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Abstract

This article argues that A'-dependencies can be accounted for in terms of Form Copy (Chomsky
et al. 2023). To make this argument, we draw on evidence from the distribution and interpretation
of resumptive pronouns from Kallulli (2009, 2012), and we also show how the account could
be extended to other phenomena, notably Left Dislocation in English. Specifically, we make the
following four claims. Firstly, A'-dependencies are reducible to Form Copy. Second, we fol-
low Kallulli’s (2009, 2012) proposal that resumption involves a pronoun in a concealed relative
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clause, which we model here in terms of Form Copy. Third, we show how this analysis can be
extended to English Left Dislocation, bringing this construction into line with Kallulli’s analysis
of resumption. Fourth, an important corollary of our approach is that Form Copy allows partial
PF-copies; it relates syntactic objects, which do not have to be fully identical in formal features,
still less in terms of segmental phonology. This is true not only for A'-dependencies but also for
A-dependencies. The theoretical contribution of this article is thus our extension of the scope of
Form Copy to A'-dependencies.

Keywords: Form Copy; A'-dependencies; resumption; relativisation; Left Dislocation

Resum. Formeu Copia i Dependencies-A': una revisio de la resumptivitat

En aquest article s’argumenta que les dependéncies-A' es poden explicar a través de 1’operacio
Formeu Copia (Form Copy, Chomsky et al. 2023). Justifiquem aquest raonament a partir de proves
sobre la distribucio i la interpretacio dels pronoms resumptius de Kallulli (2009, 2012) i, a més,
mostrem com aquesta analisi es pot estendre a I’analisi d’altres fenomens, com ara la Dislocacio
a I’Esquerra en anglés. Proposem els quatre punts segiients. Primer, proposem que les dependeén-
cies-A' poden ser reduides a ’operaciéo Formeu Copia. Segon, partim de la proposta de Kallulli
(2009, 2012), segons la qual la resumptivitat involucra un pronom en una relativa encoberta, i la
reformulem a partir del model de Formeu Copia. Tercer, mostrem com aquesta nova analisi es
pot aplicar també a la Dislocaci6 a I’Esquerra en anglés i, d’aquesta manera, I’apropem a ’analisi
de la resumptivitat feta per Kallulli. Quart, un important corol-lari de la nostra proposta és que
Formeu Copia permet I’existéncia de copies parcials a la Forma Fonologica (PF); Formeu Copia
relaciona elements sintactics que no son necessariament idéntics en trets formals i encara menys
en trets de la fonologia segmental. Aixo és cert per a tots dos tipus de dependencies, A i A'. La
contribuci6 teorica d’aquest article és, per tant, estendre 1’abast de I’operacio Formeu Copia a
les dependéncies-A'.

Paraules clau: Formeu Copia; Dependencies-A'; resumptivitat; relativitzacio; Dislocacio a I’Es-
querra
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1. Introduction

This article aims to argue that A'-dependencies can be accounted for in terms of
Form Copy (Chomsky et al. 2023), henceforth: FC. To make this argument, we
draw on evidence from the distribution and interpretation of resumptive pronouns
from Kallulli (2009, 2012), and we also show how the account could be extended
to English Left Dislocation (henceforth: LD). More specifically, we make the
following four claims. Firstly, A'-dependencies are reducible to FC. Second,
we follow Kallulli’s (2009, 2012) proposal that resumption involves a pronoun in a
concealed relative clause, which we model here in terms of FC. Third, we show how
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this analysis can be extended to English LD, bringing this construction into line with
Kallulli’s analysis of resumption. Fourth, an important corollary of our approach is
that FC allows partial PF-copies; FC relates syntactic objects, which as we will see
do not have to be fully identical in formal features, still less in terms of segmental
phonology. As we will discuss, this is true not only for A'-dependencies but also for
A-dependencies.

Our starting point is a well-known asymmetry in languages with clitic dou-
bling: clitic doubling of (direct object) wh-phrases is only possible with so-called
“D-linked” ones (Pesetsky 1987), as illustrated for Albanian in (1).!

(1) a. Cfaré (*e) solli ~ Ana??
what  CL,ACC,3SG brought Ana
‘What did Anna bring?’
b. Cil-in libér (e) solli Ana?

which-the, . book cL,AcC,33G brought Ana

ACC

‘Which book did Anna bring?’

The pattern in (1) is in fact more general in that it is replicated in languages that
use other resumptive strategies (see Boeckx 2003). This is shown in (2), where the
Hebrew resumptive pronoun occurs only with a D-linked wh-phrase:

(2) a. *mi nifgaSta ito (Hebrew, Sharvit 1999: 591)
who you-met with-him
‘Who did you meet with?’

b. eyze student nifgaSta ito (Hebrew, Sharvit 1999: 591)
which student meet-with him
‘Which student did you meet with?’

The theoretical contribution of this paper is thus our extension of the scope
of FC to A'-dependencies (see also Roberts 2024 on extending FC to heads and
features of heads).

The paper is organised as follows: first, we present the theoretical preliminaries
on FC (Section 2). In Section 3, we give more data on resumption in wh-questions
and the role of D-linking, drawing on work on Hebrew by Doron (1982) and Sharvit
(1999). We then present a case study of Albanian, before looking at English in light
of these proposals. Next, we present our analysis. The heart of the proposal is that
resumption is restricted to (sometimes concealed) relative clauses (see Kallulli
2009, 2012), an idea which, as mentioned, we here implement in terms of FC. In
this way, we extend the FC mechanism from A-dependencies to A'-dependencies.

1. The same asymmetry also holds in Greek (Anagnostopoulou 1994). Dative objects on the other
hand are invariably clitic doubled in Albanian (see Kallulli 2016).

2. The abbreviations used in the glosses of the examples are: CL (clitic), ACC (accusative case), AGR
(agreement), Op (operator), SG (singular).
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We also show how our approach carries over to English LD, thus expanding its
empirical scope. Finally, we briefly consider some further implications of these
proposals before concluding.

2. Background on FC
Chomsky et al. (2023: 24) define FC as follows:

(3) Where X, Y are structurally identical, FC(X,Y) interprets X, Y as copies, i.e.
the inscriptions are interpreted in exactly the same way.

The authors go on to show that FC operates under conditions of c-command
(X and Y must be in a c-command relation), minimality (enforced by Minimal
Search) and internally to a given phase (enforced by the Phase Impenetrability
Condition). For example, FC applies in the passive in (4):

(4) [ {{many, people}, {were, {praised, {many, people}}} ]

Here the two occurrences of {many, people} are copies by FC, since the first
copy c-commands the second, there is no intervening copy, and, since passive vP
is defective, they are in the same phase. FC is relevant at both interfaces: at the CI
interface copies may be interpreted, accounting for reconstruction and other effects
as has been known since Chomsky (1993); in (4), the lower copy determines the
thematic role of {many, people}, in that this argument is interpreted as bearing
the thematic role appropriate to the internal argument. At the SM interface, only one
copy is interpreted; this is almost always the highest one, as in (4). Chomsky et al
further adopt the principle of Preservation, which dictates that Internal Merge can
only target non-theta-positions (this is because inscriptions can only be interpreted
in one way, and movement to a theta position changes interpretation).

FC is active in the derivation of A-movement as we see in the passive in (4),
and also in control relations (Chomsky et al. 2023: 34-36). Consider the example
in (5):

(5) {{the, man}, {tried {to, {{the, man}, {read, {a, book}}}}}}

Here both occurrences of {the, man} are Externally Merged, as they have
different theta-roles and, as we have just seen, Preservation prevents movement
to theta-positions and hence prevents a single argument from bearing more than
one theta role. However, FC is independent of movement. Hence it can in principle
apply here. The conditions on FC are all met, in that the higher occurrence of {the,
man} c-commands the lower one, there is no intervener and, assuming that infinitival
clauses (whether CP or TP) are not phasal, they are in the same phase.

So, as Chomsky et al. (2023: 34-36) point out, FC applies without Internal
Merge in control contexts, with the lower copy deleted. We thus have the follow-
ing situation:
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(6) a. FC+IM — lower copy is “trace”
b. FC + EM — lower copy is “PRO”

As Chomsky et al. (2023: 45) put it “[w]hat is traditionally referred to as ‘trace’
is the identity relation ensured by FC; while PRO is a separate instance of NP put
into the copy relation via FC”. It is worth pointing out that the two copies in (6) are
not on standard assumptions featurally identical in that “NP-trace” and “PRO” both
lack Case features, while the upper copy has such features in virtue of its position.

Let us now look at how FC interacts with Internal and External Merge in the
A'-system, but first we need to say something more about resumption.

3. More on resumption’
3.1. Doron (1982) vs. Sharvit (1999)

In her discussion of resumptive pronouns in Hebrew, Doron (1982) observes that
when a trace in a relative clause is c-commanded by a quantified expression, the
sentence is ambiguous between a ‘single-individual” and a ‘multiple-individual’
reading, as illustrated in (7), but if the trace is filled by a resumptive pronoun, the
only available reading is the single-individual reading (and as Sharvit 1999: 588
notes “the pronoun in the matrix VP is interpreted as a free variable™), as shown
in (8):#

(7) ha-iSa Se kol gever hizmin _ hodeta lo
the-woman Op every man invited thanked to-him
a. The woman every man invited thanked him
b. For every man x, the woman that x invited thanked x

(8) ha-iSa Se kol gever hizmin ota hodeta lo
the-woman Op every man invited her thanked to-him
The woman every man invited thanked him (=y)

Sharvit (1999) points out further interpretive differences between wh-questions
with resumptive pronouns as opposed to those with wh-traces. For example, while
the latter allow both functional readings and pair-list readings, the former only
allow functional readings and disallow pair-list readings, as shown in (9) and (10):

3. Sichel (2014) provides a detailed analysis of resumption in terms of copying and deletion. Due to
space limitations, we cannot enter into a detailed comparison of her specific proposals (some of
which however echo Kallulli’s 2009, 2012) and those being made here.

4. As Sharvit (1999: 588) explains, “[u]nder the single-individual reading in ([7]a), the same woman
is associated with all the men, and the pronoun in the matrix VP (namely, ‘him”) is interpreted as a
free variable (referring to a particular individual). Under the multiple-individual interpretation in
([7]b), each man is paired with a different woman, and the pronoun in the matrix VP is interpreted

5 9

as a variable bound by ‘every man’.
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9) ezyo iSa kol  gever hizmin _
which woman every man invited
‘Which woman did every man invite?’

a.

et Gila
Acc Gila
et im-o

Acc mother-his

Yosi et Gila; Rami et Rina
Yosi acc Gila; Rami Acc Rina

(10) ezyo iSa kol  gever hizmin ota
which woman every man invited her
‘Which woman did every man invite?’

a.

et Gila
Acc Gila
et 1Im-o

Acc mother-his

*Yosi et Gila; Rami et Rina
Yosi Acc Gila; Rami Acc Rina

However, Sharvit (1999) challenges Doron’s (1982) claim that there is a funda-
mental difference between traces and resumptive pronouns, since the interpretive
contrasts presented above are not found in specificational sentences like (11):°

(11) ha-iSa Se kol gever hizmin _/ota hayta iSt-o

the-woman Op every man invited / her was

wife-his

a. The woman every man invited was his (he = y) wife
b. For every man x, the woman x invited was x’s wife

Sharvit (1999) argues that relative clauses in equative/specificational sen-
tences correspond to natural functions, whereas in non-equative/predicational
sentences they correspond to lists of arbitrary pairs; hence, although traces are
licensed everywhere, resumptive pronouns are licensed only in equative sentences.
Therefore “resumptive pronouns support natural function readings but not pair-list
questions because natural functions (for whatever reason) are permissible refer-
ents of pronouns, but sets of arbitrary pairs are not” (Sharvit 1999: 602) [emphasis
ours].® Crucially, however, she acknowledges that “[w]e have not said anything

5. Indeed Sharvit (1999: 595) states that “[a] pair-list answer is strongly disfavored, even if the second
member of each pair happens to be, for example, the mother of the first member”.

6. As Sharvit (1999) notes, the pair-list reading is also a functional reading (of a different kind,
Chierchia 1991), i.e. semantic type alone does not differentiate between ‘natural’ functions and
sets of (possibly arbitrary) pairs; both are functions from individuals to individuals (type <e,e>).
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about what makes a function ‘natural’, or why pronouns are sensitive to the natu-
ral function/pair-list distinction. I do not know the full answers to these ques-
tions. Intuitively, a natural function satisfies a salient function-definition schema.”
(Sharvit 1999: 607) [emphasis ours]

To summarise, Sharvit’s analysis rests on the assumption that there is a seman-
tic/pragmatic but not a syntactic distinction between natural functions and pair-lists,
which goes beyond semantic type denotation, and possibly beyond D-linking, while
at the same time admitting the role of salience, which brings us back to D-linking.”

3.2. Kallulli (2009, 2012)

The central claim of Kallulli (2009, 2012) is that resumption is restricted to (some-
times concealed) relatives. More specifically, an example like (10) has the bi-
clausal structure shown in (12), containing a null copular construction:?

(12) [p which womank &, Bp-ﬂic-mﬁs*uch—(-womank)-}j-fep-ﬂﬂra-t every man

invited herj 11

This analysis straightforwardly derives the grammaticality contrast between
(1a) and (1b). The intuition behind this analysis fits also with other facts discussed
in Sharvit (1999) concerning the distribution of different types of (roughly) distrib-
utive versus functional readings of relatives in specificational versus predicational
contexts (e.g. as discussed above). In addition, this analysis can also account for
other facts, such as the obviation of both weak crossover and Principle C effects
in constructions with resumptive pronouns (see also Demirdache 1991, 1997,
Shlonsky 1992; Safir 1986), as illustrated for Albanian in (13) and (14):°

(13) a. *Cil-in djalé, pa néna e  tij? (Albanian)
which-the, . boy saw.3sG mother AGR his
“*Which boy, did his, mother see?”’

b. Cil-in djalg; e pa néna e tij?
which-the, .. boy 3sG,Acc,cL saw.3SG mother AGR his
‘Which boy; is such that his, mother saw *(him,)?’

7. Sharvit (1999: 592) indeed states that resumptive pronouns “are contextually salient (or perhaps
D-linked)”, and that “[a] resumptive pronoun requires a set of permissible values [...] as its dis-
course antecedent. Semantic type alone does not always distinguish between permissible and imper-
missible values”.

8. Similar proposals (i.e., involving a bi-clausal structure) have been made by McCloskey (1990) and
Demirdache (1991: 42ff) for questions with resumptive pronouns in Irish and Arabic, respectively.

9. Xavier Villalba (personal communication) points out to us that this might also extend to most
Spanish dialects, which in spite of the fact that they disallow direct object clitic doubling, may
allow a doubling clitic with wh-elements in modal contexts, crucially yielding weak cross-over
obviation effects; for details and examples, see Zubizarreta (1999), who likewise attributes this
observation to Villalba (Zubizarreta 1999: 257, footnote 3).
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(14) a. *Cil-én fotografit¢ Anés, pa (ajo veté). né gazeté?
which-the, . picture of Ana saw.3sG she herself in newspaper
“*Which picture of Ana, did she, see in the newspaper?’

b. Cil-én fotografi t€ Anés, e pa (ajo veté), né
which-the, . picture of Ana 3SG,ACC,CL saw.3sG (she herself) in
gazete?
paper

‘Which picture of Ana, is such that she, (herself) saw it in the newspaper?’

Under this analysis, the grammaticality of the Albanian example in (13b) is
unsurprising since the wh-phrase here c-commands the embedded subject néna e
tij ‘his mother’ from an A-position, therefore binding the pronoun e #j ‘his’ in it,
as depicted in (15):1°

(15) [¢pcilin djalé; éshté i tillé/ai  (djalé), [, g€ e; pa néna
which, .. boy is such/he (boy) that 3sG,ACC,CL saw mother
e tij, pro]]
AGR his pro

Likewise, the lack of Principle C effects in (14b) is straightforwardly accounted
for, since under this analysis, the clitic doesn’t double the wh-phrase in the matrix
clause but an (embedded) bound variable object pro (see Sportiche 1996).!!

Further corroboration for this analysis involves the following facts. While the
wh-phrase in (16a), where the clitic is absent, can appear in its putatively base
(direct-object) position, the wh-phrase in (16b), where the clitic is present, cannot
do so:

(16) a. Ana solli cil-in libér?
Ana_ brought which-the, . book
‘Ana brought which book?’

10. For convenience/brevity, we have glossed ai in (15) as ‘he’ but it is actually homomorphic with
(masculine) ‘that’ (as in: that boy) in Albanian.

11. A potential problem that arises from this analysis is how to account for accusative case on cilin
‘which’ in the relevant examples. In terms of the structure given in (15), cilin djalé “which boy’ is
the subject of the concealed relative clause and so accusative case-marking is unexpected. This is an
example of case-mismatch, since the head of the concealed relative shows the case corresponding to
its function inside the relative clause. This instance follows directly from the idea that the relative
clause and the resumptive pro direct-object (and therefore accusative-marked) argument in the
main clause are related by FC (see Section 4). This proposal may seem ad hoc especially in relation
to our discussion of Case features in section 2; however, we tentatively suggest that copying of Case
features may be a difference between FC in A-dependencies and FC in A'-dependencies as follows.
In A-dependencies, the lower copy has no Case feature to copy, while in A'-dependencies the copy
has a Case feature “realised” on the wh-expression (see Chomsky 1986, who attributes the contrast
between What does John believe? and *What did it seem? to precisely this, given that seem does
not assign Case to its internal argument).
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b. *Ana e solli cil-in libér?
Ana_ 3sG,Acc,cL brought which-the, . book

Final evidence for the correctness of this analysis comes from interpretive dif-
ferences between the clitic and non-clitic version of (1b), repeated here as (17):

(17) a. Cil-in libér solli Ana?
which-the, .. book brought Ana,,,
‘Which book did Ana bring?’

b. Cil-in libér e solli  Ana?
which-the, .. book 3sG,Acc,cL brought Anay,,
‘Which is the book that Ana brought?’

The 3sG Accusative clitic e appears in (17b) while it is absent in (17a). Both of
the examples presuppose that Ana brought a certain book (as predicted under the
analysis of which-phrases as definites, cf. Katz and Postal 1964, Kuroda 1969), but
while this presupposition can be negated for (17a), it cannot for (17b), as shown
in (18):

(18) a. Cil-in libér solli  Ana (né qoftése solli libér)?
which-the, .. book brought Ana,,, (in case that brought book)
‘Which book did Ana bring (if any)?’

b. Cil-in libér e solli ~ Ana  (#né qofté se
which-the, .. book 3sG,Acc,cL brought Ana,,, ( in case that
solli libér)?
brought book)

‘Which book is such that Ana brought it (#if any)?’

Turning now to English, there are reasons to make the distinction between
resumptive pro and wh-trace here too. First, Cinque (1990) observes that parasitic
gaps are restricted to DPs and, as is well-known, they alternate with resumptive
pronouns:

(19) a. This is a neighbourhood which you should work in before residing *(in).

b. This is a neighbourhood which you should work in before residing in (it).

Although English doesn’t generally allow for pro in direct-object position or
otherwise other than in parasitic gap constructions, there are contexts that require a
gap, (20a,b), which contrast with their close paraphrase, the so-called ““unlyrical’
such that” relative (as described by Quine 1960: 110), shown in (20c,d), which
need an overt resumptive pronoun:
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(20) a. Which book is of the kind. that you like (*it.)?
b. Which book is the one, that you like (*it,)?
c. Which book is such that you like *(it) / *(that book)?
d. *Which book is such that you read (the book)?
Here too we can posit a resumptive pro alternating with the overt resumptive
pronoun, as Kallulli (2009, 2012) argues.
This proposal can also explain the lack of weak-crossover effects in appositive
relatives (see Safir 1986):
(21) a. ?7*A man, who, his, wife loves t, arrived early.
b. John,, who, his. wife loves t,, arrived early.

The grammatical sentence in (21b) has the structure in (22), with a concealed
relative containing a resumptive pronoun (which may be pro):

(22) John,, who, @, such+the-one}that his, wife loves him/pro,, arrived early.

Further, the proposal can derive the lack of Principle C reconstruction effects
with relatives, as in (23):

(23) The picture of John, which he; saw in the paper is very flattering.

The contrast between relatives and analogous wh-questions in this respect as
shown in (24) through (27) (examples from Sauerland 1998 and Safir 1999) is
now expected, given the structure in (28) we assume (still following Kallulli 2009,
2012).2 In other words, in the (a) sentences the wh-phrase neither ‘reconstructs’
in its putative external merging site, nor is it deleted at PF.13

(24) a. The picture of John, which he, saw in the paper is very flattering.
b. *Which picture of John, did he, see in the paper?

(25) a. The pictures of Marsden, which he, displays prominently are generally the
attractive ones.

b. *Which pictures of Marsden, does he, display prominently?

12. Note the alternation between the elements such and the one in (28). For now, it is not important to
distinguish between these two alternatives. What is important here is the existence of a concealed
relative clause in the structure. Note also that depending on whether the concealed relative clause
is a such that or its the one that alternative, the bound variable pronoun inside it will be either
PF-deleted, or simply null (i.e. pro), but at any rate non-overt/phonologically empty.

13. See Citko (2001) for the view that the wh-phrase in the (a) sentences in (24) through (27) does not
reconstruct but is instead deleted at PF.
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(26) a. I have areport on Bob’s, division he, won’t like.

b. *Which report on Bob’s, division won’t he, like?

(27) a. In pictures of Al, which he; lent us, he; is shaking hands with the President.
b. *Which pictures of Al, did he, lend us?

(28) [¢p [pp The picture, of John, [, which &, such+the-one{picture, Q‘]]-'fep't'haf

he, saw it,/pro; in the paper] ] ] is very flattering].

However, the (b) examples in (24) through (27) become grammatical with
emphatic pronouns such as emphatic himself, to which Kallulli ascribes the struc-
ture in (30).'4

(29) a. Which picture of John, did he, himself see in the paper?
b. Which pictures of Marsden, does he, himself display prominently?
c. Which report on Bob’s, division won’t he, himself like?

d. Which pictures of Al, did he, himself lend us?

(30) [¢p [ppWhich picture, of John, ] &, such7the-one{picture )t f.,that he,

himself did see ifj/proj in the paper]].

But why do emphatic wh-questions pattern with relative clauses while non-
emphatic wh-questions don’t? That is, what is it that licences the concealed rela-
tive clause strategy, why is it available for the (a) sentences in (24) through (27)
(as well as for (29)) but not for the respective (b) sentences, since both involve
D-linked wh-phrases? Here too we follow Kallulli (2009, 2012) in speculating that
it is precisely the (concealed) bi-clausal structure of emphatic wh-questions that is
responsible for their presuppositional structure, which as mentioned earlier (in the
context of the discussion of the Albanian examples in (17) and (18)) and as repli-
cated in (31) for English, is different from that of their non-emphatic counterparts,
among other things.

(31) a. Which book did Ana bring (if any)?
b. Which book is such that Ana brought it (#if any)?

c. Which book is of the kind that Ana brought (#if any)?
d. Which book is the one that Ana brought (#if any)?

14. If what is deleted from the matrix C is a null copula, as shown in (30), and if interrogative C
requires PF-realisation (maybe because it contains an abstract aftix, cf. Roberts 2023), then do-in-
sertion is required. We remain neutral as to the precise mechanisms behind “do-support”.
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Consequently, D-linked wh-phrases come in (at least) two blends, which is
exactly how — following Kallulli — we have analysed D-linked wh-questions,
namely as structurally mono-clausal versus bi-clausal ones. Thus, the implication
of the claim that resumption is restricted to (sometimes concealed) relatives is
only one way: resumption with D-linked wh-phrases entails a bi-clausal structure,
but bi-clausality does not entail resumption/clitic doubling. This is in line with
Sharvit’s (1999: 595) observation that “satisfaction of the D-linking requirement
alone does not suffice to license a resumptive pronoun”. One ramification of this
view is that also ‘simple’ wh-phrases should always have D-linked uses. Though
this is sometimes disputed, the well-formedness of sentences like (32) corroborates
such an analysis.

(32) a. What is the thing that John likes?
b. What are the things John likes?
c. Who is the one that John likes?
d. Who are the ones that John likes?
e. What/ who is it (that) John likes?

In this section, we have seen evidence from Albanian and English that in cer-
tain cases the gap linked to a wh-phrase can be resumptive pro rather than a trace.

We now return to the discussion of FC to show how this mechanism can
account for these observations.

4. Extending FC to A'-dependencies: Resumption

Let us implement the bi-clausal concealed-relative analysis in terms of FC. An
example like (13b) would have the form in (15”) (here we give just the English
morphemes from the gloss to (13b)):

(157) [¢p [pp Which, . boy is such/he (boy) ] [ that 3sG,Acc,CL saw [ mother AGR
his [, which, .. boy is such/he ]]]

Here the higher copy of the wh-phrase is externally merged as the head of the
hidden relative clause, hence there are no reconstruction effects, Principle C effects,
weak crossover effects, etc. The lower copy is deleted and acts like pro (and can of
course be spelled out as a resumptive pronoun). The higher wh-phrase is externally
merged in a theta-position: subject of predication, which we take to be standard for
the head of a relative clause (see inter alia Chomsky 1981).

Two of the three conditions for FC are met: first, it is clear that the higher copy
of the relative clause c-commands the lower one; second, there is no intervening
element that could qualify as a closer copy to the higher relative clause, so the mini-
mality requirement on FC is met. However, the lower copy is in a different phase,
vP, from the higher one. In order to maintain our analysis, this condition may have
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to be weakened; it is unclear to us whether both a minimality requirement and a
co-phase-hood requirement are required. In many cases (for example, superraising
in the case of A-movement), these are redundant and so perhaps the co-phase-hood
requirement can be dropped.

FC applies, making the two wh-phrases copies, and the lower copy is deleted. If
there is overt resumption, we treat this as a partial copy. Therefore the connectivity,
crossover and other effects associated with wh-movement do not hold here, as these
are the result of wh-movement (Internal Merge).!

So for the A'-system we arrive at the position in (33):

(33) a. FC+1IM — lower copy is “trace” (standard wh-movement)

b. FC + EM — pro/RP (resumption)
Compare (6), from Section 1:

(6) a. FC+IM — lower copy is “trace”
b. FC + EM — lower copy is “PRO”

The parallels are clear, and the conclusions seem very natural from a theoreti-
cal perspective.

As we mentioned in section 1, the lower copies in (6) are not fully identical in
features with the higher copies since the higher copies have Case features, which
“NP-trace” and “PRO” are standardly assumed to lack.!® Similarly, overt resump-
tive pronouns differ in phonological form from their antecedents, again indicating
that FC is not simple feature identity. We can connect these observations and at the
same time take a step towards understanding why, in general, the highest copy is
overtly realised, if we assume that PF spells out the most fully specified copy.
This can be seen as a case of disjunctive ordering (see Kiparsky 1973) in that the
phonological process applies to the most fully specified element and is consistent
with the observation that resumptive pronouns are partial copies.

The foregoing discussion also brings us to the question (raised by an anony-
mous reviewer) of how our proposal can be squared with the unbounded nature
of relativisation, since we always want to end up with at most one resumptive
pronoun. So, how does our analysis ensure this result? On the one hand, we could
assume that FC is unbounded, but we take this to be undesirable. We are therefore
led to the conclusion that FC must be successive-cyclic, although given what was
stated in the discussion of (157), not necessarily phase-bound, so the precise nature
of the locality condition on FC remains a partially open question. What prevents

15. For an approach to resumption which is very similar in spirit, although framed in terms of different
technical assumptions, see Shlonsky (1992, especially his Note 7, p. 453).

16. As has been known since Sigurdsson (1991), PRO in Icelandic can have a Case distinct from its
controller. We have nothing to say here about this phenomenon except to note that these are typi-
cally inherent cases determined by the infinitival verb in the complement.
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spelling out intermediate copies as resumptive pronouns is the fact that pronouns
are obligatorily interpreted as variables, and it is impossible for intermediate cop-
ies/traces to be interpreted as variables, as this would then lead to an ill-formed
interpretation at LF (see also note 18).!7

5. A possible extension to English Left Dislocation

A further case of resumption involves English LD, as in (34):
(34) (As for) John, I saw him yesterday.

This contrasts with topicalisation, where there is a “wh-trace”, as in (35):
(35) John I saw yesterday.

The contrast between (34) and (35) may correspond to FC+EM (in (34)) and
FC+IM (in (35)), see (33). However, it has been known since Ross (1967) that
unlike topicalisation, a standard case of A'-movement (Chomsky 1977), LD is not
sensitive to islands:

(36) (As for) John, I wonder whether Mary likes *(him).
(37) (As for) John, I heard the rumour that Mary likes *(him).
(38) (As for) John, I wonder whether *(he) likes Mary.

Given that we have claimed that FC applies successive-cyclically (see also
Chomsky et al. 2023 on FC being phase-internal), the fact that English LD is not
sensitive to islands appears to be a problem for analysing LD as FC plus external
Merge.

However, if we take into consideration the proposals by Aoun et al. (2001) and
Guillot and Malkawi (2006), who observe that in (Jordanian) Arabic and French
reconstruction is possible with resumptive pronouns in strong islands, then it may
be possible to retain the idea that some but not all cases of English LD involve
FC. Guillot & Malkawi (2006: 174) give examples like (39) from French (their
example (24)). The reconstructed functional reading mapping a different picture
for each man is available with a gap, as shown in (39a). In (39b) on the other hand,
insertion of a resumptive element in the original site blocks the functional reading,
just like in example (8) above, discussed by Doron, and (10) above, discussed by
Sharvit. The only reading available here is the individual one, suggesting that each
man tore the same picture. However, as shown in (39¢), the functional reading

17. There are some cases where wh-operators apparently bind more than one variable, e.g., parasitic
gaps and across-the-board extraction. However, as is well-known, in these cases the variables are
not in a c-command relation, whereas intermediate copies must always be.
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reappears with resumption when the displaced constituent contains the pronoun
lui in French:

(39) a. Quelle photo, chaque homme a-t-il déchirée __|?
(\/functional)
‘Which picture did each man tear?’

b. ?Quelle photo, es-tu faché parce que chaque homme 1,’a déchirée?
(*funct.)
‘Which picture are you furious because every man tore it?’

c. Quelle photo, de lui es-tu faché parce que chaque homme 1,’a déchirée?
(Nfunct.)
‘Which picture of him are you furious because each man tore it?’

Guillot & Malkawi (20006) attribute the readings in (39) to the fact that French
(and Jordanian Arabic) have “weak resumption”, i.e., the resumptive element is
a clitic. Further, they adopt Elbourne’s (2001) analysis of pronouns, according to
which they are either Ds associated with deleted NPs, or DPs capable of bearing
an index and thereby being interpreted as a variable. Associating weak resump-
tion with the NP-deletion analysis of pronouns, Guillot & Malkawi (2006) derive
the reconstruction facts within strong islands by treating the elided NP as a copy
(i.e., there is no movement). Where a weak resumptive element corresponds to an
index-bearing DP, the pronoun functions as a “true” resumptive, and gives rise to
Principle C obviation effects.

English does not have weak resumption as it does not have clitic pronouns. So,
English only has strong resumption.!® However, the situation with strong resump-
tion in English LD is comparable to the situation in (39). Consider (40):

(40) a. This allegation about his private life, the press is furious because every
minister denied it.

b. Which allegation is the press furious because every minister denied it?

c. *Which allegation is the press furious because every minister denied?

(40a) is directly comparable to (39¢) in that the presence of a pronoun in a
dislocated constituent allows the functional reading of the resumptive inside an
island. Concerning (40b), judgements vary; for Roberts, it is unavailable, though
some speakers find it possible. (40c) is a standard adjunct island effect, although
one informant appeared to allow the gap to be interpreted as a resumptive pro

18. The restriction of English to strong resumption might be an oversimplification because as we saw
in section 3.2, there is some evidence for pro in English, and furthermore there might be instances
of weak pronouns in this language (see Cardinaletti & Starke 1999). If it can be established that
English resumptive pronouns are in fact weak, then the data that follows in (40) could be explained
exactly as in Guillot & Malkawi (2006).
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allowing a functional reading. To account for these facts, on the assumption that
English only has strong resumption (but see note 18), we depart from Guillot and
Malkawi’s (2006) analysis, and instead treat English resumptive pronouns purely as
index-bearing DPs interpreted as variables. This accounts for the functional reading
of the resumptive in (40a), and allows for the possibility of the functional read-
ing in (40b) (despite the variation in judgments as mentioned). This analysis allows
us to maintain with Guillot & Malkawi (2006: 176) that “[r]econstruction with
strong resumption follows from A'-movement [...] leading to apparent resump-
tion when movement is available, and true resumption otherwise”. In our terms,
apparent resumption is FC + EM, true resumption features a pronoun which is an
index-bearing DP in Elbourne’s (2001) sense, interpreted as a bound variable bound
by a quantificational antecedent. It is independently known that bound variable
interpretations for pronouns are not island-sensitive, as shown by (41):

(41) Every politician betrays the people who vote for him/her.

We conclude that the FC+EM analysis can be partially extended to English LD
for the cases where we have apparent resumption, i.e., where the resumptive element
is not inside an island. Where it is inside an island, we have true resumption. This
conclusion is consistent with the general idea that FC is local and successive-cyclic.

6. Summary and conclusions

Extending FC to the A'-system is a natural move, in fact an inevitable one given the
overall goals of current work in the minimalist programme. Here we have pointed
out some desirable empirical consequences of this move, above all concerning the
nature of resumptive pronouns of various kinds in various languages.'® In doing
this, we have shed important light on the workings of FC, notably in relation to
locality. For a further extension to Agree and head-movement, see Roberts (2024).
In more recent work (Kallulli & Roberts 2025), we show how FC is characterised
by both Redundancy and Deficiency in the sense of ongoing work in the context of
the Special Research Area ‘Language between Redundancy and Deficiency’ (Onea
et al. 2023); more specifically, we argue there that Redundacy and Deficiency
characterise parametric variation in general.
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