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CHAPTER 5 
 
 
THE SYNTAX OF RESUMPTION 

 

 

1  Introduction 

Resumption in left dislocation has been a puzzle in the generative literature since it 

was first considered in Ross 1967 and van Riemsdijk and Zwarts 1974/1997.  The 

fact that two instances of an overt element referring to the same discourse referent 

appear in the construction (the left dislocate in [Spec, TopP] and the resumptive in 

[Spec, IP] for Czech CLD) has resisted a straightforward analysis.  In this 

dissertation, I take a novel approach to spelling out the resumptive element at the 

prosodic-syntactic interface.    

Vat 1981/1997 is an important precursor to the movement approach advocated 

in this dissertation.1  Their account is based on Vergnaud’s 1974 analysis of relative 

clauses.  Both overt exponents of the left dislocate (the resumptive and the left 

dislocate) are base generated as sisters within the VP.  The full XP raises to a 

specifier position outside the IP domain and the resumptive element raises to the 

highest specifier position within the IP.  While my analysis does not involve the base 

                                                
1 ‘Jan Vat’ is an acronym for the work of six Dutch researchers. 
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generation of two copies of the left dislocate, it does involve the creation of multiple 

copies through movement of the CLD’ed XP to [Spec, TopP], through [Spec, IP].  

As discussed in chapter 3, in Czech CLD, the left dislocate moves from its 

VP-internal position, to a position in the left periphery, leaving behind a copy in 

[Spec, IP].  I assume that the resumptive element is an overt instantiation of this copy.  

Thus, the question under consideration here is the mechanism which ensures spell out 

of both the initial and intermediate copies of the left dislocate.  To guarantee that both 

copies have an overt exponent at PF, I consider not only the syntactic characteristics 

of CLD, but also its prosodic realization.  Following other research at the prosodic-

syntactic interface (Zubizaretta 1998, Franks 1998, Bo!kovi" 2001, Stjepanovi" 2003, 

Landau 2005b, among others), I pursue an analysis in which it is the prosodic rise 

associated with the resumptive which motivates spell out of that element at PF.  

 

2  CLD: Locating the CT interpretation in [Spec, IP] 

In the previous chapter it was established that CLD, like contrastive topicalization, 

has a CT interpretation.  The difference between these two constructions, then, is the 

appearance of the left dislocated constituent in CLD constructions.  The question 

under consideration in this section is the locus of the CT interpretation in CLD.  In 

contrastive topicalization constructions, the CT interpretation of the fronted XP 

clearly arises due to its appearance in [Spec, IP].  However, in CLD constructions it is 

less apparent which structural position, [Spec, TopP] or [Spec, IP], contributes the CT 
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interpretation.  Considering the intonational contours associated with the XP’s in 

these two positions sheds light on this question since XP’s with a CT interpretation in 

Czech are known to bear an intonational rise (Veselá et al. 2003).  Through a 

prosodic study, we find that it is the resumptive element and not the left dislocate 

which carries the CT prosodic rise in this construction.  Assuming that this contour 

falls on the element with the CT interpretation, it follows that it is [Spec, IP], and not 

[Spec, TopP], which is associated with that interpretation.  

 

2.1  Prosodic realization of Contrastive Topic 

Veselá et al. 2003 analyze the pitch accent associated with contrastively topicalized 

elements in Czech as a rising pitch contour.2  To demonstrate this, Veselá et al. use an 

annotated corpus of spoken Czech which was compiled from recordings of three 

television talk show interviews.  From these recordings, the researchers identified 111 

tokens of utterances containing elements with a CT interpretation (contrastive 

topicalization constructions).  They isolated the CT portion of these utterances and 

measured the F0 value across that constituent.  Most often this constituent (or sector) 

consisted of a single phonological word (either a lexeme or a lexeme and a pre-clitic 

preposition); in more complex cases a focalizer, such as only, even, or also, was 

included in the sector.   

                                                
2 In English, this contour is termed the B-accent or rise-fall accent (for the earliest discussion, see 
Jackendoff 1972).   
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 When measuring the change in the F0 value across these CT sectors, the 

researchers found that the value rose by an average of roughly 19Hz.3  This pitch rise 

contrasted with the change in F0 values across other types of sectors.  For instance, 

previously established topics showed a very small rise in pitch (approximately +2Hz) 

and a falling pitch accent of about -14Hz was associated with new information at the 

end of the utterance (what is considered the ‘focus’ portion of the sentence within the 

Topic Focus Articulation framework). 

 In a phonetic experiment, I found that the resumptive demonstrative in CLD 

constructions is associated with a prosodic rise of 22Hz; this rise is comparable to that 

of contrastively topicalized constituents.4  The prosodic contour of the CLD’ed 

element, on the other hand, is generally falling.  This suggests that the resumptive 

pronoun is associated with the CT interpretation of the sentence and not the left 

dislocate. 

 Prosodic data were collected from two native Czech speakers in a phonetic 

experiment.5  The speakers were presented with 26 sentence tokens in written form, 

                                                
3 Vesela et al. 2003 divide CT’s into three sub-types, ‘kontrast 1-3’. Kontrast 1 includes examples in 
which several members of a set of alternatives are enumerated in analogous positions across several 
clauses (difference of about +18Hz). In the second group, kontrast 2, the CT is a member of a set of 
alternatives which has been established in the discourse (difference of about +19Hz). The third sub-
group consists of examples in which the CT is in a part/whole relationship with an overtly established 
element in the discourse (difference of about +20Hz). They conclude that there is not a significant 
difference between the rise in these three cases. For me, all three types of ‘kontrast’ instantiate the 
contrastive topic discourse function (see chapter 4), so I averaged the averages for these three types of 
CT’s.   
4 I thank Jaye Padgett for his help in designing the experiment. All errors are my own. 
5 The speakers are from Moravia and a northwest suburb of Prague (Kladno), and are recent 
immigrants to the Santa Cruz area. One speaks fluent English; the other has limited English skills and, 
at the time of the experiment, lived in a Czech-speaking household.   
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given time to review them and asked to read the tokens in sequence (without pauses).  

The tokens consisted of HTLD I and CLD tokens interspersed with filler examples.6  

All filler and HTLD I tokens were naturally occurring examples and 7 out of the 15 

CLD tokens were as well; the remaining 8 CLD tokens were constructed in 

conjunction with a native speaker.  Each CLD and HTLD I example appeared twice 

in the experiment.  Since expressions containing CLD and HTLD’ed elements are 

highly sensitive to context, the appropriate context was created by introducing these 

tokens with one or more sentences.   

Certain phonetic precautions were taken when constructing the example 

sentences.  In order to get the clearest results, I limited the tokens to sentences with 

demonstrative resumptives containing several sonorant sounds: ‘tomu’, [tomu] 

(‘that.MASC.DAT’); ‘tím’, [ci:m]7 (‘that.MASC.INSTR’); and ‘tam’, [tam] (‘there.DIR’).  

Additionally, I disregarded sharp rises in intonation that could be associated with the 

initial [t] and [c] in the demonstratives, as well as other voiceless obstruents. 

Intonational information for the HTLD I and CLD examples was extracted 

using Praat (Boersma and Weenink 1999-2006).  As in Veselá et al. 2003, I measured 

the F0 contour across the demonstrative taking measurements at the beginning and 

end of the sector and calculating the difference.8   

                                                
6 Both HTLD I and CLD have left edge resumptive demonstratives. The third left dislocation 
construction in Czech, HTLD II, is compared with CLD in the following section. 
7 The symbol, [c], represents a voiceless palatal stop. 
8 In some cases, the rise associated with the demonstrative appears to ‘leak’ onto the following 
syllable. In those cases I considered that syllable to be the end of the sector. Researchers have 
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We first consider the intonational contour associated with CLD constructions.  

An illustrative example of CLD is given in (1).  The question in (1a) provides the 

context for the CLD construction in (1b).9 

 (1)  a. Komu     pom#$e!? 
 who.DAT help.2SG 
 ÔWho are you helping?Ô 

       b. Jindrovi,    tomu      ze     v!ech problŽm# pom#$uÉ  
 Jindra.DAT that.DAT from all      problems help.1SG 
 ÔJindra, I help him with all his problemsÉÔ 

(2) Pitch track for (1b) 

Time (s)
0 2.81027

0

500

Time (s)
0 2.81027

0

500

 
 
 
                                                                                                                                      
suggested that a rising prosodic contour associated with one element often appears on the following 
element.   
9 In chapter 4 I showed that CLD constructions are felicitous as answers to wh-questions, particularly 
when the answer contains more than one possible correspondent to the wh-expression.  The token 
sentence provided in (1b) was followed by a sentence which presented an alternative to Jindrovi. 

Jindrovi          tomu  ze    v!ech problŽm#        pom#$u 
   [yIndrovI tomu ze v!ex proble:mu: pomu:$u] 



150  

This example illustrates a typical token.  The demonstrative resumptive, tomu 

(‘that.MASC.DAT’), is associated with a significant rise in pitch (41Hz), while the left 

dislocated constituent is linked with a small rise in pitch (9Hz).  As noted in Veselá et 

al., the pitch falls at the end of the clause.  

When all 15 tokens were considered, the intonational contour associated with 

the demonstrative resumptive in CLD rose by an average of 22Hz.  This rise is 

comparable to the rise of about 19Hz across contrastively topicalized elements.  The 

left dislocate, on the other hand, is not associated with a prosodic rise of this type.  

For this reason, I conclude that the locus of the CT interpretation of CLD 

constructions is the demonstrative pronoun in [Spec, IP] and not the left dislocate. 

Given that CLD, but not HTLD constructions, are associated with a CT 

interpretation, the expectation is that the resumptive in HTLD I is not associated with 

a prosodic rise.  This prediction is borne out.  The prosodic characteristics of the 

intonational contour across the demonstrative resumptive in HTLD I constructions 

differ significantly.  Across these resumptive demonstratives, the pitch rose an 

average of 2Hz when 8 tokens were analyzed.  The pitch track in (4) for the example 

in (3) illustrates these findings. 

(3)   a. ãJindra, Jindra, kdo   jin%?Ò  Otto sed&l a      ml' el. 
  Jindra  Jindra  who else      Otto  sat    and was-quiet 
 ÔÒJindra, Jindra, who else?Ò  Otto sat and was silent.Ô 

       b. Jindra, tomu      by                 nevolal. 
 Jindra that.DAT COND.3SG.CL NEG-call 
 ÔJindra, I would never call him.Ô 
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(4) Pitch track for (3b) 

Time (s)
0.110998 1.39158

0

500

 

In this example the pitch across the demonstrative falls slightly (4Hz), though, on 

average, pitch rises slightly across the demonstrative.  What is absent is the marked 

pitch rise associated with the resumptive in CLD constructions.  Again, the pitch falls 

to the end of the clause. 

 This is the expected result because HTLD is not associated with a contrastive 

topic interpretation.  In fact, the resumptive element in HTLD bears a pitch contour (a 

small rise in pitch) comparable to that found for topical elements by Veselá et al.  

These intonational contours provide additional evidence for the discourse functions 

outlined in chapter 4: HTLD I promotes a discourse referent to topic and CLD 

exhibits a CT discourse function. 

Jindra   tomu              by           nevolal. 
        [yIndra tomu bI nevolal] 
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2.2  Comparing CLD and HTLD II  

The intonational contour associated with the left-edge resumptive element in CLD 

and HTLD I distinguishes these two constructions.  HTLD II constructions differ 

from HTLD I in that the resumptive element is a second position clitic.  Given that 

the CT interpretation in CLD and contrastive topicalization constructions correlates 

with an intonational rise on the constituent in [Spec, IP], we would expect a CT 

interpretation to be unavailable in HTLD II constructions.  This is what is found. 

Compare the examples in (5) and (6) (repeated from (44-45) in chapter 4).  

The CLD example in (5) contains a strong resumptive element in [Spec, IP] and 

requires a contrastive interpretation.   

(5) Tu    krátkou knížku,    tu            jsem           dočetla včera,       ale  tu
 that short      book.ACC that.ACC AUX.1SG.CL read      yesterday but that  

 dlouhou, tu            dočtu přiští týden. 
long.ACC that.ACC read   next   week 

’The short book, I read it yesterday, but the long one, I will read it next week.’ 
 
When a clitic rather than a full pronoun resumes the left dislocated element, as in 

HTLD II, a contrastive interpretation is not available.  Speakers agree that the 

continuation in (6) is infelicitous. 

(6) #Tu krátkou knížku,    dočetla jsem            ji        včera,       ale tu    dlouhou, 
that short     book.ACC read     AUX.1SG.CL her.CL yesterday but that long.ACC  

 dočtu ji          přiští týden. 
read   her.CL next   week 

’The short book, I read it yesterday, but the long one, I will read it next week.’ 
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The preference is to continue discussing the discourse referent of the left dislocate, 

rather than to consider another discourse referent, see (7).   

(7) Tu   krátkou knížku,    dočetla jsem            ji         včera.      Byla moc  
that short     book.ACC read     AUX.1SG.CL her.CL yesterday was   very  
zajimává. 
interesting  

’The short book, I read it yesterday.  It was very interesting.’ 

Like HTLD I, HTLD II  promotes a discourse referent to topic status.  

Parallel facts are found in questions.  In Slavic languages, a very common 

way to form a wh-question is for a left dislocated XP to precede a clause which 

contains a resumptive element.  The CLD example in (8) is felicitous in a context in 

which multiple items are paired with recipients.  Consultants agree that (8) would 

most likely be followed by a question of the type: ‘And your gerbil, who did you give 

it to?’10 

(8)  Toho svého psa,       komu      toho        jsi              dala? 
 that  self’s   dog.ACC who.DAT that.ACC AUX.2SG.CL gave 

‘That dog, who did you give him to?’ 
 
An alternative realization of the question in (8) is one in which a clitic resumes the 

left dislocate, (9).  This example does not evoke a contrastive topic interpretation. 

(9) Toho psa,        komu     jsi               ho    dala? 
that   dog.ACC who.DAT AUX.2SG.CL it.CL gave 
‘That dog, who did you give it to?’ 

 

                                                
10 The contrastive topic interpretation of the CLD’ed element in this question suggests that contrastive 
topics are felicitous in questions, pace Büring 2003. He suggests that contrastive topics are not found 
in questions in German and English. 
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The pairs of declaratives and interrogatives in (5-6) and (8-9) are minimal pairs, 

differing just in the nature of the resumptive element.  The correlation between the 

appearance of a demonstrative resumptive in [Spec, IP] and a CT interpretation 

provides further evidence that it is the element in [Spec, IP] and not the left dislocate 

that carries the CT interpretation in left dislocation.   

 

2.3  Interpretation of [Spec, TopP] 

If the element in [Spec, IP] contributes the contrastive topic interpretation, what 

motivates the additional movement of the left dislocated element to [Spec, TopP]?  

To answer this question it is instructive to compare the relative distributions of CLD 

and contrastive topicalization.  Each construction can appear alone (i.e. not followed 

by another CT-marking construction), but when more than one discourse referent is 

explicitly associated with a CT interpretation in adjacent clauses, it is common to find 

either a sequence of contrastive topicalization constructions or CLD followed by 

contrastive topicalization. What is not common in corpus searches, however, and 

what is considered degraded by consultants, is to have two consecutive CLD 

constructions, see chart in (10).  Examples (32), (33), and (34) in chapter 4 illustrate 

the pattern in (10b). 
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(10) Patterns of Co-occurrence: CLD, Contrastive Topicalization  

Common Pattern a.   Contrastive Topicalization > Contrastive Topicalization 

b.   CLD > Contrastive Topicalization 

Uncommon Pattern c.   CLD > CLD  

d.   Contrastive Topicalization > CLD 

 

I propose that this pattern of attested and degraded combinations stems from the 

additional discourse function associated with the left dislocate in CLD constructions.   

 As shown in chapter 4, the discourse referent of the CLD’ed element is 

necessarily a member of a set which has been previously evoked in the discourse.  

This is captured in the definition of familiar in (23) (chapter 4).  Lambrecht 1994, 

among others, has also suggested that left dislocation constructions are used to raise 

the activation status of a discourse referent.  If the use of CLD served to raise the 

activation status of the cognitively salient set of which the discourse referent was a 

member as well as the activation status of the discourse referent itself, the patterns 

illustrated in (10) could be understood (see also Prince 1997 for cognitively salient 

sets and LD).  Once this cognitively salient set has been activated (through the use of 

a CLD construction), raising the activation status of additional members of that set is 

unnecessary and contrastive topicalization can be used instead of CLD.  

 Consider the textual example in (11), repeated from (33) (chapter 4). 
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(11)  Toho klukaCT???  Toho      neznámF,   ale ProchoraCT v  něm poznávámF. 
 that   guy.ACC       that.ACC NEG-know but Prochor     in it      recognize 
 ‘That guyCT, I don’tF know him, but ProchorCT I recognizeF from the picture.’  

(http://www.dfklub.cz/gallery/opinion.php?id=10917) 
 

The discourse context of this online-chat-room example is a posted photograph, and 

the left dislocated DP, that guy, evokes the set of individuals pictured in the 

photograph.  Once this set has been evoked, it is possible to refer to additional 

members of that set (Prochor, for example) in a simpler construction, contrastive 

topicalization.   

 More corpus research on the distribution of CLD and contrastive 

topicalization constructions is necessary, but this preliminary study of the data 

suggests that CLD constructions, when followed by a construction with a CT 

interpretation, are followed by contrastive topicalization, rather than a CLD 

construction.  Associating this pattern with the fact that LD constructions raise the 

activation status of their discourse referent (and the set to which this discourse 

referent belongs) is promising.  

 

3  The Syntax of CLD  

The previous section established that the CT discourse function of CLD is associated 

with the resumptive element that appears in [Spec, IP], not its antecedent in [Spec, 

TopP].  This allows a unified syntactic analysis of the CT discourse function 

associated with both contrastive topicalization and with CLD.  In both constructions, 

syntactic features linked with this discourse function appear exclusively on I0.    
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Let us consider first the simpler construction, contrastive topicalization.  In 

chapter 2, I provided evidence that contrastive topicalization involves operator 

movement on par with wh-movement.  Movement to the left edge is motivated by a 

combination of operator features and CT features on the head of the CT’ed XP and on 

I0, as well as an EPP feature on I0.  The tree in (13) illustrates the analysis of (12).   

(12) [Tu  červenou tašku]CT si           koupila JanaF. 
that red           bag.ACC REFL-CL bought Jana   

 ‘[That red bag]CT JanaF bought.’ 

(13)    IP       
    4  

[DP tu červenou tašku][CT/ct,u] I’         
 (that red bag)  4  
    I  vP      
   [CT,u/ct] [EPP] 4  
        [DP tu červenou tašku][CT/ct,u] vP 
      $  
             
       
First, the CT’ed DP, tu červenou tašku (‘that red bag.ACC’), scrambles to an adjoined 

position in the vP domain.  It then moves to [Spec, IP], a move which is motivated by 

the matrix of interpretable and uninterpretable features on the probe and the goal.  

Lower copies delete. 

In CLD constructions, an additional functional projection, TopP, dominates 

the sentential domain, and the LD’ed XP undergoes leftward movement to the 

specifier of this projection.  The appearance of an XP in [Spec, TopP] evokes the 

contextually salient set of which the discourse referent of the CLD’ed element is a 

member.   I associate this discourse function with a T feature on Top0.  Consider (14).   
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(14) Tu   červenou tašku,     tu           si          koupila Jana. 
that red          bag.ACC that.ACC REFL-CL bought Jana  

 ’That red bag, Jana bought it.’ 

The DP, tu červenou tašku (‘that red bag‘), has not only the feature matrix [CT/ct,u], 

but also a familiarity feature, T.  Movement of the DP to [Spec, TopP] satisfies the 

EPP and values the uninterpretable T feature on Top0.  The derivation is illustrated in 

the tree in (15). 

(15)  TopP       
 4   
[DP tu červenou tašku][CT/T] Top’     
(that red bag)      4  
    Top   IP       
          [T,u][EPP]4  
            [DP tu červenou tašku][CT/ct,u/T] I’         
    4  
    I  vP      
   [CT,u/ct][EPP]  %  
         …[DP tu červenou tašku][CT/ct,u/T] ... 

The CLD’ed DP undergoes movement to [Spec, IP] to value uninterpretable features 

and satisfy the EPP on I0, and then, this same DP undergoes a subsequent movement 

to [Spec, TopP].  It is crucial that the same XP undergo movement to both [Spec, IP] 

and [Spec, TopP].  This result follows from economy conditions: the element in 

[Spec, IP] is necessarily the closest element with the appropriate featural make-up. 

The only DP which could intervene between [Spec, TopP] and [Spec, IP] is a wh-

phrase in [Spec, CP].  We know independently, however, that wh-phrases are not 
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topical and, therefore, are not associated with a T feature which could check the 

uninterpretable feature on Top0.11  

 The movement analysis of CLD developed here is preferable to the one 

proposed in Grohmann 2003.  For Grohmann, both leftward movements are 

motivated by the same discourse feature (F) which he associates with a topic 

interpretation.  From a theoretical perspective, positing two stacked functional 

projections with the same featural make-up raises the question why a language would 

have a CLD construction if the same discourse features could be satisfied by a 

simpler construction (topicalization).  The analysis pursued here is preferable in that 

the two leftward movements are motivated by distinct features which are associated 

with distinct discourse functions.   

In (15), copies of the LD’ed DP appear in the correct positions.  However, the 

expectation is that the top copy would spell out and the lower copies would delete.  

Nunes 1999 discusses the general assumption that it is the top copy that spells out in 

movement chains.  He suggests that this preference can be derived from economy.  

On the top copy, uninterpretable features have deleted through the movement 

operations that the XP has undergone.  Under the assumption that, at PF, 

uninterpretable features must undergo deletion before pronunciation is possible, it is 

more economical to pronounce a higher copy than a lower one since checking 

                                                
11 I do not consider the possibility of Merging an element from the numeration into [Spec, TopP] 
position for two reasons.  First, it was established in chapter 3 that this construction is derived by 
movement and, second, economy conditions would not necessarily prefer first Merge over Move.  
Recently, researchers have claimed that Merge is not less costly than Move (see Adger and Ramchand 
2005, among others). 
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relationships with functional heads have permitted the deletion of uninterpretable 

features in the narrow syntax (see Franks 1998; Fox and Pesetsky 2004 for other 

explanations).12  I do not adopt a particular explanation for default spell out of the top 

copy, but, as this is the general assumption in the literature, I assume that the top copy 

in CLD spells out fully.   

The problem remains that in CLD constructions, not only does the top copy 

spell out, but the intermediate copy spells out as a resumptive element.  I turn to the 

PF interface for an explanation of this additional spell out and link the appearance of 

the resumptive to the prosodic contour associated with it. 

 

4  Resumption at the Syntax-Phonology Interface  

Copies of the left dislocated element appear in four positions in the clause: the base 

position, adjoined to vP, [Spec, IP] and [Spec, TopP].  Deletion of the two lowest 

copies proceeds as expected, but both the top copy and the copy in [Spec, IP] are 

pronounced at PF.  Pronunciation of the intermediate copy in [Spec, IP] is 

unexpected.  Recent work within the Minimalist Program has linked pronunciation of 

non-initial copies to PF requirements.  Under Minimalism, movement leaves copies 

in multiple syntactic positions.  This leaves open the possibility that, rather than 

pronouncing simply the highest copy, a lower copy or even multiple copies could be 

                                                
12 This economy argument goes through, of course, only if we assume both that checking relationships 
delete uninterpretable features in the narrow syntax and that checking relationships are established 
through movement and not through static Agree. 
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pronounced.  To account for unexpected patterns of  pronunciation in movement 

chains, researchers have disassociated movement operations from the procedure that 

determines which copy in a chain should be pronounced.  Narrow syntax is 

responsible for movement of constituents, but determining which copy to pronounce 

occurs at PF (see Pesetsky 1998, Franks 1998, Bošković 2001, Bobaljik 2002, 

Stjepanović 2003, Landau 2005b, Sato 2005, among others).   

 In support of this approach, Landau 2005b argues that it is desirable to limit 

the domain of narrow syntax and, where possible, shift functions to the interfaces, LF 

and PF.  This is particularly desirable for processes such as pronounciation, which are 

independently needed at PF.  In Landau’s 2005b analysis of VP fronting in Hebrew, 

verbal elements undergo movement in the narrow syntax, but it is PF requirements, 

unrelated to movement operations, that motivate the spell out of two copies in the 

movement chain.   

 

4.1  V(P) fronting in Hebrew 

The example in (16) illustrates VP topicalization in Hebrew.  Two copies of the verb 

appear in the clause: the fronted copy is in the infinitival form and is associated with 

an intonational rise; the lower copy is inflected for tense and person.   

(16) lirkod,      hu rakad         
 dance.INF he dance.PST  
 ‘As for dancing, he danced.‘    (Landau 2005b: (57a)) 
 
Hebrew V(P) topicalization has two syntactic instantiations: bare-infinitive fronting 

(BI) and phrasal-infinitive (PI) fronting.  When the verb has an internal argument, it 
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can either front along with the verb or remain in situ.  Landau analyzes the former as 

PI and argues that the vP fronts to [Spec, ToP].  In cases in which the internal 

argument of the verb remains low, Landau suggests that only the verbal head fronts 

(BI).  Since the verb in (16) has no internal argument, this example has two possible 

syntactic analyses: PI and BI.  Though both analyses are, in principle, possible, 

Landau (p.c.) suggests that locality would prefer a PI analysis in which it is the full 

vP that fronts.  The vP properly contains the verbal head and is, thus, closer to the 

probe (Top0).  I adopt this analysis of (16) and provide an illustration in the tree in 

(17). 

(17)   TopP       
  5   

vP3            Top’     
    4  4  
 DP2          v’    Top   IP     
 hu       $         4  
             (‘he’)       lirkod    DP2  I’         
        (‘dance.INF’) hu 4  
     (‘he’) √V+v+I  vP3   
      rakad    4   

                   (‘danced’) DP2  v’ 
       hu 4  
       (‘he’) √V+v       √V 
        rkd 
         
The vP, consisting of a copy of the subject DP and the verb root/v0 complex, fronts to 

[Spec, TopP].13  Two other movements also take place.  First, the verbal head also 

raises to I0 to get tense information.  Second, the subject DP, hu (‘he’), raises to 

[Spec, IP] to satisfy the EPP feature on that head.  Landau 2005a analyzes the EPP 

                                                
13 Due to the morphology of Hebrew, Landau analyzes the internal structure of the verbal head as a 
verbal complex consisting of the root verb and v0 (see Landau 2005b for a detailed analysis). 
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feature as a PF selectional feature.  Due to that fact, the subject DP is required to spell 

out in [Spec, IP]. 

Landau 2005b implements spell out of two verbal copies as follows.  He 

argues that copies spell out overtly at PF when they are associated with phonological 

content.  In the example in (16), phonological content comes from the structural 

positions in which the two copies are found.   

There are two chains to consider.  The first chain is a head movement chain 

between the base position of the verb and I0. Also, there is a chain between the base 

position of the vP and its copy in [Spec, TopP].  There are requirements that the 

verbal head in the highest position of each chain be pronounced.14  V(P) fronting 

requires that a verbal head associated with an intonational rise appear at the left edge 

of the fronted constituent.  The fronted copy of the subject DP deletes.  The lower 

copy is also in a position associated with a phonological requirement.  This copy of 

the verb adjoins to T0 and must be pronounced in order to host tense morphology; 

tense requires an overt exponent on a verbal head.  The lowest copy of the verb (that 

in the base position within the VP) deletes because it is not in a structural position 

associated with a PF requirement.  In essence, if a member of a chain is in a position 

associated with a phonological requirement, that chain link must be visible at PF 

(spell out overtly), or the derivation crashes. 

                                                
14 If a long head movement analysis were implemented, the same results would hold at PF.  Rather 
than two chains, there would be one head movement chain with copies of the verbal head in I0 and 
[Spec, TopP] (assuming that heads can fill specifier positions).  The two highest copies in the head 
movement chain would be required to spell out at PF due to the phonological requirements associated 
Top0 and I0.  
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Landau hypothesizes that there are two ways in which an element can be 

associated with phonetic content.  The first is a positional requirement.  A head can 

require that the X0 that is adjoined to it, (18a), or that the XP in its specifier position, 

(18b), Spell out overtly.   

(18) a. [HP [H’ X1 [H]] […Xn]] 
       b. [HP XP1 [H’ H]] […XPn]]   (Landau 2005b: (51)) 

The second possibility is for the element itself to be associated with phonetic content.  

If an element does not move, it has phonetic content (Landau, p.c.).  Landau 2005b 

defines ‘associated with phonetic content’ in (19).  What is relevant for the present 

analysis is (19b).   

(19) X is associated with phonetic content iff: 

       a. X has phonetic content, or 

       b. X is in a position specified with some phonological requirement. 
 (Landau 2005b: (52)) 

Consider again the example in (16).  The two highest movement copies are in 

structural positions associated with phonetic content.  The first is in a structural 

position associated with a phonological rise and the second in a position in which 

tense must be spelled out on an overt head.  

To implement the Spell out of elements which are ‘associated with phonetic 

content’, Landau posits a principle of PF recoverability, see (20).  

(20)   P-Recoverability 
In a chain <X1, … Xi, … Xn> where Xi is associated with phonetic content, Xi 
must be pronounced.        (Landau 2005b: (53)) 
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P-recoverability, along with the definition in (19), accounts for the spell out of both 

copies in (16).  The top copy in the vP chain spells out due to an obligatory 

intonational rise associated with this fronting construction, and the top copy in the 

head movement chain spells out to express tense and agreement, which must be 

realized overtly at PF.  It is not the case, however, that all copies must be pronounced.  

An economy condition ensures that copies not associated with phonological 

requirements are deleted, (21). 

(21) Economy of Pronunciation 
 Delete all chain copies at PF up to P-recoverability.         (Landau 2005b: (60)) 
 
This condition requires the deletion of the lowest copy of the verb in (16).  It is not in 

a position associated with phonetic content and, thus, it deletes.   

This analysis correctly predicts multiple overt occurrences of the verb in V(P) 

fronting in Hebrew.  In the next section we turn to CLD in Czech. 

 

4.2  PF requirements on spell out in Czech CLD 

In Czech CLD, as in V(P) fronting in Hebrew, two copies of a movement chain are 

realized overtly at PF.  Following Landau 2005b, this must be due to phonological 

requirements associated with the positions in which these two elements are found.  

Consider first the position of the resumptive.  We established in §2.1 that the rising 

pitch accent associated with the CT discourse function of CLD obligatorily falls on a 

particular structural position, [Spec, IP].  In order for this pitch accent to be realized 

at PF, an overt copy of the CT must appear in this position.  Pronunciation of the 
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resumptive satisfies this prosodic requirement.  The highest position of the movement 

chain, the position of the left dislocate, however, is not associated with a rising 

prosodic contour and there does not seem to be any other phonological requirement 

associated with this position.  Why, then, does the top movement copy Spell out?  We 

consider this question in the following section.  

 

4.2.1  Pronouncing the top copy 

Where pronunciation of the top copy is found, but is not motivated by any apparent 

phonological requirement on the position in which it occurs, Landau relies on a 

phonological interpretation of the EPP.  For him, the EPP is a PF selectional 

requirement of a head that requires spell out of an XP in its specifier position (see 

Landau 2005a).  Consider the example in (22). 

(22)   Bill seems to study hard. 

The DP, Bill, is assigned nominative case under static Agree with the inflectional 

head, I0.  An EPP feature on I0 requires the movement of the DP Bill to its specifier 

position.  Since the EPP is a PF selectional requirement, spell out of the copy of Bill 

in [Spec, IP] is required at PF. 

This interpretation of the EPP and its interaction with PF recoverability 

predicts, then, that the top copy in CLD constructions must be pronounced since 

movement of the left dislocate to [Spec, TopP] is motivated by the EPP on Top0, see 

(23). 
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(23) Petra,      toho       asi       neznám. 
 Petr.ACC that.ACC maybe NEG-know 
 ‘Petr, I don’t think I know him.’ 

However, there are problems inherent to interpreting the EPP as a PF selectional 

requirement.  In cases in which the EPP motivates movement to an intermediate 

specifier position, overt pronunciation of the specifier of that head is usually not 

required.  Consider wh-movement out of an embedded clause in English, (24). 

(24) Where did Mary say where Sheila bought the sweater where?  

It is generally assumed that the EPP motivates movement of the wh-phrase to the 

embedded [Spec, CP].  But, the moved element is not pronounced in that position, as 

would be expected under a PF analysis of the EPP.15  Facts of this type call into 

question the feasibility of interpreting the EPP as a PF selectional feature. 

 Landau 2005b makes use of this phonological EPP feature in order to avoid a 

default strategy such as ‘Pronounce highest’ (Landau, p.c.).  It is not clear, however, 

that it is possible to avoid a principle of this type.  For instance, when verbal 

arguments are scrambled to adjoined positions, such as vP adjunction in the Czech 

middlefield, there do not seem to be any phonological requirements on the adjunction 

site which would require the top copy of the moved element to be pronounced.  Since 

it is not clear that a default principle such as ‘Pronounce highest’ can be avoided in 

the grammar and since an EPP feature interpreted as a PF selectional requirement is 

problematic, I do not adopt Landau’s comprehensive proposal that movement copies 

                                                
15 Landau 2005a suggests that the PF features associated with the wh-XP can satisfy the PF 
requirements of the embedded C0 before it moves on to [Spec, CP] of the matrix clause.  
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are pronounced only when a head in their local environment requires it.  Instead, I 

assume that ‘Pronounce highest copy’ is a default requirement on pronunciation in 

movement chains.   Additional movement copies are pronounced when there is a 

phonetic requirement on the structural position the copy occupies.  

 

4.2.2  Pronouncing the resumptive 

Spell out of the intermediate copy in CLD falls out from Landau’s 2005b analysis.  

As in Hebrew V(P) fronting, more than one position of the movement chain of the left 

dislocate is associated with phonetic content.  The highest position must be 

pronounced due to the ‘Pronounce highest’.  The intermediate position is associated 

with an intonational rise which requires an overt exponent.  I illustrate this 

phonological requirement in the schematic in (25).  There is a structural phonological 

requirement on the specifier of I0 when it is associated with a ct operator feature. 

(25)                      IP       
          4  
       XPCT  I’         
           r  
           I      
          [ct] 

Thus, the XPCT is ‘associated with phonetic content’ via its structural position and 

must be pronounced due to the PF-Recoverability principle.   

The tree in (27) illustrates the proposal for (26).  

(26) Ale  tu   dívku … tu           znám       určitě… 
 but that girl.ACC  that.ACC know.1SG for-sure 
 ‘But that girl, I know her for sure…’ 
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If no overt element appeared in [Spec, IP], the derivation would crash at PF due to the 

fact that the obligatory prosodic contour associated with I0
ct would not be realized.  

Under ‘Economy of Pronunciation’, lower copies delete as they are not associated 

with any phonetic requirement.   

(27)         TopP       
  4   

[DP tu d’vku]   Top’     
(that girl)      4  

     Top   IP       
             4  
               [DP tu dívku]  I’         
     4  
     I  vP     
    [CT,u/ct] 4  
       [DP tu dívku]  vP 
       4  
       DP  v’ 
       pro 4  
        v  VP 
         $  
         …[DP tu dívku]… 

P-Recoverability expresses the intuition that spell out of the intermediate copy, which 

would usually delete, is motivated by the prosodic contour found on the element in 

this structural position.   

There is a final issue that needs resolution.  The overt intermediate copy does 

not surface maximally, but, instead, is phonologically reduced.  I assume that this is 

related to the Economy of Pronunciation principle in (21).  The only PF requirement 

on [Spec, IP] is that the prosodic contour associated with I0
ct be realized.  This 

contour can be realized with minimal spell out.    
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5  Spelling Out the Resumptive Pronoun 

Due to P-Recoverability, (20), the intermediate movement copy in [Spec, IP] must 

have overt phonetic content.  However, due to the economy condition in (21), spell 

out need only be adequate to satisfy P-Recoverability.  For V(P) fronting in Hebrew, 

both the higher and the lower copies of the verbal element include the verb root.  On 

the lower copy, this is due to the fact that tense information must have a phonetic 

exponent and, in Hebrew, tense must Spell out on the verb.  In Czech CLD, though, 

the motivation for spelling out the intermediate copy is prosodic, and realization of 

the prosody associated with [Spec, IP] does not require spell out of the full movement 

copy.  Satisfaction of both the economy condition and P-recoverability can be 

achieved by spelling out a resumptive element, rather than a full copy of the left 

dislocate.  We consider how this is implemented in the next section. 

 

5.1  Resumption as partial spell out of movement copies 

Various researchers (including Engdahl 1985; Koopman 1982, 1984) have suggested 

that resumptive pronouns alternate with movement traces and are, in some sense, 

overt versions of movement traces.  With the revival of the Copy and Delete theory of 

movement, the connection between resumptive elements and copies of movement can 

be expressed theoretically.  Since movement of an XP leaves behind copies (usually 

deleted at PF), spelling out these copies (formerly known as traces) under some 
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circumstances becomes theoretically viable.  McCloskey 2006 considers the 

procedure by which this spell out would proceed.  Under Chomsky 1993, full deletion 

of lower copies takes place at PF.  However, it is possible that deletion, under some 

circumstances, is partial, rather than complete.  McCloskey makes the suggestion 

that, since resumptive elements are pronominal, and pronouns are considered to be D-

heads, spell out of a resumptive element consists of deletion of the NP complement to 

a D0 and spell out of D0 as a pronominal element. 

Let us consider how this process would proceed in the example in (28).  The 

highest copy, tu zajímavou knížku (Ôthat interesting book.ACCÔ), spells out fully in 

[Spec, CP].  An overt exponent of the copy in [Spec, IP] is required to carry the 

intonational contour associated with the construction.  Partial spell out can satisfy this 

requirement.  

(28) Tu   zajímavou knížku,     tu           zajímavou knížku dočetla                Jana. 
that interesting book.ACC that.ACC interesting book    finished-reading Jana  

 ’The interesting book, Jana finished reading it.’ 

The complement to D0 elides due to the economy condition in (21) and D0 Spells out 

overtly as a demonstrative determiner.16 

 There is a problem, however, with this type of syntactic approach when we 

consider dislocated conjoined DP’s, see (29).17  Note that the element resuming the 

conjoined DP structure does not correspond to the syntactic heads of the two 

conjuncts but is, rather, a plural, third-person pronoun. 
                                                
16 Later in this section I will consider the fact that it is a demonstrative that spells out overtly as the 
resumptive. 
17 I thank Sandra Chung for pointing this out to me. 
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(29) Toho svŽho psa         a     tu    svou  ko' ku,  ty/         *[ toho       a      tu]
 that   selfÕs  dog.ACC and that selfÕs cat.ACC them.ACC/that.ACC and that.ACC  

 m‡m       r‡da, ale  ostatn’ zvi(ata  asi       ne. 
 have.1SG joy    but other   animals maybe no. 

 ÔMy dog and my cat, I love them, but I donÕt really like other animals.Ô 
   
This pattern of resumption does not follow from the syntactic approach outlined 

above.  Resumption, in this case, appears to reflect the syntactic features of the 

conjoined structure (third-person, plural), rather than the syntactic structure of each 

conjunct, suggesting that a purely syntactic approach to resumption is untenable.  I 

suggest, instead, that the resumptive element is an overt representation of the φ-

features associated with the DP in [Spec, IP].  In the case of (29), the relevant features 

are: third-person, plural.  For the simpler case in (28), the resumptive element Spells 

out the third-person, singular features of the left dislocate.18 

 

5.1.1  Grammatical gender matching 

Analyzing the resumptive as the spell out of a movement copy provides an 

explanation for gender-matching facts that were discussed in chapter 3.  We 

established that certain gender mismatches that are allowed in cross-sentential 

                                                
18 One remaining issue for a movement approach to CLD is that epithets can appear in [Spec, IP].  
(i) Ale Karla,       toho pitomce   nikdo   neviděl. 
 but Karel.ACC that   idiot.ACC no-one NEG-saw 
 ‘But Karel, no one saw that idiot.’ 
 Researchers have suggested that the possibility of epithets in a construction rules out a movement 
analysis. Aoun et al. 2001, however, provide evidence from Lebanese Arabic that epithets can be used 
in resumption contexts which are associated with a movement derivation. I refer the reader to their 
paper for the details of their analysis and leave it as an open question whether their solution can be 
extended to Czech CLD.   
 



173  

pronominalization contexts are disallowed in CLD constructions.  Across sentence 

boundaries, pronouns referring to the discourse referent of the neuter DP, tomu 

d!v"eti (Ôthat girl.DATÔ), can match either the grammatical gender of the DP (neuter) 

or the natural gender of its discourse referent (feminine), see (30). 

(30) P(edstavila jsem            ho         tomu d&v' eti            a     ta/to  
introduced AUX.1SG.CL him.ACC that   girl.DAT.NEUT and that.FEM/that.NEUT  

mu  stiskla/o                  ruku. 
him pressed.FEM/NEUT  hand 

 ÕI introduced him to that girl and she shook his hand.Ô 

In CLD, however, the resumptive element must match its antecedent in grammatical 

gender, see (31). 

(31) Tomu d&v' eti,          tomu/*tŽ                                jsem          dala  jedni' ku. 
 that    girl.NEUT.DAT that.NEUT.DAT/that.FEM.DAT AUX.1SG.CL gave one 
 ÕThat girl, I gave her an A.Ô       

This is a consequence of the approach to resumption taken here.  If the resumptive 

element Spells out the φ-features of a movement copy, grammatical gender, rather 

than natural gender, will be realized on the resumptive.  In this approach to 

resumption, no reference is made to the discourse referent of the left dislocate.  

 

5.2  Why a demonstrative pronoun? 

A demonstrative resumptive is strongly preferred (possibly required) by speakers in 

CLD constructions.  The other possible resumptive element, the strong form of the 

personal pronoun, is dispreferred, and even rejected, by most speakers.  Given the 

analysis presented above, both types of strong pronouns should, in principle, be 
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available to resume a left dislocated DP in CLD.  This, however, is not what is found.  

I suggest that this preference can be explained by the interaction between the 

discourse function of CLD and the distribution of demonstrative vs. personal 

pronouns in the language in general.   

 In order to develop an understanding of the interaction between discourse 

function and the distribution of different pronominal elements, it is first necessary to 

determine the status of the discourse referent of left dislocated elements.  We 

established in the previous chapter that the discourse referent of the left dislocate in 

both CLD and HTLD is familiar (chapter 4: (23)).  We also established that its 

antecedent is not the backward-looking center of its clause.   

 Now consider the status of the discourse referent of the left dislocate.  Left 

dislocation constructions serve to indicate a shift in the focus of the discourse.  Due to 

this fact, it would be reasonable to assume that these constructions serve to mark the 

beginning of a new discourse segment.  Assuming this is the case, the calculation for 

backward-looking center starts anew with the clause containing the left dislocate.19 

Thus, the discourse referent of the left dislocate is necessarily not a backward-looking 

center, regardless of whether it has been previously mentioned in the larger discourse. 

 We turn now to constraints on pronoun choice in Czech.  There are two strong 

pronominal forms that refer to third person referents: personal and demonstrative 

pronouns.  Each of these pronominal elements respects certain constraints regarding 

the status of its discourse referent.  Demonstrative pronouns are sensitive to the 
                                                
19 I assume that the left dislocate is the only element in this clause. 
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discourse status of their antecedent, while personal pronouns are sensitive to the 

discourse status of their referent in the following context.  

 Personal pronouns tend to refer to elements that perseverate in the discourse 

context (their discourse referent is the preferred center (Centering Theory)), but are 

not as sensitive to the discourse status of their antecedents (see also Kresin 1994).20  

Demonstrative pronouns, on the other hand, are not sensitive to the discourse status of 

their discourse referent in the following context, but are restricted from referring to an 

antecedent which is the backward-looking center of its clause (see Sturgeon to 

appear).  This constraint is quite robust and holds of demonstrative pronouns in other 

languages as well (for English, Spanish, Russian Japanese and Mandarin Chinese, see 

Gundel et al. 1993; for German, see Bosch et al. 2003; for Dutch, see Comrie 2000). 

 If we combine the constraints on the use of personal and demonstrative 

pronouns in Czech with what we know about the discourse status of left dislocated 

elements, it is possible to speculate on the resumption preferences found in Czech left 

dislocation.  A personal pronoun prefers that its discourse referent perseverate in the 

discourse context.  This is true of the discourse referents of resumptives in HTLD, 

and personal pronouns can resume HTLD’ed elements.  The discourse referent of the 

resumptive in CLD constructions, on the other hand, does not perseverate in the 

discourse.  In CLD, the discourse referent of the left dislocate is generally not 

discussed in the following clauses.  We saw in chapter 4 that the tendency, after a 

                                                
20 Personal pronouns do, however, tend to be used in contexts in which their antecedent is not the 
backward-looking center of their clause; null pronouns generally refer to backward-looking centers. 
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CLD construction, is to turn attention to alternatives to the discourse referent of the 

CLD’ed element.  This characteristic of CLD constructions may contribute to the 

infelicity of personal pronoun resumptives.   

 A demonstrative pronoun, on the other hand, requires that its antecedent not 

be the backward-looking center of its clause.  Both HTLD’ed and CLD’ed elements 

satisfy this restriction, as established above.  Thus, this type of pronominal element 

should be felicitous in both constructions.  It is.  

 Resuming CLD’ed elements with demonstrative pronouns is not restricted to 

Czech.  Demonstrative resumptives are also employed in Dutch and German CLD. 

Work on the discourse function of CLD constructions in these languages suggests that 

they may also have a contrastive topic discourse function; researchers describe these 

constructions as ‘contrastive’ (for Dutch: Zwart 1998; for German: Grohmann 2003, 

Frey 2004a, 2005; among others).  Additionally, the demonstrative pronoun in these 

two languages is also specialized for reference to non-topical entities (for Dutch see 

Comrie 2000; for German see Bosch et al. 2003).  Linking the choice of resumptive 

element to the discourse function of the construction appears to be a promising 

avenue for future research. 

 

6  Resuming other Categories 

In section 5.1, I showed that resumption of DP’s involves spell out of the phi-features 

associated with the movement copy.  The fact that the resumptive matches the DP in 
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syntactic, rather than semantic, features is reflected in the choice of resumptive when 

there is a mismatch in grammatical and natural gender (the gender of the DP and the 

gender of the denotation of the DP are not the same).  In these cases, the resumptive 

element expresses the grammatical gender of the overt realization in the highest 

position. 

 This is not, however, how the resumptive is determined for non-DP’s.  In 

some cases, the resumptive appears to be determined by the denotation of the left 

dislocate (and its copy), not by grammatical features.  In these cases, a demonstrative 

with the same denotation spells out the copy.  In other cases, though, there appears to 

be a choice between choosing a demonstrative whose denotation matches that of the 

dislocate or, alternatively, pronouncing part of the copy itself.  The resumptives used 

in these contexts correspond morphologically to the range of wh-expressions in the 

language. 21  A chart is provided in (32).   

Wh-Phrase    Demonstrative 
(32) a. kdo    (‘who’, NOM)   ten   (‘that’, NOM)  
       b. koho    (‘who’, ACC)  toho  (‘that’, ACC) 
       c.  kde   (‘where’, LOC)  tam   (‘there, LOC) 
       d.  kam   (‘where’, DIR)  tam   (‘there’, DIR) 
       e. kdy   (‘when’)  tehdy   (‘then’) 
       f. jak   (‘how’)  tak   (‘thus’)  
       g.  jaký    (‘what kind of’) takový   (‘such’) 

 In the next section, dislocated predicates and propositions are shown to be 

resumed by a demonstrative which matches the dislocate in denotation.  Other 

examples of resumptives which appear to be based on denotation, rather than 

                                                
21 For non-DP’s, demonstratives are the only pronominal form available. 
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syntactic category, are adverbials of manner, time and place.  Prepositional phrases, 

on the other hand, are resumed either by the denotationally appropriate demonstrative 

or a syntactic spell out of the copy.  The use of a resumptive which matches the 

syntactic, rather than semantic, features of the left dislocate appears to be motivated, 

in part, by the lexical inventory of Czech.  

 

6.1  Properties and propositions 

Dislocated small clause AP’s and VP’s are resumed by a demonstrative which 

denotes properties.  Mikkelsen 2005 argues that the pronominal forms used to denote 

properties in English are it and that.  Evidence of this is provided in (33). 

(33) a. John is [considerate].  {It/That} is a good thing to be. 

       b. John [talks quietly].  {It/that} is a good thing to do.  (Mikkelsen 2005: (5.15)) 

The corresponding pro-form in Czech is the neuter demonstrative.  This form is used 

in contexts such as those in (33), see (34). 

(34) a. Jan je [siln%].  To             se          hod’.   
 Jan is  strong  that.NEUT REFL-CL is-useful 
 ÔJan is strong.  That is useful (for him).Ô 

       b. Jan [mluv’ potichu].  To             je dobrŽ d&lat.  
 Jan  talks  quietly       that.NEUT is  good do.INF 
 ÔJan talks quietly.  That is a good thing to do.Ô 
 Lit: ÔJan talks quietly.  That is good to do.Ô 

Mikkelsen suggests that ‘the form of a pronoun reflects its semantic type, which, in 

turn, must match the semantic type of its antecedent’ (Mikkelsen 2005: (5.12)).  If 

this is the case, the neuter demonstrative reflects the property semantic type in (34a-
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b).  This pro-form resumes CLD’ed properties in Czech.  I assume that this pro-form 

reflects the semantic type of the copy it spells out.  The example in (35) illustrates. 

(35)  ...milostivá, to        jsemF…       
gracious      that.NEUT am.  
‘Gracious, that I am.‘     (Czech National Corpus) 

 
The resumptive in this case is not a pro-form which matches the syntactic category of 

adjective (the corresponding form in Czech would be takov# (‘such’)), but rather a 

form which matches the semantic category of the dislocate, a property-denoting 

demonstrative.   

The same resumptive element, the neuter demonstrative, is found when VP’s 

are fronted.  Consider the fronted VP in (36). 

(36) Zpívat   Beatles,   to             jsem           slyšela jenom Martina,      ale … 
 sing.INF Beatles   that.NEUT AUX.1SG.CL heard  only     Martin.ACC but 
 ‘Singing the Beatles, that I have only heard Martin, but…’ 

Again, it is not a verbal pro-form which resumes the dislocate, but a property-

denoting demonstrative.  

Dislocated CP’s are not resumed with a form corresponding to the syntactic 

category of the dislocate, but, instead are resumed by a demonstrative that matches it 

in semantic category.  Neuter demonstratives resume dislocated CP’s, as well as 

dislocated property-denoting XP‘s, (37a-b).  

(37) a. Co    přinesl   Honza na večírek, to             bych              rád věděl. 
 what brought Honza on party     that.NEUT COND.1SG.CL joy knew 
 ‘What Honza brought to the party, I would like to know that.’ 

        b. Že   Martin už          odešel, to              vím. 
 that Martin already left        that.NEUT know.1SG 
 ‘That Martin already left, I know that.’ 
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This is the form that is used in cross-sentential contexts to refer to propositions, (38).   

(38) Slyšelas,               že Honza tedˇ bydlí v  Praze?  Jo,    slyšela jsem           to. 
 heard/AUX.2SG.CL C Honza now  lives in Prague yeah heard   AUX.1SG.CL it.CL 
 ‘Did you hear that Honza now lives in Prague?  Yeah, I heard that.‘ 

Under the assumption that the neuter demonstrative is proposition-denoting, as well 

as property-denoting, again, the form used to resume propositions matches the 

dislocate in semantic, rather than syntactic, type. 

 

6.2  Manner, place and time adverbials 

The resumptive element corresponding to dislocated manner, time and place 

adverbials is based on semantic, rather than syntactic category as well.  This is 

especially clear when temporal and place adverbials, whose syntactic category is PP, 

are considered.  The resumptive element used in those cases is not a PP, but, rather, a 

demonstrative that matches the semantic category of the dislocate.   

 First, though, we consider manner adverbials.  To understand the nature of the 

resumptive element in these cases we turn to Landman et al. 2003.  They suggest that 

there is a specialized pro-form that refers to manner adverbials in Polish, Russian and 

German, see the Polish (39).  

(39) On ta)czyl tak. 
 he  danced thus 
 ÔHe danced like that.Ô   (Landman et al. 2003: (1a)) 

English lacks an exact correspondent to tak (‘thus’) in Polish; expressions such as like 

that and so loosely correspond to this Polish anaphor.  Landman et al. point out that 

this anaphor has a corresponding wh-form, jak (‘how’), which is used to question 
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manner.  Czech parallels Polish in this way; its inventory of anaphors includes the 

manner anaphor, tak, as well as the corresponding wh-expression, jak, (40).   

 (40) Jan tancoval tak. 
 Jan danced  thus  
 ‘Jan danced like that.’ 
 
This pro-form is used as the resumptive element when an adverb is CLD‘ed, (41).   

(41) Potichu, tak  zavřel  dveře.       
 quietly   thus closed doors 
 ‘Quietly, I closed the door like that.’  

 Directional and temporal adverbials are also resumed by demonstratives that 

match the left dislocate in semantic, not syntactic, type.  In (42), a directional PP is 

resumed by the corresponding demonstrative pro-form. 

(42) Do Budapešti, tam/*do té    pojedu na výlet. 
 to  Budapest    there to that go.1SG on trip 
 ‘To Budapest, I am going there on a trip.’ 

The corresponding resumptive PP (do té (‘to that’)) is ungrammatical.  The same 

pattern is found with temporal adverbials.  Though the left dislocate is a PP, the 

corresponding resumptive element is a temporal demonstrative: there is 

correspondence in semantic, not syntactic, type.  The temporal PP in (43) is resumed 

by the corresponding temporal pro-form, tehdy (‘then’). 

(43) V roce 1975  na jaře,     tehdy/*na  tom        jsme            se         brali. 
 in year 1975 on  spring then/    on that.LOC AUX.1PL.CL REFL-CL married 
 ‘In 1975, in the spring, we got married then.’ 

Again, the corresponding PP (na tom (‘on that’)) is ungrammatical. 

Locative adverbials behave a bit differently.  These adverbials can be resumed 

by an element which matches the dislocate in either semantic category or in syntactic 
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form.  In (44), both the resumptive PP (v té (‘in that’)), and the resumptive locative 

demonstrative (tam (‘there’)) are possible. 22 

(44)  Ve své1  kancelá(i, tam/  v  té            pracovala Jana1 celé odpoledne.    
 in self’s office.LOC there in that.LOC worked     Jana  all   afternoon 
 ‘In her office, Jana worked there all afternoon.’ 
 Lit: ‘In her office, there/in that Jana worked all afternoon.’ 

Like directional and temporal adverbials, the resumptive can match the dislocate in 

semantic category (tam (‘there’)).  But, unlike those other PP adverbials, syntactic 

correspondence is also possible.  This pattern of resumption is surprising, given that 

the Czech lexicon has a demonstrative form that corresponds the semantic category of 

locative.  There may be some subtle semantic difference when locative pro-form vs. a 

resumptive PP is used.  This is a question for future research.   

Resumption and the syntactic category of prepositional phrase is considered in 

more depth in the following section when other types of PP’s are considered.   

 

6.3  Prepositional Phrases 

In the previous section, we saw that there are demonstrative correspondents to 

manner adverbials such as directional and temporal PP’s.  There is no corresponding 

demonstrative pro-form in the Czech lexicon for other PP’s, such as instrumentals.  

Due to this fact, resumption patterns with the syntactic matching which is found with 

locative PP’s.  When, for example instrumental, prepositional phrases are CLD’ed, 

they are resumed by the corresponding P head with a complement resumptive 
                                                
22 Note that, though the wh-expressions for the locative and the directional are distinct, the directional 
and locative demonstrative forms are identical, (compare (42) and (44)). 



183  

pronoun corresponding to the syntactic category of the complement DP.  In (45), a 

dislocated PP is resumed by the P and a resumptive element corresponding to its 

complement. 

(45) S      bratrem,         s      tím            pojede  Honza na výlet.  
 with brother.INSTR with that.INSTR go.3SG  Honza on trip 
 ‘His brother, Honza is going on a trip with him.’  

Stranding only the head of the phrase (P0) is disallowed due to the fact that 

prepositions cannot strand in Czech.  A resumptive corresponding to the DP 

complement to P0 appears to satisfy this constraint. 

 When there is a pro-form which corresponds to the entire prepositional phrase 

(as is the case with manner and temporal adverbial PP’s), that pro-form spells out in 

[Spec, IP], otherwise resumption proceeds as in (45).  With locative adverbials, both 

options are available. 

 

6.4  Conclusion 

To sum up, resumption in Czech CLD derives from two assumptions in the grammar: 

null elements cannot bear a prosodic rise and economy constraints require maximal 

deletion of lower copies.  Satisfaction of these competing constraints requires 

minimal spell out of the copy in [Spec, IP].   

Resumption matches either the syntactic or the semantic category of the copy 

of the CLD’ed XP in [Spec, IP].  For DP’s, this matching is syntactic; the phi-features 

of the copy of the dislocate are spelled out.  However, for properties and propositions, 

the resumptive clearly matches, not the syntactic, but the semantic type of the 
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dislocate.  The resuming element is the neuter demonstrative (the form the denotes 

properties and propositions), rather than a pronominal matching the category: 

adjective, verb or CP.  Manner, time and place adverbials behave similarly.  The 

resumptive element is not of the syntactic category, PP, but, instead, is a 

demonstrative form which denotes manner, time or place.  When considering 

dislocated PP’s, we see that the nature of resumption is also constrained by the lexical 

inventory of Czech.  Czech lacks corresponding pro-form for, for example, 

instrumental PP’s.  In those cases, the resumptive pronominal spells out the syntactic 

category of the movement copy.   

 

7  Previous Accounts of Resumptive Spell out 

Grohmann’s 2003 account of German CLD is the most successful recent movement 

approach to left dislocation and my account follows his in linking resumption to 

partially spelled out lower copies within a Copy and Delete theory of movement.  Our 

analyses diverge, however, in the explanation and implementation of the spell out 

requirement.  Grohmann appeals to a theory-internal requirement that only one copy 

of an XP can appear in any ‘prolific domain’ (loosely corresponding to phase).  When 

more than one copy of an XP appears in a single domain, the lower element must 

spell out as a resumptive.  Ultimately, due to structural differences between the left 

peripheries of German and Czech, Grohmann’s approach to resumption is untenable 

for Czech CLD.    
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As in my analysis, under Grohmann 2003, the CLD’ed XP undergoes two 

leftward movements.  The CLD’ed XP moves first to the left edge of the matrix 

clause, [Spec, TopP], and then to a higher functional projection, [Spec, CP].  

Grammatical constraints interfere with the normal deletion process associated with 

lower copies.  The intermediate copy in [Spec, TopP] and the higher copy in [Spec, 

CP] both Spell out overtly, see (46).  

(46) Diesen   Mann,  den               kenne ich nicht. 
 this.ACC man     that-one.ACC know  I     not  
 ‘This man, I don’t know him.’ 
 (Grohmann 2003: chapter 4, (2b)) 

Grohmann accounts for resumption in German CLD constructions within his larger 

theory of Prolific Domains and anti-locality effects.  ‘Prolific Domains’ correspond to 

three domains within the clause: the θ-domain (vP, VP); the φ-domain, (IP, AgrP’s); 

and the ω-domain.  The ω-domain corresponds to what is generally thought of as the 

C-domain and, for Grohmann, includes CP and TopP (see Rizzi 1997).  Based on 

evidence from several types of constructions (reflexivization, CLLD, among others), 

Grohmann proposes that when more than one copy of an XP occurs within the same 

Prolific Domain, the lower copy must spell out as a resumptive.   

 Resumption in German CLD constructions follows from this proposal.  Two 

copies of the CLD’ed XP occur in the same domain, the ω-domain: the left dislocate 

occurs in [Spec, CP] and another copy occurs in [Spec, TopP].  The lower copy in the 

ω-domain spells out as a demonstrative pronoun, see (47).   

(47) |ω  [CP XP [TopP XP->RP |φ [TopP [Top V [IP...XP... |θ [vP...XP...]]]]]] 
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The lowest two copies are the only copies in their respective domains, and, thus, do 

not require overt expression. 

 This is where Czech diverges from German.  In Czech CLD, the resumptive 

element and the left dislocate are in different prolific domains.  Evidence for this 

comes from the co-occurrence of wh-expressions and CLD’ed XP’s.  Both the left 

dislocate and the wh-phrase occur in what Grohmann refers to as the C-domain, but 

the resumptive element appears lower, in [Spec, IP], see (48). 

(48)  Toho psa,        komu     toho        jsi               dala? 
that   dog.ACC who.DAT that.ACC AUX.2SG.CL gave 
‘That dog, who did you give him to?’ 
 

As shown in chapter 2, second position clitics occur in I0, a position within the φ-

domain; the demonstrative resumptive occurs in the specifier position of this 

projection.   

German differs crucially from Czech in that wh-phrases cannot co-occur with 

CLD’ed elements in interrogatives.  The reason is that the demonstrative resumptive 

and the wh-phrase compete for the same structural position, [Spec, TopP], which can 

be identified as the position preceding the second position verb, see (49).  The 

exclamation mark in (49) indicates that it cannot be interpreted as an interrogative; 

only an exclamative interpretation is possible. 

(49) !Diesen  Gast, den        hat  wann der Oberkellner gegrüßt? 
 this.ACC guest that.ACC has when  the maître d’    greeted 
 ‘This guest, when did the maître d’ greet him?’ 
 (Grohmann 2003: chapter 4, (33b)) 
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Since demonstratives appear in the same position as wh-expressions in German 

([Spec, TopP]), and we know that wh-expressions are in the ω-domain, both the overt 

CLD’ed expression and the resumptive element appear in the same Prolific Domain.   

This, however, is not the case in Czech.  CLD’ed elements and their resumptives 

appear in distinct Prolific Domains.  Thus, the grammatical constraint forcing spell 

out of the resumptive element in German does not apply to the resumptive element in 

Czech.  Another explanation is required. 

 My analysis contrasts with Grohmann’s in that I link spell out to a prosodic 

requirement which is independently known to hold of CT elements in [Spec, IP].  The 

fact that null material cannot host a prosodic rise leads to the Spell out of the 

resumptive element in CLD.  It seems likely that my account for Czech CLD could 

extend to the parallel construction in German.  German CLD has a similar discourse 

function (Frey 2004a, b; 2005).  Also, the resumptive element in German appears in 

the same structural position as do CT’s, [Spec, TopP].  The fact that left-edge CT 

elements are also associated with an intonational rise suggests that the resumptive in 

German CLD may also be associated with an intonational rise and a similar analysis 

of resumption in German CLD is possible (for CT intonation in German see Féry 

2005). 
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8  Conclusion 

The analysis of resumption presented here connects the syntax, prosody and 

pragmatics of Czech CLD.  The interplay of these components of the construction 

explains the resumptive pattern which is found.  Overt resumption occurs as a direct 

result of the prosodic character of the construction.  The CT intonational contour falls 

obligatorily on the element in [Spec, IP], requiring that the movement copy in that 

position spell out overtly.  Rather than a full movement copy spelling out, however, a 

resumptive element spells out.  I connect this to principles of economy.  Where it is 

possible, minimize spell out.  The prosody of CLD requires an overt element in 

[Spec, IP], however, this element need not be a full copy of the left dislocate.  A 

resumptive element, then, satisfies both the prosodic and economic constraints within 

the grammar. 

 The question of the nature of the resumptive copy was also considered.  I 

showed that the resumptive element must spell out the phi-features of DP’s; 

grammatical gender matching facts in the Czech CLD provides evidence of this.  

However, it is the semantic, rather than syntactic, category of the left dislocate which 

the demonstrative resumptive spells out in the case of left dislocated properties and 

propositions.  This semantic, rather than syntactic, matching is also evident when 

manner, time and place adverbials are considered.  Though the CLD’ed element is a 

PP, the demonstrative matches the denotational type, not the syntactic category, of the 

dislocate. 
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The analysis presented here considers CLD at the syntactic-pragmatic-

prosodic interface.  As opposed to strictly syntactic approaches, like that taken in 

Grohmann 2003, the features motivating movement under my account are closely 

linked to the pragmatic function of the construction.  Under Grohmann 2003, the 

features motivating both leftward movements of the left dislocate are identical.  He is 

not concerned with the question of how these syntactic configurations might relate to, 

or interact with, pragmatic properties of the constructions.  Additionally, spell out of 

the resumptive element is the consequence of a purely a syntactic condition within his 

approach.  Under my account, spell out of the resumptive is a natural consequence of 

the prosody of the construction.  Considering left dislocation at the interfaces of the 

grammar has made significant strides in developing an understanding of this type of 

construction. 

 


