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M
arkedness

and
O

ptim
ality

T
heory

A
C

ase
Study

of
Pronom

inalInventories

JO
A

N
B

R
E

S
N

A
N

S
tanford

U
niversity

[O
ptim

ality
T

heory
and

Typology,S
um

m
er

S
chool2002]
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A
parable

from
phonology: a

O
nce

upon
a

tim
e

there
w

ere
phonologicalrules:

e.g.

coda
devoicing:

[−
son]

→
[−

voice]/
]
σ

vow
elnasalization:

V
→

[+
nasal]

/
N

︸
︷
︷
︸

σ

G
ram

m
ars

consisted
of

rules.
e.g.

D
utch

had
the

rule
of

coda
devoicing;

E
nglish

did
not.In

D
utch:

/b

� d
/
→

[b

� t]
/b

� d
.

� n
/
→

[b

� .d

� n
]

a—
freely

adapted
from

K
ager

(1999:
ch.1)
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O
T

replaced
such

rules
by

universalconstraints:

a.
*V

O
IC

E
D

-C
O

D
A

:
obstruents

m
ust

not
be

voiced
in

syllable
coda

position

b.
I D

E
N

T-IO
(V

O
IC

E):
the

specification
ofthe

feature
[voice]

ofan
input

segm
entm

ustbe
preserved

in
its

outputcorrespondent

C
onstraints

conflict.
(b)

is
a

Faithfulness
constraint;

these
preserve

contrasts.
(a)

is
a

M
arkedness

constraint;
these

penalize
com

plex
or

‘difficult’
structures,and

so
tend

to
erode

contrasts.A
particular

language
harm

onizes
the

conflicting
constraints

by
prioritizing

(ranking)them
.

G
iven

a
language-particularconstraintranking, the

optim
ization

function
‘m

inim
izes

the
m

axim
um

problem
’

(B
oersm

a
1998)

by
picking

the
candidate

that
best

satisfies
the

top
ranked

constrainton
w

hich
it

differs
from

its
com

petitors
(Prince

and
Sm

olensky
1993).
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D
utch:

*V
O

IC
E

D
-C

O
D

A
�

ID
E

N
T-IO

(V
O

IC
E)

For
input/b

� d
/
,
D

u
tch

h
a
s:

C
a
n
d
id

a
tes:

*V
O

IC
E

D
-C

O
D

A
ID

E
N

T
I-IO

(V
O

IC
E)

☞
[b

� t]
*

[b

� d
]

*
!

E
nglish:

ID
E

N
T-IO

(V
O

IC
E)
�

*V
O

IC
E

D
-C

O
D

A

For
input/b

� d
/
,
E

n
g
lish

h
a
s:

C
a
n
d
id

a
tes:

ID
E

N
T

I-IO
(V

O
IC

E)
*V

O
IC

E
D

-C
O

D
A

[b

� t]
*
!

☞
[b

� d
]

*
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W
here

do
constraints

com
e

from
?

“W
hatare

the
constraints

on
the

con-
straints?”

“W
hatprevents

you
from

having
a

constraint*T
O

A
S

T
E

RO
V

E
N?”

a

...
w

hat
is

‘m
arked’

and
‘um

m
arked’

for
som

e
structural

distinction
is

not
an

arbitrary
form

al
choice,

but
rooted

in
the

articulatory
and

perceptualsystem
s.

—
R

ené
K

ager
(O

ptim
ality

T
heory.C

am
bridge

Textbooks
in

L
inguistics,1999:3)

e.g.V
oicing

is
unm

arked
in

vow
els,m

arked
in

obstruents
(Ito

and
M

ester
1998:

V
O

P—
V

oiced
O

bstruentProhibition).
A

cross
languages

syllable
onsets

have
m

ore
voicing

contrasts
than

codas,and
this

can
be

explained
by

the
greater

salience
of

onsets,w
hich

enhances
perception

of
voicing

contrasts.

T
he

factthatvoicing
is

unm
arked

in
vow

els
and

m
arked

in
obstruents

is
assum

ed,notexplained
by

O
T

(indeed,the
constraints

could
be

form
ally

reversed).
W

hat
O

T
provides

is
explicit

m
echanism

s
(a

form
al

m
odel)

for
deriving

com
plex

outputs
of

rule
system

s
from

substantive
functional

theories .
aJane

G
rim

shaw
,p.c.
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W
hatis

gained
by

allthis?
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F
actorialtypology:

I
ID

E
N

T-IO
(V

O
IC

E)
�

*V
O

IC
E

D
-C

O
D

A
,V

O
P

II
*V

O
IC

E
D

-C
O

D
A
�

ID
E

N
T-IO

(V
O

IC
E)
�

V
O

P
III

V
O

P,*V
O

IC
E

D
-C

O
D

A
�

ID
E

N
T-IO

(V
O

IC
E)

I
=

Fullcontrast(e.g.E
nglish)

II
=

Positionalneutralization
(e.g.D

utch)
III

=
N

o
contrast(e.g.Polynesian)

O
T

:
a

unified
form

al
theory

of
language-internalpatterns

and
crosslin-

guistic
asym

m
etries.

‘D
istributional

m
arkedness’

and
‘typological

m
arkedness’ a

are
logically

derived
from

the
sam

e
theory.

a(G
undel,H

oulihan,and
Sanders

1986).

8 '&
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In
a

nutshell:

•
constraints,notrules

•
grounded

constraints

•
factorialtypology

•
language-internaldistributionalpatterns

∼
crosslinguistic

typological
asym

m
etries
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A
m

arkedness
approach

to
syntax?

V
ariation

w
ithin

languages
approaches

variation
across

languages. a

W
e

m
ay

callthis
resultthe

“congruence
ofintra-and

interlinguis-
tic

diversity.”
—

E
m

m
on

B
ach

(Syntactic
T

heory,1974:255)

M
arkedness

D
istribution

P
rinciple:

Typologicalm
arkedness

and
difference

of
distribution

are
correlated

such
that,

in
a

given
language

w
ith

tw
o

alternating
form

s
A

and
B

,if
A

has
a

w
ider

distribution
than

B
,then

A
is

nottypologically
m

arked
relative

to
B

,and
if

A
is

typologically
unm

arked
relative

to
B

,then
A

has
a

w
ider

distribution
than

B
.

—
G

undel,H
oulihan,and

Sanders
(M

arkedness,E
ckm

an,M
oravscik

and
W

irth,eds.,1986:107–38)

aForm
ulation

suggested
by

E
m

m
on

B
ach,p.c.,A

pril2002
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A
n

O
T

approach
to

m
arkedness

in
syntax

•
constraints,notrules

•
grounded

constraints

•
factorialtypology

•
language-internaldistributionalpatterns

∼
crosslinguistic

typological
asym

m
etries
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To
form

ulate
constraints

w
e

need
explicitrepresentations

of
m

orphosyn-
tactic

inputand
output.

T
he

nature
of

inputand
outputrepresentations

in
m

orphosyntax
is

largely
determ

ined
by

tw
o

generalconditions
on

the
O

T
m

odel:

•
‘R

ichness
of

the
base’

•
R

ecoverability
of

the
inputfrom

the
output.

12 '&
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I.‘R
ichness

of
the

base’:
L

anguages
differ

system
atically

only
in

their
rankings

of
universalconstraints

(Prince
and

Sm
olensky

1993,Sm
olensky

1996a).
System

atic
variation

is
derived

by
the

rerankings
of

universal
constraints

rather
than

by
language-particularspecifications

of
differences

in
inputor

lexicalinventory.T
he

universality
ofthe

m
orphosyntactic

input
can

be
expressed

by
an

abstractm
ultidim

ensionalspace
ofdim

ensions
of

contrastas
form

ally
m

odelled
by

com
plex

feature
structures. a

II.R
ecoverability

of
inputfrom

output:
For

learnability,the
inputm

ustbe
recoverable

from
the

output(containing
the

overtperceptible
data)

either
by

containm
ent

or
correspondence

(Tesar
and

Sm
olensky

1996).
T

he
recoverability

of
the

abstractfeature
structure

from
the

overtperceptible
form

s
of

expression
can

be
ensured

by
taking

G
E

N
to

be
one

of
the

m
athem

atically
w

ellunderstood
feature-structure

based
m

odels
of

syntax,
such

as
O

T-L
F

G
(K

uhn
2001). b

aSom
e

universal
constraint

fam
ilies

are
indexed

to
language-particular

w
ord

classes
or

m
orphem

es,such
as

the
fam

ily
ofm

orphologicalalignm
entconstraints

(M
cC

arthy
and

Prince
1993)

and
m

orphologically
indexed

faithfulness
constraints

(U
rbanczyk

1995,
1996;

B
enua

1995,1996;Fukazaw
a

1997).
b—

also
the

fam
ily

of
related

m
odels

(H
P

S
G

,construction
gram

m
ar,

categorial
gram

m
ar

variants,...).
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T
he

Inputfor
personalpronouns.

B
y

‘richness
of

the
base’

the
inputm

ustbe
universalacross

allparticular
languages.

A
ssum

ption:
W

hatuniversally
characterizes

a
pronoun

are
its

referential
role

and
functions,notits

syntactic
category.

A
ssum

ed
in

functional
syntax

(e.g.
G

ivón
1976,

1983,
1984,

1990,
1995,N

ichols
1986,V

an
V

alin
1996),lexical

functionalgram
m

ar
(e.g.

M
ohanan

1982,
Sim

pson
1983,

1991,
K

am
eyam

a
1985,

B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1986,1987,A
ndrew

s
1990,A

ustin
and

B
resnan

1996,B
resnan

1995,2001a),som
e

O
ptim

ality
T

heoretic
syntax

(G
rim

shaw
and

Sam
ek-

L
odovici1995,Sam

ek-L
odovici1996,B

resnan
2001b,c,1998b,2000b),

and
som

e
w

ork
in

the
M

inim
alistProgram

(E
verett1996).

14 '&
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E
xam

ples:

•
Indirect

object
clitic

copies
in

Spanish:
not

pronom
inalin

content,
butm

arkers
of

gram
m

aticalagreem
ent(Suñer

1988,A
ndrew

s
1990)

occurring
w

ith
every

kind
of

indirect
object,

including
negative

indefinites
and

interrogatives

•
A

n
obligatory

subjectagreem
entprefix

in
Setaw

ana
having

pronom
i-

nalcontent(D
em

uth
and

Johnson
1989)

•
D

eictics
recruited

as
anaphoric

pronouns
in

m
any

languages
(G

reen-
berg

1986:
xix)

•
Pronouns

derived
from

nom
inals,as

in
Spanish

Vuestra
M

erced
and

Portuguese
Vossa

M
erce

(‘Y
our

honour’),w
hich

becam
e

U
sted

and
Voce(s)

respectively
(M

ühlhäusler
and

H
arré

1990:
136–7);sim

ilarly
in

Japanese
(Sugam

oto
1989),

w
here

w
atashi

[1pers]
com

es
from

w
atakushi‘privacy’.

•
“a

generic
pronom

inal
root

(usually
invariant

across
all

person-
num

ber
categories,and

often
etym

ologically
a

form
of

the
verb

‘be’
or

a
noun

such
as

‘body’
or

‘self’)
w

ith
nom

inal
or

verbal
affixes

distinguishing
the

differentnum
bercategories”

(N
ichols

and
Peterson

1996:
345–6;L

ipkind
1945;Jelinek

and
D

em
ers

1983,1994)
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A
n

E
nglish

exam
ple:

T
rudgill

and
C

ham
bers

(1991:
8)

report
that

in
E

ast
A

nglian
dialects

of
E

nglish
it

occurs
only

as
an

object
pronoun,w

ith
third

person
neuter

singular
subjects

being
indicated

by
that:

T
hat’s

raining.
I

don’tlike
it—

that’s
no

good.

A
localw

om
an

w
ho

helps
us

clean
the

house
here

said
to

m
e

the
other

day
after

a
long

search
for

the
broom

,w
hich,

like
m

any
other

things
is

alw
ays

being
m

oved
around

the
house

by
the

kids,
and

had
gone

m
issing

to
be

finally
located

dow
n

the
side

of
the

fridge
“

T
hat’s

a
good

place
for

it.
B

ut
as

soon
as

you
start

saying
som

ething,thatdisappears.”
(L

ouisa
Sadler,p.c.,M

ay
6,1997)

In
E

ast
A

nglian,
that

has
the

m
orphological

form
of

a
dem

onstrative,
butis

functioning
as

a
third

singular
neuter

personalpronoun.
T

hus
itis

incorrectto
define

pronouns
as

having
distinctpronom

inalstem
form

s.
It

is
the

functions
of

the
elem

ent
that

determ
ine

its
pronom

inality,not
its

etym
ology

or
its

form
.

16 '&
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F
eatures

ofthe
input

for
personalpronouns: a

P
R

O
—

shifters
used

for
reference

to
speech-actparticipants

(Jesper-
son

1922:
123;C

ysouw
2001:

5)
T

O
P

—
topic-anaphoricity

(G
ivón

1976,1983,1984,1990:
916ff)

P/N
—

classification
by

person,num
ber,...(G

ivón
1984:

354–5)

L
anguage-independentrepresentation

of
pronom

inalcontentby
feature-structures:



T
O

P

P
R

O

P/N



[
P

R
O

P/N

]
[

T
O

P

P
R

O

]

...

aN
ote.

Sociallevelor
distance

is
also

im
portant:

Javanese
(G

eertz
1960:

248ff),B
alinese

(A
rka

1998),T
hai,B

urm
ese,and

V
ietnam

ese
(C

ooke
1968).

M
ühlhäusler

and
H

arré
(1990:

64)
take

the
m

ajor
pronom

inal
contrasts

to
be

(i)
“

‘person’
and

the
features

of
participant

roles”
and

(ii)
“distance

and
proxim

ity
(obviative

and
proxim

ative)
both

spatialand
social”.
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T
he

O
utput:

Typologicalvariation
in

pronom
inalform

s

R
ange

ofpersonalpronom
inalform

s:
Z

ero
B

ound
C

litic
W

eak
Free

Z
ero:

pronom
inals

having
no

expression
in

m
orphology

or
syntax

B
ound:

m
orphologically

bound
pronom

inals,
also

called
pronom

inal
inflections,w

hich
are

expressed
by

affixalstructure
on

a
head

C
litic:

pronom
inals

that
have

a
specialized

syntactic
position

and
are

phonologically
bound

to
a

host;
‘specialclitics’

in
Z

w
icky’s

(1977,
1985)

sense

W
eak:

freestanding
pronom

inalform
s,neither

phonologically
nor

m
or-

phologically
bound

to
another

constituent,butatonic
and

differing
in

syntactic
distribution

from
nom

inalphrases.

F
ree:

freestanding
pronom

inalform
s

w
hich

m
ay

receive
prim

ary
sentence

accents

18 '&
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R
epresentation

of
pronom

inals
as

form
/contentpairings:

Z
ero:

<
∅,

[
P

R
O

T
O

P

]

>

B
ound:

<
af,



T
O

P

P
R

O

P/N


>

Free:
<

X
0,

[
P

R
O

P/N

]

>

etc.
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O
T

:
pronom

inalm
arkedness

theory:

IN
P

U
T

C
A

N
D

ID
A

T
E

S
O

U
T

P
U

T

<
∅,

[

T
O

P

P
R

O

]

>

[
T

O
P

P
R

O

P /N

]

<
af,

[
T

O
P

P
R

O

P /N

]

>
<

af,

[
T

O
P

P
R

O

P /N

]

>

<
X

0,

[

P
R

O

P /N

]

>

...

G
E

N
:

IN
P

U
T
→

C
A

N
D

ID
A

T
E

S
E

V
A

L :
C

A
N

D
ID

A
T

E
S
→

O
U

T
P

U
T

20 '&
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A
n

O
T

approach
to

m
arkedness

in
syntax

•
constraints,notrules

•
grounded

constraints

•
factorialtypology

•
language-internaldistributionalpatterns

∼
crosslinguistic

typological
asym

m
etries
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M
arkedness

constraints
“T

he
relation

betw
een

pronom
inalform

and
pronom

inalcontent
is

not
arbitrary,like

the
Saussurean

sign:
no

language
has

Free
pronouns

devoid
of

any
person/num

ber/gender
distinctions,

w
hile

m
any

languages
have

Z
ero

pronouns
w

ith
just

this
property.

N
o

language
has

Z
ero,B

ound,or
C

litic
pronouns

used
only

for
em

phasis
or

focus,w
hile

m
any

languages
have

Free
pronouns

w
ith

justthese
functions.”

(B
resnan

2001b)

C
lassification

of
pronom

inalform
s:

Z
ero

︸
︷
︷
︸

nonovert

overt
︷

︸
︸

︷

B
ound

C
litic

W
eak

Pronoun

Z
ero

B
ound

C
litic

W
eak

︸
︷
︷

︸

reduced

nonreduced
︷

︸
︸

︷

Pronoun

22 '&
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F
unctions

of
pronom

inalform
s:

(a)
O

vert
⇔

P/N
:

Pronom
inals

are
inherently

specified
for

person/num
ber/gendercontrasts

if
and

only
if

they
are

overt. a

(b)
R

educed
⇔

T
O

P:
Pronom

inals
are

reduced
if

and
only

if
they

are
specialized

for
topic

anaphoricity. b

aB
resnan

2001b;
A

ustin
and

B
resnan

1996.
D

istinguish
zero

pronouns
from

pronom
inal

inflections
(G

ivón
1976;Sim

pson
1983,1991;Jelinek

1984,1988,1990,1995;B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1986,
1987;

Sandoval
and

Jelinek
1989;

D
em

uth
and

Johnson
1989;

A
ndrew

s
1990;

Speas
1990;

W
illie

(1990);
Sadock

1991;
U

yechi
1991;

N
ordlinger

1997;
Jelinek

and
D

em
ers

1994;
B

resnan
1996,

2001a;
B

örjars,
C

hapm
an,

and
V

incent
1997;

Toivonen
1996,

1997;E
verett1996;Speas

1997;inter
alia)

bG
ivón

1976,1984,1990:
917;H

aim
an

1985:
150,167,194,232–2;

Schw
artz

1986
(on

focus
functions

of
independent

pronouns);V
an

V
alin

1996;K
am

eyam
a

1985;G
rim

shaw
and

Sam
ek-L

odovici
1995;

Sam
ek-L

odovici
1996;

L
am

brecht
and

L
em

oine
1996;

B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1986,
1987;

L
am

brecht
1981;

C
ardinaletti

1999;
C

ardinaletti
and

Starke
1996;

inter
alia.)
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O
ne

exam
ple:

discourse
topics

in
C

hicheŵ
a

(B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1987:
768):

(a)
F

ı̂sianadyá
ḿ

kângo.Á
-tá-

ú
-dya,anapı́tá

ku
San

F
rancı̂sco.

hyena
ate

lion(3)he-serial-it(3)-eathe-w
entto

S.F.
‘T

he
hyena

ate
the

lion.H
aving

eaten
it,he

w
entto

S.F.’

(b)
F

ı̂sianadyá
ḿ

kângo.Á
-tá-dyá

ı́w
o,anapı́tá

ku
San

F
rancı́sco.

hyena
ate

lion(3)he-serial-eatit(3)
he-w

entto
S.F.

‘T
he

hyena
ate

the
lion.

H
aving

eaten
it

(som
ething

other
than

the
lion),he

w
entto

S.F.’
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R
educed

pronom
inals

are
syntactically

m
arked

M
otivation:

In
syntax,reduced

pronouns
are

structurally
m

arked,in
that

they
im

pose
difficulties

forsem
antic

recoverability
(iconicity),and

involve
m

ore
com

plexity
in

the
form

-function
m

apping
(avoid

allotaxy)
(H

aim
an

1985).

Free
pronouns

preserve
iconicity

and
avoid

allotaxy
(perceptualadvan-

tages),
w

hile
reduced

pronouns
m

inim
ize

expression
of

the
fam

iliar
(production

advantages).
(H

aim
an

1985:
150,167,194,232–2;H

oulihan
and

Iverson
1979:

141);G
undel,H

oulihan,and
Sanders

1986:
136–7)

A
fam

ily
of

m
arkedness

constraints
(=

M
A

R
K

):
(H

aim
an

1985,B
resnan

2001b,1998b,2000b,V
incent1999)

*
Z

ero
*

B
ound

︸
︷
︷

︸

Iconicity

*
C

litic
*

W
eak

︸
︷
︷

︸

A
void

A
llotaxy
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F
aithfulness

constraints:
(=

F
A

IT
H

)

F
A

IT
H

(T
O

P),F
A

IT
H

(P
R

O
),F

A
IT

H
(P/N

)

Faithfulness
constraints

require
that

features
of

the
input

content
be

preserved
in

the
outputexpression.

T
hey

thus
serve

the
com

m
unicative

function
of

expressing
contrasts

in
content,protecting

contentagainstthe
eroding

effects
of

m
arkedness

constraints
on

form
s.
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Input[P
R

O
,P/N

,T
O

P]

*WEAK

*CLITIC

*BOUND

*ZERO

FAITH(TOP)

FAITH(P/N)

FAITH(PRO)

Z
ero:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P]
*

*
B

ound:
[P

R
O

,
T

O
P,

P/N
]

*
C

litic:
[P

R
O

,
T

O
P,

P/N
]

*
W

eak:
[P

R
O

,
T

O
P,

P/N
]

*
Free:

[P
R

O
,

P/N
]

*

Input[P
R

O
,P/N

]

*WEAK

*CLITIC

*BOUND

*ZERO

FAITH(TOP)

FAITH(P/N)

FAITH(PRO)

Z
ero:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P]
*

*
*

B
ound:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P,
P/N

]
*

*
C

litic:
[P

R
O

,
T

O
P,

P/N
]

*
*

W
eak:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P,
P/N

]
*

*
Free:

[P
R

O
,

P/N
]
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A
n

O
T

approach
to

m
arkedness

in
syntax

•
constraints,notrules

•
grounded

constraints

•
factorialtypology

•
language-internaldistributionalpatterns

∼
crosslinguistic

typological
asym

m
etries
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If
M

A
R

K
�

F
A

IT
H

,
violations

of
structural

m
arkedness

constraints
are

w
orse

than
violations

of
faithfulness

constraints.
H

ence,
being

a
structurally

m
arked

form
w

illbe
w

orse
than

failing
to

preserve
contrasts.

In
order

to
m

inim
ize

violations,the
m

arked
form

s
w

illbe
avoided

in
favor

of
unm

arked
form

s,regardless
of

the
input(content).

R
anking

yielding
only

the
free

pronoun:

Input[P
R

O
,T

O
P,P/N

]
M

A
R

K
F

A
IT

H

Z
ero:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P]
*!

*
B

ound:
[P

R
O

,T
O

P,P/N
]

*!
☞

Free:
[P

R
O

,
P/N

]
*
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If
F

A
IT

H
�

som
e

m
em

ber
M

of
M

A
R

K
,then

failing
to

preserve
contrast

is
w

orse
than

violating
M

.
H

ence,the
m

arked
form

w
ill

be
utilized

to
express

contrast,and
unm

arked
form

s
w

illbe
used

elsew
here.

R
anking

yielding
a

bound
pronom

inal:

Input[P
R

O
,T

O
P,P/N

]
...

*Z
E

R
O

F
A

IT
H

*B
O

U
N

D

Z
ero:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P]
*!

*
☞

B
ound:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P,
P/N

]
*

Free:
[P

R
O

,
P/N

]
*!

T
he

free
pronoun

under
the

sam
e

ranking:

Input[P
R

O
,P/N

]
...

*Z
E

R
O

F
A

IT
H

*B
O

U
N

D

Z
ero:

[P
R

O
,

T
O

P]
*!

**
B

ound:
[P

R
O

,
T

O
P,

P/N
]

*!
*

☞
Free:

[P
R

O
,

P/N
]

30 '&

$%

B
ecause

languages
differ

system
atically

only
in

their
constraintrankings,

by
“R

ichness
of

the
B

ase”
(Prince

and
Sm

olensky
1993,

Sm
olensky

1996a),this
(partial)

m
arkedness

theory
predicts

the
asym

m
etricaldistri-

bution
of

reduced
pronom

inals.

A
sym

m
etric

crosslinguistic
distribution

of
reduced

pronom
inals:

“...
no

language
lacks

free
form

s
w

hile
som

e
languages

m
ay

lack
bound

form
s

...”
(C

arstairs-M
cC

arthy
1992:

165–6)

L
anguages

Free
R

educed
N

avajo,M
acushi,...:

x
x

E
nglish,L

ezgian,...:
x

–
?

–
x
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A
n

O
T

approach
to

m
arkedness

in
syntax

•
constraints,notrules

•
grounded

constraints

•
factorialtypology

•
language-internaldistributionalpatterns

∼
crosslinguistic

typological
asym

m
etries
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V
ariation

w
ithin

languages
(distributionalm

arkedness)
R

elationalhierarchy
of

nom
inaldependents

ofverbs:

Subject
O

bjects
︸

︷
︷

︸

C
ore

non-C
ore

︷
︸
︸

︷

O
bliques

T
he

positional
m

arkedness
of

reduced
pronom

inals
in

non-C
ore

relations:
*R

E
D

U
C

E
D

/O
B

L

M
otivation:

Inform
ation

structure
is

notrandom
ly

m
apped

onto
syntactic

structure:
topicalargum

ents
are

preferred
in

core
over

noncore
syntactic

positions
(A

issen
1999,

H
aspelm

ath
2001).

R
educed

pronom
inals

are
specialized

for
topicality,and

so
are

attracted
to

core
syntactic

positions.
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A
constraintfam

ily:

*
Z

E
R

O
/O

B
L:

Japanese,M
alayalam

(M
ohanan

1983)

*
C

L
IT

IC/O
B

L:
O

lang
T

irolese
(C

ardinaletti
and

Starke
1996),

C
zech

*
B

O
U

N
D

/O
B

L:
C

hicheŵ
a

(B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1987),
W

arlpiri(Sim
pson

1991)

P
rediction:

W
hen

positional
m

arkedness
constraints

(here
*R

E-
D

U
C

E
D

/O
B

L)
dom

inate
faithfulness

contraints,
contrasts

(even
if

oth-
erw

ise
preferred

in
the

language)
are

avoided
in

the
m

arked
positions.

T
his

overriding
of

faithfulness
constraints

creates
an

“em
ergence

of
the

unm
arked

effect”
(B

resnan
2000a,b,2001b,1998b)
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F
ree

replacing
Z

ero:
Japanese

a

sono
hon-o

yonda
kedo

w
atashi-w

a
??sore-o/∅

susum
e-nai

that
book-A

C
C

read.PA
S

T
but

I-T
O

P
(it)

recom
m

end-N
E

G

‘I
read

thatbook
butI

w
ouldn’trecom

m
end

it.’

sono
hon-o

yonda
kedo

sore-ni/*
∅

tuite-w
a

hanasitaku
nai

that
book-A

C
C

read.PA
S

T
but

(that-dat)
about-T

O
P

talk.w
ant

N
E

G

‘I
read

thatbook
butI

don’tw
antto

talk
aboutit.’

aN
ote:

Japanese
attaches

constraints
of

social
level

to
its

pronom
inal

system
;

use
of

an
overt

pronoun
to

designate
a

person
im

plies
social

fam
iliarity

and
is

therefore
avoided

in
m

any
situations

(Peter
Sells

and
Y

ukiko
M

orim
oto,

p.c.
M

arch
1997).

For
this

reason,
an

inanim
ate

overtpronoun
is

used
in

these
exam

ples.
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E
m

ergence
of

the
unm

arked
pronoun

in
Japanese:

Input[A
B

O
U

T
<

x
>

,[P
R

O
,T

O
P]

x ]

*ZERO/OBL

. . .
*BOUND

FAITH

*ZERO

Z
ero

tuite:
[...[P

R
O

,
T

O
P]]

*!
*

B
ound

+
tuite:

[...[P
R

O
,

T
O

P,
P/N

]]
*!

*
☞

Free
tuite:

[...[P
R

O
,

P/N
]]

**
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F
ree

replacing
B

ound:
C

hicheŵ
a

(B
resnan

and
M

chom
bo

1987:
769;B

resnan
2000a,2001b)

m
kángó

uw
u

fı̂sia-ná-
ú

-dy-a.
lion(3)

this
hyena

S
M

-past-O
M

(3)-eat-indic
‘T

his
lion,the

hyena
ate

it.’

?*
m

kángó
uw

u
fı̂sia-ná-dy-á

ı̌w
o

lion(3)
this

hyena
S

M
-past-eat-indic

it(3)
‘T

his
lion,the

hyena
ate

it.’
kw

á
ı́yo

to
him

(class
3)

*
kw

ǎyo
<

kw
a

+
ı̌yo

to
+

him
(cl3)

to
him

(cl3)
m

fúm
ú

iyindi-ká-kú-neněz-a
kw

á
ı́yo

chief(3)
this

I-go-you-tell.on-indic
to

him
(3)

‘T
his

chief,I’m
going

to
tellon

you
to

him
.’
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E
m

ergence
of

the
unm

arked
pronoun

in
C

hicheŵ
a:

Input[T
O
<

x
>

,[P
R

O
,T

O
P]

x ]

*BOUND/OBL

. . .
*ZERO

FAITH

*BOUND

kw
á

Z
ero

[...[P
R

O
,T

O
P]]

*!
kw

á+
B

ound
[...[P

R
O

,T
O

P,P/N
]]

*!
*

*
☞

kw
á

Free
[...[P

R
O

,P/N
]]

**
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F
ree

replacing
C

litic:
C

zech
(Petr

Sgall,p.c.,N
ovem

ber10,1998)

Vidı́m
tě.

see-I
C

L:you
Tebe

vidı́m
.

you
see-I

‘I
see

you.’
‘I

see
Y

O
U

(contrastive).’

*
D

ı́vám
se

na
tě.

look-I
R

E
FL

at
C

L:you
*

N
a

tě
se

vidı́m
.

at
C

L:you
R

E
FL

look-I
‘I

look
atyou.’

‘I
look

atyou.’

D
ı́vám

se
na

tebe.
look-I

R
E

FL
at

you
N

a
tebe

se
dı́vám

.
at

C
L:you

look-I
‘I

look
atyou.’

(notcontrastive)
‘I

look
at

Y
O

U
.’

(contrastive)
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E
m

ergence
ofthe

unm
arked

pronoun
in

C
zech:

Input[A
T
<

x
>

,[P
R

O
,T

O
P]

x ]

*CLITIC/OBL

. . .
*BOUND

FAITH

*CLITIC

na
Z

ero:
[...[P

R
O

,
T

O
P]]

*!
*

na+
B

ound:[...[P
R

O
,

T
O

P,
P/N

]]
*!

*
☞

na
Free:

[...[P
R

O
,

P/N
]]

**
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V
ariation

across
languages

(typologicalm
arkedness)

*R
E

D
U

C
E

D
/O

B
L
�

F
A

IT
H
�

*R
E

D
U

C
E

D
positionalneutralization

O
ccurs

in:
Japanese

[Z
ero],C

hicheŵ
a

[B
ound],C

zech
[C

litic]

F
A

IT
H
�

*R
E

D
U

C
E

D
/O

B
L,*R

E
D

U
C

E
D

fullcontrast

O
ccurs

in:
M

acushi
(C

arib)
[B

ound],G
odié

(K
ru)

[C
litic

and
W

eak],Sanum
a

(Y
anom

am
i)[W

eak]

*R
E

D
U

C
E

D
/O

B
L,*R

E
D

U
C

E
D
�

F
A

IT
H

no
contrast

O
ccurs

in:
E

nglish,L
ezgian,...
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T
his

derives
the

asym
m

etry:

P
ositionalneutralization

of
the

reduced/nonreduced
contrast:

R
educed

pronom
inals

occur
m

ostfrequently
w

ith
subjects

or
subjects

and
objects

(‘core
relations’)

and
less

frequently
w

ith
oblique

(‘non-C
ore’)

argum
enttypes

(M
oravcsik

1974,G
ivón

1976,Foley
1998,Siew

ierska
1999).

Free
R

educed
C

ore
relations:

x
x

N
on-C

ore
relations:

x
–
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Sum
m

ary
of

som
e

concepts
O

T
constraints

are
m

otivated
by

functional
considerations

including
generalproperties

of
the

hum
an

perceptual,m
otor,and

cognitive
system

s
and

the
pragm

atic
contextof

language
use. [grounded

constraints]

T
he

sam
e

general
constraints

are
hypothesized

to
be

present
in

every
gram

m
ar

but
are

m
ore

or
less

active
depending

on
their

relative
strength

(ranking)am
ong

conflicting
constraints. [universality]

System
atic

aspects
of

language-particular
inventories

are
derived

by
constraintranking,notfrom

alterations
in

the
assum

ed
inputs.

[richness
of

the
base]

U
nm

arked
structures

becom
e

optim
al

w
hen

faithfulness
constraints

(w
hich

m
aintain

m
arked

structures
to

express
contrasts)

are
overridden.

[the
em

ergence
of

the
unm

arked]

T
he

possible
rerankings

of
the

generalconstraints
in

any
gram

m
ar

give
a

setof
alternative

gram
m

ars. [factorialtypology]

“
Variation

w
ithin

languages
approaches

variation
across

languages.”
[D

istributional
m

arkedness
and

typological
m

arkedness
are

logically
derived

from
the

sam
e

theory.]
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For
further

reference
...

B
resnan,

Joan.
2001b.

T
he

em
ergence

of
the

unm
arked

pronoun.
In

O
ptim

ality-T
heoretic

Syntax,ed
by

G
éraldine

L
egendre,Jane

G
rim

shaw
,

and
Sten

V
ikner,113–142.C

am
bridge:

T
he

M
IT

Press.

O
n

the
typology

of
pronom

inalexpression:
C

ysouw
,M

ichael.
2001.

T
he

Paradigm
atic

Structure
ofPerson

M
arking.

N
ijm

egen:
K

atholieke
U

niversiteitN
ijm

egen
Ph.D

.dissertation.

Forchheim
er,Paul.

1953.
T

he
C

ategory
of

Person
in

L
anguage.

B
erlin:

W
alter

de
G

ruyter.

M
ühlhäusler,

Peter
and

R
on

H
arré.

1990.
P

ronouns
and

People:
T

he
L

inguistic
C

onstruction
of

Social
and

Personal
Identity.

O
xford:

B
asil

B
lackw

ell.

Siew
ierska,

A
nna.

1999.
R

educed
Pronom

inals
and

A
rgum

ent
Prom

i-
nence.

In
P

roceedings
of

the
L

F
G

99
C

onference,U
niversity

of
M

anch-
ester,

ed.
by

M
iriam

B
utt

and
T

racy
H

ollow
ay

K
ing.

O
n-line,

C
SL

I
Publications:

http://csli-publications.stanford.edu/L
FG

/4/lfg99.htm
l.

W
iesem

ann,U
rsula

(ed).
1986.

P
ronom

inalSystem
s.

T
übingen:

G
unter

N
arr

V
erlag.
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O
n

pronom
inalfunctions:

A
rka,I

W
ayan.

1998.
F

rom
M

orphosyntax
to

P
ragm

atics
in

B
alinese.

A
L

exical-F
unctionalA

pproach.
Sydney:

U
niversity

of
Sydney

D
epartm

ent
of

L
inguistics

Ph.D
.dissertation.

A
ustin,Peterand

Joan
B

resnan.1996.N
onconfigurationality

in
A

ustralian
aboriginallanguages.N

aturalL
anguage

&
L

inguistic
T

heory
14,215–68.

C
ardinaletti,A

nna.1999.Pronouns
in

G
erm

anic
and

R
om

ance
languages:

an
overview

.
In

C
litics

in
the

L
anguages

of
E

urope,
ed.

by
H

enk
van

R
iem

sdijk,33–82.B
erlin:

M
outon

de
G

ruyter.

C
ardinaletti,A

nna
and

M
ichalStarke.

1996.
D

eficientpronouns:
a

view
from

G
erm

anic.
A

study
in

the
unified

description
of

G
erm

anic
and

R
om

ance.
In

Studies
in

C
om

parative
G

erm
anic

Syntax,
vol.

II,
ed.by

H
öskuldur

T
hráinsson,Sam

uel
D

avid
E

pstein,
and

Steve
Peter,

21–65.
D

ordrecht:K
luw

er.

D
em

uth,
K

atherine
and

M
ark

Johnson.
1989.

Interaction
betw

een
discourse

functions
and

agreem
ent

in
Setaw

ana.
Journal

of
A

frican
L

anguages
and

L
inguistics

11,21–35.
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G
ivón,Talm

y.1976.Topic,pronoun
and

agreem
ent.In

Subjectand
Topic,

ed.by
C

harles
N

.L
i,149–88.N

ew
Y

ork:
A

cadem
ic

Press.

G
ivón,

Talm
y.

1983.
Topic

C
ontinuity

in
D

iscourse:
A

n
Introduction.

Topic
C

ontinuity
in

D
iscourse:

A
Q

uantitative
C

ross-L
anguage

Study,
ed.by

T.G
ivón,5-41.A

m
sterdam

:
John

B
enjam

ins
Publishing

C
om

pany.

N
oguchi,

Tohru.
1997.

Tw
o

types
of

pronouns
and

variable
binding.

L
anguage

73:
770–797.

Sugam
oto,N

obuko.
1989.

Pronom
inality:

a
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