'That book, I don't think that he has read that.' 

b. dat bwk, dati dmk ik niet dat hij ti gelezen heeft 
that book that think I not that he read has 
That book, I don't think that he has read that.' 



Thus, the covert LF-movement that I have postulated in CLDL structures 

can also take place overtly in the syntax. This is exactly parallel to §-structure 

and LF pronoun fronting in Hebrew relatives. 
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